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Amber Tardif

From: Martin Ericks

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 3:45 PM

To: Public Comment

Subject: 2 items 2/14 City Council meeting agenda on appeal fees and the Alverno use of

parking lot appeal

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, patrticularly with links and

attachments.
Dear City Council,

Please submit for public comment
Upon seeing this weeks agenda all I could think was WOW, just wow. The city government is supposed to be
responsible for serving the needs of it's citizens. Not so in Sierra Madre after reading this week's agenda long
form and the city attorney's letter.

1. CONSIDERATION TO AMEND APPEAL FEE SCHEDULE FOR LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS

1. Count us as a family that wished to appeal the Planning Commission's approval of the CUP but when told the
fees we knew we couldn't afford it. It was stupidly expensive and prevented us from doing it. My family is
adversely affected by the noise unlike those who don't live by this school and are ignorant of our General Plan
or the city code. Our General Plan and noise code in Sierra Madre applies to all the residents, not those bringing
kids to a non-profit school that pays no taxes and schools mostly out of the area kids for a few years.

Please make the fees reasonable. 50% 1s not reasonable. I can't believe our city is trying to say a city employees
time 1s $244 an hour. If that was true we wouldn't have the turnover we do or asked to pay even more taxes to
support our services.

2. Agenda item to APPEAL the PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION APPROVING AHA CUP and
NMD

We are asking that the City Council allow this failure to fully address the negative aspect of the CUP approved
for Alverno's 2nd expansion to go back to the Planning Commission. Deal with the item of the appeal and not
rehash the whole project. The way Michillinda parking lot is being used wasn't in the plan request. Using the
parking lot wasn't ever on the signage project description. There wasn't even a sport court mentioned in the
project description on the public notification. The use needs to be moved where the city gave approval in the
last CUP. It isn't in the parking lot along Michillinda. It's clear the school realized their mistake and just thought
the neighbors wouldn't care. We kept bringing it up though. The planning commission should have done a real
study of the environmental impact. It's noisy as heck and if I could have afforded to appeal it and make the
school use what was granted to them, I would have.

The purpose and power of city government is to adopt regulations to promote the public good within those
areas. Attorney Giragosian, Vincent Gonzalez are showing their preference to cowtow to an entitled non-profit
under the guise of being christian that the city has a contract with. They are favoring the applicant for a school
that has more on their PTA, staff and Board of Trustees that continue to jam their noise and traffic upon the
neighbors.



My family implores you to make the appeal fees reasonable so residents can exercise their right to appeal and
send the item of appeal back to the planning commission. Done, no other discussion about the rest of Alverno's
expansion should be accepted nor waste this city's time.

Thoughtfully submitted for your consideration.
M.Ericks



Amber Tardif

From: Jacqueline Tatum

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 11:38 AM

To: Public Comment

Subject: Sierra Madre Appeal fees and 2/14 agenda item Alverno appeal

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

Dear City of Sierra Madre City Council and Mayor,

I have known the Stephens for many years. I visit them, bring my daughter and family. We have dinner,
and even stayed overnight at their home when the hour has gotten too late. I have been following this
expansion that they and their neighbor’s have had to put up with the Alverno school expansion.

I am asking two things - reduce the appeal fees to something all of your residents can afford and send this
back to the planning commission. The planning commission caved in and approved a CUP even after
admitting the parking lot noise was a major environmental issue and never in the school’s requested use.

I have seen the fees you have allowed Vincent Gonzalez to charge. Those kinds of fees are meant to deter
ANY residents from appealing projects like this. It is untenable for all of your residents. All over the state
the fees are more moderately set because the cities realize legally setting fees like Sierra Madre has would
shut out their residents from appealing questionable or wrongfully arrived at decisions. This is not a
frivolous appeal and clearly done with great financial sacrifice and concern by the Stephens. Many of the
neighbors can’t appeal the Alverno CUP because of these $8000 fees plus another $750 for noticing. It
should not be any city governments purpose to make their residents pay for what is their right to exercise.
Even 50% is outrageous and probably unlawful but I am not an attorney.

Please reduce the fees to an amount that is reasonable like the majority of California cities. San Marino
only charges $905 for an appeal of the Planning Commission or City council. Plus, we only charge $70 for
noticing. Sierra Madre is making a profit. I work for the government and our hourly is definitely not $244
per hour.

Secondly, I am appalled to see the city attorney making recommendations in the agenda for something that
the neighbors and the school spent 5 or 6 meetings before the planning commission already on but was not
even in the plan the school submitted. The noise generated from using the land in a manner not in the plan
1s what is being appealed. Pretty sure the city cannot legally side with the applicant and just add it to the
project plans. The city planning commission erred in the way they handled it. As the city council you
really must send this back even if there are more pressing projects.

Noise is an environmental issue. I can’t bring my daughter to the Stephens' home and watch her play
outside when we visit anymore. The school sports are obnoxiously loud and right in front of the

Stephens’ home. We can’t spend the night as we never know when we will be woken up by kids in the
parking lot, or a late night film or drunk wedding guests carrying on in the lot. The school across the street
produces a pervasive noise that never was a part of their home before. As I was told the neighbors have
never expected this would be an issue because the school has a playing field and approval for a gym.
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Please stop showing favoritism towards this school and ignoring your general plan. Your residents are
counting on you to see the fallacy of this planning commission decision. Although the Stephens said the
school’s own noise reports were deficient I read where the noise consultant stated the lunch gatherings
were going to be the noisiest activity. How is it these sports games and practices were agreed by the
planning commission to be a problem then no more discussion and the expansion went through?

Please send this back to the planning commission to deal with this and not rehash the whole plan as the
Mr. Gonzalez is planning to do per the agenda. It’s a waste of your time to review anything but what the
Stephens are appealing. Thank you for listening.

Yours truly,

Ms. Jacqueline Tatum



Amber Tardif

From: Carolyn

Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2023 10:56 AM

To: Public Comment

Cc K.S.

Subject: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision and appeal fees

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, patrticularly with links and

attachments.

Dear Clty Council of Slerra Madre and Mayor.

My family and | were prepared to file an appeal but Sierra Madre city fees priced you out. The high
price of fees make it diffcult for most people to appeal.

I'm asking that the city council send the application back to planning commission. The PC clearly
agreed with the neighbors about the noise from Alverno’s unregulated use of the parking lot since the
K-8. It agreed and then it just caved in and did nothing. Why are you allowing this school/event
venue/filming venue to bully both Sierra Madre and Pasadena neighbors? You still haven't fixed that
horrendous 3pm traffic issue on Highland and Michillinda due to Alverno. And, now, Alverno parents
are getting even more gutsy and u-turning south on Michillinda to get into the Alverno line up.

Your police officers have been put on notice more times than | can count and are never out there on
Michillinda at any time of the day. Oh, oops, | lied. | saw a police officer out on Michillinda at 6 am last
Sunday morning. Yeah, that's a lot of help. That is not right.

Thank you so very much.

Carolyn Halpern & family



Amber Tardif

From: Martha and Darryl Troedson

Sent: Saturday, February 11, 2023 11:13 AM
To: Public Comment

Subject: Alverno Heights Academy

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

I am a resident at in Sierra Madre and have witnessed the changes at Alverno over the
last 18 years. We purchased our home knowing that the school was across the street and fully expecting that
some disruptions would occasionally occur. I appreciate the concern Alverno has shown for the neighbors in
proximity and have attended several of the informational meetings held by the school. The traffic has increased
at times due to the establishment of the lower school, but I have found that the congestion lasts only a few
minutes before and after classes. I have never considered a few minutes of noise after a wedding or party as a
serious concern, and, in fact, have often listened to any music with pleasure.

The Master Plan appears to have been thoughtfully designed to limit any disruption to our neighborhood. I am
looking forward to seeing the school expand, and particularly to the possible use of the Multi-Purpose Building
as a community room, something definitely needed in our city. I have faith that Alverno will continue to reach
out to the neighbors and attempt to work out any problems in the future.

I support the Master Plan update and urge the Planning Commission to allow further construction, including
remodeling of present structures, at Alverno Heights Academy.

Martha Troedson



Amber Tardif

From: robert NYDAM

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 8:33 AM

To: Public Comment

Cc: Vincent Gonzalez; Julia Fanara

Subject: Alverno Heights Academy Master Plan Update
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

I am writing to voice my tentative and conditional support of the Alverno Heights Academy Master Plan with a
few qualifications.

My name is Robert Nydam, I live at across the street from the school since 2003. We have had
disagreements with the schools that have been resolved with civil negotiations and at times required
attorneys. In the end, reasonable agreements were reached.

During the pandemic the school doubled in size overnight from 175 to approx. 400 students (400 is max student
body) with the addition of a lower school of Pre-K through 8. This was an odd transition as it involved bringing
students, families, faculty and administration from another local private school. Though awkward as it was it
likely saved Alverno from going out of business. I would much prefer a school with its beautiful historic

villa across the street for my home than a potential large housing development.

In the process, Alverno made concessions to mitigate the reduction in the quality of life on our little one block street as
the traffic and noise has increased substantially. Studies and city parameters aside, we have lived on a little one block
street for 23 years with very little traffic, very few parked cars, a very little noise. Call us spoiled but this was our
normal. Alverno's addition of the lower school highly disrupted our normal and it will never be the same again. We
and the neighbors on our street grieve what our

pleasant little street was and what it will never be again because of Alverno's unannounced addition of a lower
school.

We appreciate mitigations made by the school such as, the school asked their families and guests not to park
on the neighbors side of the street, that traffic flows one direction only on Wilson, and Alverno has been
responsive to concerns and complaints.

We continue to deal with issues of cumulative effects. Historically, CUMULATIVE EFFECT is the primary
issue neighbors have with the school. Though the school unfairly portrays the neighbors as being hostile
towards the students when conflict arises this was never the case. We all moved in with our eyes wide open that
we lived across from a school. The addition of wedding, filming, city events, non-school sporting vents, non-
school camps, city usage, etc plus all school activities 1s th cuamulative effect. It is the cumulative effect of all
these activities that causes a tipping point. All the neighbors support the school and good work they do. A
minimum amount of additional non-school related, revenue enhancing or charitable activities is tolerable but
there is a tipping point and in my experience Alverno is consistently pushing that cumulative effect tipping
point line. Our message is just "Be a school". Be a great school; not a robust wedding business; not a constant
filming location; not an all weekend sport team rental. Live out your mission to educate kids, do a a few things
to supplement your revenue but don't over do it. Stay away from the "cumulative effect tipping point" and
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everything will be fine. Cross that line and there will be conflict because Alverno is being a bad neighbor then
and disrupting the neighbors quality of life. As I've said in the past 20 years and I'll say it again--- This is all
about being good neighbors. Alverno being a good neighbor to us and the Neighbors being good & reasonable
neighbors to Alverno.

On to my condition to support---SPEED BUMPS ON WILSON ST. Most parents speed coming around the
corner and down Wilson. I have kids. I get the urgency to get your kids to school on time and the tunnel vision
that comes with that. I have gone over the speed limit myself to get them to school on time but it is a safety
issue and it needs to be addressed and mitigated .

I will ONLY support the Alverno Master Plan update if Speed bumps are place between the corner of
Grandview & Wilson to the school parking ingress and from the the parking egress to the corner of Highland &
Wilson. This needs to be at the schools expense. The school built the lower school, the school brought the
excessive traffic, the school is unable to deter speeding cars whipping around the corner of Grandview and then
speeding towards Highland therefore the burden of responsibility lies on the school to physically slow cars
down on Wilson St. permanently. If the mitigation of speed bumps above and below the ingress and egress on
the Wilson St. Parking lot is executed then the school has my whole hearted support. Without the speed
bumps, I do not support the master plan as it is incomplete and school is still a nuisance and disruptive to our
quality of life.

Best,

Bob Nydam
President/Owner

Totally Kids Sun Valley _



Amber Tardif

From: Lacy C Stephens

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 5:29 PM

To: Public Comment

Subject: Public comment Feb 14 2 agenda items. City appeal fees and Appealing Alverno CUP

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and
attachments.

Dear Honorable Mayor and City of Sierra Madre City Council,
Thank you for taking the time to review the two items before you and considering my public comment.

1. The Appeal fees are exorbitant and should be reduced to a nominal fee that allows your residents to appeal
decisions like the Alverno CUP 12/1/2022 It would be inline with what other cities have done. Slerra Madre’s
fees are undemocratic.

2. Please do not listen to the recommendations of the city attorney or city director. This is my family home and
where | will be soon be returning to and where | hope to own one day with my family.

| have not been able to escape the noise coming from this parking lot use since this temporary use. This new
expansion and Alverno’s decision not to build their multipurpose building or the courts by the field as approved
in 2010 has been horrible.

My parent’s lives have been irrevocably changed since Alverno started using the parking lot. Noise is an
environental issue that was never fully addressed or finished being reviewed. Alverno has thumbed their noses
at my parent’s numerous requests to work something out, to negotiate something for two years. My family
gives just as much in service to the disabled, the girl scouts, the underprivileged and others seeking a hand up
in our community. Our family has served and is still serving in the military to protect those rights. My parent’s
rights to a quiet enjoyment inside their home and outside of it should not be taken away by Alverno nor by the
city attorney or city director because they favor Alverno.

This whole expansion has been detrimental to my mom’s health, her work and volunteering. My dad is equally
and unjustifiably burdened. My parents want to age in place. They worked sometimes 2-3 jobs to afford their
home. They should not be forced to start all over elsewhere and endure the costs of moving because the city
has some weird relationship with Alverno. Alverno has many other places on campus to conduct the activities
they are in the parking lot and the playground. They should not have started a school without first having the
gym, the lunchroom, or the playground appropriately built and placed before they started the K-8.

I hope you will agree to align the appeal fees with what is far more reasonable than 50%.

Please send this decision back to the Planning Commission to deal with the noise Alverno pushes onto the
neighbors. Do not change the ambient level of our village neighborhood under the General Plan. Make Alverno
build the gym they promise their families. Use the field that sits empty. Rent or negotiate the use of facilities
such as Sierra Madre Middle or elementary and stop burdening my parents and my home with their failure to
provide for the students they bring to the campus and the city.

Thank you .
Lacy Stephens



Amber Tardif

From: Leesa Puleo

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 11:32 AM
To: Public Comment

Subject: Public Comment for Tonight's Meeting
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

Leesa A. Puleo

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council,

| was planning on attending tonight’s meeting, but | am ill with a severe case of gastritis. | am in support of Mr. and Mrs.
Stephens’ actions and wish | could be there with them and for them tonight.

| fully intended on filing my own appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of the Alverno Heights Academy’s
Conditional Use Permit and Addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration, but the $6,700 price tag made it
impossible for me so. As a single working mom, | simply could not justify such an expenditure to the detriment of my
family. | wrote several email messages imploring the City to reduce the fee, but was unsuccessful. We are all humble
people of modest means and are no match for the deep-pocketed Alverno. Yet, the Stephens felt it was a worthwhile
endeavor to file the appeal, and did what they needed to do to secure the funds. BRAVO! | applaud them for taking this
financial risk and hope that the city offers them some remittance. They represent all of us living on Highland, Wilson,
Grandview, and Michillinda, and | am forever indebted to them.

| beg the City Council to reconsider the decision made by the Planning Commission to approve the AHA CUP and MIND.
We have been working tirelessly for several years to get the City to hear our concerns with AHA’s noise and traffic.
Finally, the Planning Commission heard our cries and believe there has been significant impact to our lives. Yet, they
chose to ignore us and approve the AHA CUP and MND that we, wholeheartedly, believe does very little to remedy our
challenges with the school.

Thank you.
Leesa A. Puleo

Sent from Mail for Windows



Amber Tardif

From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 11:46 AM
To: Public Comment

Subject: Alverno

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

Dear Mayor and City Council of Sierra Madre,

My family weighed in on the Alverno expansion request month after month since July 2021. In the end we were shocked
to think the planning commission listened to our stories of the noise and traffic but then they stopped the conversation
short of meaningful resolve and just approved the CUP.

This was after they sent Alverno back to the drawing board to deal with the issues! Even Alverno was discussing moving
the parking lot use to an alternative spot. Alverno offered a temporary sports court until they build out their K-8
expansion. The planning commission clearly acknowledged the use of the parking lot was problematic. They discussed
the noise was a problem not only for the school use but for filming and wedding rentals. They seemed to be getting it but
then they abruptly approved the CUP. Commissioner wrongly stated where the noise wall was to be placed and they gave
up. It was not right. It showed the commission failed to fully review the documents Alverno provided to them.

Please send this issue the Stephens’s family are appealing back to be dealt with. The Michillinda parking lot being used
and generating nerve grating noise was not even an expansion request and should have never been allowed. It needs to be
stopped now. Do not let the city attorney waive all that the neighbors contributed and did to attend those meetings. We
want to see that the noise code violating activity be placed where it belongs, on the playing field and in the multi-
purpose building.

Alverno was allowed to start a school before they had the proper facilities. The school should not expect the neighbors
to suddenly accept the excessive traffic and noise. We already have to deal with the additional use the city has allowed
with the film and party rentals. Even Commissioner Hutt came out to witness the egregious noise and agreed the noise

was horrendous.

As we understand the Stephens are only asking to appeal one aspect of the expansion. The city should not mount a
whole new presentation and waste everyone’s time going over the 800 pages we all had to meeting after meeting. It is a
waste of your time. It is a waste of the city time. It is a waste of the Stephens and their attorney’s time.

The City of Sierra Madre has prohibited almost any neighbor from appealing the planning commission’s CUP approval
with fees of $7-8000 plus noticing fees of another $800. That is too much. Even 50% is prohibitive. Fees like this are

surely meant to keep the public from appealing in Sierra Madre decision that adversely affects our home and rights.

Please waive the fees to appeal as unreasonable and stick with the appeal at hand. This decision is unfinished and needs
to go back to the planning commission.

Respectfully.

Chui Chow



Amber Tardif

From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 1:49 PM

To: Public Comment

Subject: Agenda items - Appeal fees, and Alverno Appeal Public Comment

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

Dear Mayor Garcia and City Council persons,
Please clude our family when weighing in on the two matters:

The appeal fee made our ability to file an appeal out of our reach financially. We were aghast when we heard it was
going to be about $8000. Sierra Madre city hall is supposed to be for the people but the fees Mr. Gonzalez is
proposing and had previously recommended are out of touch and greedy. Sierra Madre is becoming a city of elitist
under such fees.

We did a broad search of fees in California. There are 500 cities. The majority of cities we polled had fees specific to
appealing a Planning Commussion decision to be under $1000 and notifying was included. Our taxes are too much if
Mr. Gonzalez 1s getting that kind of salary because he clearly favors Alverno i all of his staff reports.

The applicants who are challenging this appeal are to commended. We didn't think to do it. We urge the City
Council to realign the fees so that appeals can be made by the everyday joe's like us. Even 50% is ghastly high. We
can assure you the amount of time spent by neighbors of the Alverno project were not undertaken frivolously or
without a great deal of blood, sweat and tears. Thank you.

Also, return the applicants fee by making this decision retrotractive. They were forced to pay or lose the ability to
appeal.

Next, the Alverno appeal. It needs to be dealt with and not quashed.

We urge you to do the right thing and make Alverno go back to the field and offsite sports untd they
build their gym. They started a school with PPE money and we are living with the consequences of
their poor planning. They wanted a school amongst a neighborhood then they should live with that.
Harabedian should never have poached student records and families to attend Alverno in the first
place. We have accepted some noise but not what they have done since 2021.

We were friends for over a decade with Margueritte Dastoor and her husband Robert who lived at
- They were very vocal about the issues with the school, the filming and weddings. We commuserated about the
noise never getting much help from our local police or that horrible woman who liasons for Alverno. Margueritte
was very upset about the k-8 moving in and nothing was being done about the noise generated in front of her
home. All we could surmise was those on Grandview who did not have something to hide or had an alumnae and
afraid to speak up. Unfortunately Robert passed away from cancer having to live with the noise while in hospice .
Then Margueritte passed away from covid and the house was sold to a young couple who won't speak up. We see
them walking around their yard with noise cancelling headphones and know they have an illegal chicken coop.
We knew the previous owners for years, Ted and Alice at_ After 30 years they moved to get
away from the noise of the high school, weddings and filming. Now we are stuck with a famuily that runs an illegal
bakery out of their home. It's just a tragedy that we keep losing good neighbors to those who don't care about
towing the line morally so that Alverno can act contrary to what Sierra Madre stands for.
Through Margueritte we met their lovely neighbors the Stevens family. We understand they are appealing the CUP.
Good for them. We support them and thank them for not letting the poor and sudden decision of the Planning
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Commission to stand after they all sent Alverno back more than once to do something about the problems they
have dumped on us, noise and traffic.

Grateful this isn't over yet. Ms. Rosadella and extended family



Amber Tardif

From: P Thomas

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 2:15 PM

To: Public Comment

Subject: Public comment regarding Agenda #1 Alverno CUP appeal and Appeal Fees

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.
To the City of Sierra Madre City Council,

Please count us as another family that could never afford to appeal the Alverno CUP for what the Planning
Department is currently charging. The city has priced us out and now it's too late for any appeal by my family.
Please amend and make retroactive for the Stephens the appeal fee they paid under duress. The courts would
agree it needs to be nominal so all residents are allowed to participate in the process. They did a lot of work to
provide binders down to handing the city two sets of mailing labels.

Families like ours do not have deep pockets and understand how hard this has been for the Stephens. The city
government is not a business. It is to serve the residents. Asking 75% of what Alverno paid for 2 CUPs is
unbelievable. We couldn’t comprehend being forced to pay $7750 for an appeal plus a $775 notification fee for
sending a letter to the neighbors. Alverno is an institution that has a side hustle business of property and film rentals
plus all that tuition. The city provided them not only with the school expansion application but a year later threw in
the Villa CUP for FREE by Ken Farsing’s own statements at the meetings. At the very least Alverno received 2
CUPs for the price of one. That has the look of impropriety.

Please reduce or waive the appeal fees at tonight's agenda for the Stephens. Any reduction should be retroactive
because they have had to do the leg work and hire representation. San Marino only charges under a $1000 and
only $70 to do what Vincent Gonzalez is claiming cost over $8000.

As for agenda item #1, it needs to dealt with as an environmental issue. The Planning Commission never fully
finished their concerns and came up with a resolution to the noise. Alverno should not be given carte blanche to do
things with the land that has not received a full review and was never in the project application. You also haven't
address speed bumps on Wilson or who is responsible for signs that it's a school zone, crosswalks for the children
crossing before and after school on Wilson and Michillinda. | am finding kids that say they are walking home on
Sunnyside and parents are picking up there also. There are a lot of things that still haven’t been thought out in the
master plan that need to be dealt with.

As a Sierra Madre resident |, along with my family, implore you to grant the afore mentioned requests.

Yours truly,
Colleen and Jeff Thomas

Sent from my iPhone



Venskus & Associates

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

603 WEST OJAI AVE., SUITE F 1055 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 1996
OJAL, CALIFORNIA LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
93023 90017
TEL: 805-272-8628 TEL: 213-482-4200

February 14, 2023

APPEAL RE: THE SIERRA MADRE PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF
AMENDMENT TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND ADDENDUM TO MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION TO UPDATE THE ALVERNO HEIGHTS ACADEMY
MASTER PLAN TO ALLOW FOR PERMANENT CLASSROOMS FOR K-8 AND
OTHER CAMPUS IMPROVEMENTS

This letter is submitted in support of Kristin and Keith Stephens’ appeal of the Sierra
Madre Planning Commission’s decision in the above-entitled proceeding pursuant to Sierra
Madre Municipal Code § 17.66.020 (B). This letter, which must be placed into the council file
and made a part of the administrative record, provides public comment in response to the staff
report recommending a reduction of the appeal fee from 75% of the original application filing
fee for land use entitlements to 50% of the original application filing fee for land use
entitlements.

While appellants appreciate the acknowledgment by the city that the 75% appeal fee must
be reduced, appellants dispute the city’s methodologies in calculating the revised fee and
recommendation that a 50% fee is appropriate.

A. EVEN A 50% APPEAL FEE WILL PREVENT PROJECT OPPONENTS FROM
EXHAUSTING THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES BEFORE
PROCEEDING TO SUPERIOR COURT

City Staff and indeed, the Sierra Madre Municipal Code (“SMMC”) Section 17.66.060
fails to distinguish between appeal fees for applicants and non-applicants. The Staff Report on
amending the fee schedule references SMMC Section 3.20.040 and its provision authorizing the
city to, in essence, charge fees to recover the costs of necessary to provide, the regulation,
product or service. (See Fee Schedule Amendment Staff Report p. 1.)

City Staff fails to acknowledge that project applicants, by definition, are asking for a
service, because they are seeking an entitlement that will theoretically improve the value of the
their property. Admittedly, the provision of that entitlement is a city service. And the city should
seek cost recovery from the person requesting said entitlement, 1.e. the applicant.

However, project opponents are not seeking entitlements. Rather they are seeking to

enforce important constitutional rights to petition their government for redress. In fact, California
Constitution Article 3 grants the right of citizens to instruct their representatives and petition
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government for redress of grievances. The Sierra Madre Municipal Code even provides
interested persons the right to appeal and an opportunity to be heard at hearing (See Section
17.66.010 and 17.66.030.) By providing an appeal hearing for a project opponent, i.e. a non-
applicant, the city is not providing a service, but ensuring the provision of a constitutional right.
Thus, in the context of non-applicant appeals, cost recovery under SMMC Section 3.20.040 is
limited by the constitutional right to provide project opponents with a mechanism to petition
their government for redress.

But, even if there 1s a 50% appeal fee, many project opponents will be priced out of
exercising this constitutional right. If project opponents do not challenge a project at the
administrative level, they cannot meet the requirement to exhaust administrative remedies before
pursuing litigation in Superior Court. It follows that an unreasonable appeal fee impairs non-
applicant appellants (i.e. project opponents) from exercising their the right to petition the local
government for redress and to seek redress in the Superior Court. Sea & Sage Audubon Society,
Inc. v. Planning Com., (1983) 34 Cal.3d 412 implied that an excessive and unreasonable appeal
fee would infringe on the obligation to exhaust administrative remedies.

Here, the non-applicant appellants paid a $7,444.00 appeal fee based on 75% of the original
filing fee for the applicant’s entitlement application. (See Exhibit A.) The fee was paid under
protest and even if the fee is reduced to 50% of the original application fee, it would still be
impossible for appellants and indeed many project opponents to clear this financial hurdle.
Appellants simply cannot afford to pay even 50% of the original application fee. Sierra
Madre’s own mayor even alluded to this fact by stating that residents should not be “priced-out’
of an appeal and that the appeal fee. (See Exhibit B attached hereto.) It also appears that the city
is not adverse to watving filing fees for the Academy’s CUP for the Villa. Appellants request
that the city waive the appeal fee or in the alternative, reduce the fee to a nominal amount.

B. EVEN A 50% APPEAL FEE IS WIDELY OUT OF PROPORTION WITH
APPEAL FEES CHARGED IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS

The City of Los Angeles has adopted the distinction between applicant appellants and non-
applicant appellants. The Los Angeles Municipal Code (“LAMC?”) section pertaining to zoning
and land use appeals makes a distinction between appeals filed by the applicant and those filed
by the non-applicants. LAMC Sec. 19.01(B)(1)(a) states that “A fee equal to 85 percent of the
total underlying application fees or $15,811 for first level appeal and $11,585 for additional level
appeals, whichever is less when the appeal is made by the applicant.” Meanwhile LAMC Sec.
19.01(B)(1)(b) states that “A fee of $158 in the case of an appeal by an aggrieved person, other
than the applicant.” (See Exhibit C attached hereto)

In its December 29, 2016 report studying and recommending changes to the Fee Structure in
Los Angeles, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department indicated that a profit making
objective should not be included in the assessment of fees and a factor weighing in setting fees at
less than 100% is enabling the participation of individuals or groups that typically cannot afford
services. (See Exhibit D attached hereto) The department in effect recommended that non-
applicant appeal fees, in addition to some other fees, be subsidized by the city.



The Fee Survey conducted by the city of Los Angeles as part of its fee schedule amendment
process revealed that Burbank, Glendale, Los Angeles County, Long Beach and San Jose all
distinguished between appeal fees for applicants and non-applicants and showed that appeal fees
for non-applicants were nominal. (Exhibit D - Appendix B p. 1 and Appendix C, p. 1.)

In Citizens for Open Government v. City of Lodi (2006) 144 Cal. App. 4th 865, there was
only a $250 appeal fee charged to project opponents. (/d. at 870.)

In the city of West Hollywood, appeal fees are waived for appeals that are accompanied by
original petitions that are signed by a minimum of 50 residents or property or business owners
within West Hollywood. (See West Hollywood Municipal Code Sec. 19.76.030 D and attached
hereto as Exhibit E) As city Staff points out, the cities of Arcadia, Monrovia San Marino and
South Pasadena all charge comparatively nominal amounts than Sierra Madre. (Fee Amendment
Staff Report p. 2.)

Thus, the Staff’s recommendation of an appeal fee of 50% of the original application filing
fee 1s still out of proportion with the fees charged in other jurisdictions.

C. THE METHODOLOGY USED BY CITY STAFF IN THE FEE AMENDMENT
ANALYSIS IS FLAWED

The “survey” conducted by Staff was deficient because staff only surveyed “neighboring
cities in the San Gabriel Valley”. This does not provide the decision-makers with an accurate
picture of what other jurisdictions are charging and therefore what options are available for the
decision-makers to consider. City staff did not conduct a survey of fees charged elsewhere in
California or nationally.

Moreover, there was no explanation of why city Staff recommended a 50% appeal fee over
the nominal fees charged by Arcadia, Monrovia San Marino and South Pasadena. Topanga
Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles, 11 Cal. 3d 506 requires agencies to
bridge the analytical gap between evidence and conclusion. City Staff has failed to do so with
respect to its recommendation of the fee schedule amendment.

Thus, appellants again request that the appeal fee either be waived or reduced to a nominal
fee.

Sincerely,

5o

Jason Sanders
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APPEAL OF DECISIONS

City of Sierra Madre

Development Services Department

232 W, Sierra Madre Boulevard, Sierra Madre, CA 91024
phone 626.355.7138 fax 626.355.2251

APPELLANT INFORMATION

Name of Appeliant:  Kristin and Keith Stephens
Phone Number: __ NN Date: December 14, 2022

i

APPEAL INFORMATION
Application Number; Z»/ / 8’5 3 Appeal of; ] Staff Decision
X Planning Commission

Decision Date: December 1, 2022

The Municipal Code provision for appeals is provided in Chapter 17.86 - “Appeals and Cails for Review”.
Please note that, pursuant to Code Section 17.66.050.A.1, appellate review under this code is de novo,

Please describe the specific dacision being appealed and state the reasons for thig appeal. If additional
sheets are necessary, pleass attach themn to thig form.

AMENDMENT %RESOLUTION 11-10 AMENDED BY RESOLUTION 21- 19) AND
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From: Leesa Pule )
Subject: Re: Fees - Cty Counc Appea
Date: December 12, 2022 at 4:09 PM
To: |
FYI.

On Mon, Dec 12, 2022, 1:44 PM Edward Garc a <egarc a@c tyofs erramadre.com> wrote:

Ms. Puleo,

My apologies for my delayed response as | have been preparing finals, grading projects,
running my consulting business etc.

I understand your concerns regarding the appeal process. The fee associated with an
appeal, in my opinion, should accomplish two things. 1) It should be a mechanism for
cost-recovery, and 2) it should be high enough as to avoid frivolous appeals. That being
said, it should be in reach for everybody to be involved in the process. Residents should
not be "priced-out" of an appeal.

As an elected official to a governing body, | obviously cannot make decisions/policy on my
own (or even waive fees). Also, the council must meet with the public to perform our
duties regarding policy decisions.

The only option that | can see is to contact the planning department and/or the city
manager's office to see if there is a mechanism in place to assist you given your financial
situation.

| really wish | had a better solution for you, but this is the only thing path | can think of.

In the spirit of public service,

Edward T. Garcia



From: Leesa puleo |G

Sent: Saturday, December 10, 2022 12:15:21 AM
To: Edward Garcia
Subject: Fees - City Council Appeal

Mayor Pro Tem Garcia,

I’d like to file an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of Alverno Height Academy’s
(AHA) CUP 21-3 and mitigated negative declaration, unfortunately, the cost to appeal is 75%
of the applicant's fees or $6,800. I will have to come up with this amount, or a deposit of
estimated costs, by next Wednesday, and there is absolutely no way I can make that happen. Is
there anything I can do to lower the fee? I've already emailed Mayor Goss on this matter and,
although his response of “I’'m not aware of any such waiver” is probably correct, there has to
be something I can do. Maybe nobody has ever asked, so there isn’t a process or precedent,
but I'd like to try to create one.

It's been the worst few years, financially, for me, and probably most of the other residents of
Sierra Madre. In fact, I was recently notified that_ so my financial
situation is dire. Additionally, I don’t believe the average resident of Sierra Madre could come
up with this kind of money, in this amount of time, without significant financial burden. I'm
not asking for the fee to be waived, since the city will incur costs based on my appeal; 'm

simply asking that amount required take into consideration the financial impact it will have on
me and my family, or, at the very least, reflect the actual costs to the city that may result from

my actions.

I’ve gone to my neighbors on Highland, Grandview, and Wilson, many of them support the
decision to appeal, but nobody will hand over any significant amount of money because it’s “a
losing battle”. In my particular situation, the chances of me winning the appeal may be slim,
since I’'m not a lawyer or an expert in this area, but I think I have some ability to read,
understand, and apply state, federal, and city codes relevant in this matter, and can provide a
fairly reasonable argument against approving the AHA CUP 21-3 and mitigated negative
declaration as written or, at the very least, get the Council to take a closer look.

My property line is approximately 54 yards from the school, so any decision made regarding
the school significantly impacts me and my family, and, possibly, my future generations, as my
home is the only significant asset I have. I've spent dozens of hours over the last year weeding
through AHA’s 400+ page CUP 21-3 application, addendum, attachments, etc., and I don’t
intend to base my appeal arguments on hearsay or personal experience, but actual,
documented facts based on what I believe is the letter, spirit, and intent of the laws and codes
that govern Sierra Madre. I've been allowed 3 minutes to present my concerns in front of the



Planning Commission and City Council and, thankfully, you have acknowledged that my/our
challenges are real. But it hasn’t been enough, in my opinion, to adequately argue the negative
impact of the proposed project and the legal validity of the application itself. Additionally, I
believe the Commission based its decision, in part, by information that was presented for the
very first time on December 1, 2022, and never made available to the public, so public
comment was not possible. The appeal process will allow me the time I need to present a
comprehensive and compelling argument against the Commission’s decision to approve
AHAs CUP 21-3 and mitigated negative declaration, unfortunately, I can’t afford it!

I believe the point of democracy as a whole, and local government processes in particular, is
to give residents a say in what is happening in their neighborhoods and the opportunity to
create positive change for themselves, their families, and those around them. I also understand
that we elect city officials, like yourself, to be our representatives in the decision-making
process for our city and, wholeheartedly, trust in your competency to do so. Unfortunalty, I
think something may have been overlooked in the approval of AHAs CUP 21-3 and
mitigated negative declaration, and an appeal is warranted. I can’t trust that someone else will
come forward and appeal the Planning Commission’s decision, and feel it is my obligation to
myself, my family, and my neighbors, to take on the task myself.

Furthermore, I believe the amount of the filing fee makes perfectly good sense for the
applicant, as a Planning Commission decision has significant financial and programmatic
impacts on them. But, winning or losing an appeal made by a neighbor, like me, would have a
much lesser impact, perhaps negligible. Although the result may affect quality of life and/or
future home value, the losses could not be quantified or compensated to a neighbor in the
foreseeable future. I believe the intent of the fee is based on the assumption that the applicant
is filing the appeal and not a concerned neighbor.

I’'m more than willing to appear in front of the Council next Tuesday to present my case, but,
if I don’t have a chance of lowering the fee, I'd prefer not to tell the entire City of my
financial situation, personal feelings towards city government, and the appeal filing fee.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Leesa Puleo

Sierra Madre, CA 91024
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ARTICLE 9

FEES

(Added by Ord No. 125,030, Eff. 8/15/63.)

Section

19.00 Filing of Applications and Appeals.

19.01 Filing Fee - Applications and Appeals.

19.02 Filing Fees - Division of Land and Private Street Maps and Appeals.

19.03 Fees for General Plan Consistency.

19.04 Fees for Sign-off or Clearance Requests.

19.05 Filing Fees for Environmental Clearances.

19.06 Filing Fees for Coastal Development Permits.

19.07 Fees for Flood Hazard Reports and Compliance Checks.

19.08 Surcharge for Development Services Centers.

19.09 Project Development and Counseling Services.

19.10 Development Agreement Fees.

19.11 Annual Inspection of Compliance with Floor Area Ratio Averaging and Residential Density
Transfer Covenants.

19.12 Deviations Pursuant to Section 16.03 E.

19.13 Surcharge for Automated Systems for the Department of City Planning.
19.14 Fees for Enforcement of Housing Covenants.

19.15 Department of Transportation Traffic Study Review, Condition Clearance and Permit Issuance
Fees.

19.16 General Plan Maintenance Surcharge for the Department of City Planning.
19.17 Park Fee.

19.18 Affordable Housing Linkage Fee.

19.19 Westside Mobility Transportation Fees.

SEC. 19.00. FILING OF APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS.
(Amended by Ord. No. 187,237, Eff. 12/27/21.)

A. Filing Date. An application or appeal shall be considered as filed whenever it has been completed in accordance
with the applicable rules and regulations, has been submitted to the Department together with the required filing fees,
and a receipt for the filing fees has been issued. If at any time during the processing of an application it is discovered
that an application has been improperly prepared, or required pertinent information has not been submitted in
accordance with the previously established rules and regulations, upon notification to the applicant by the appropriate
officer or employee, the time limits specified within this Code shall be suspended and not continue to run until the
application has been rectified or the omitted information furnished in a proper manner.

B. Time Limit - Appeals. Notwithstanding any provisions of Articles 2, 3, or 4 of this chapter, whenever the final
day for filing an appeal from any action, decision, or determination of the Director of Planning, Zoning Administrator,
Area Planning Commission, or City Planning Commission falls on a Saturday, Sunday or legal holiday, the time for
filing an appeal shall be extended to the close of business on the next succeeding working day, and the effective or final
date of any action, decision, or determination shall be extended to the close of that appeal period. No appeal shall be
accepted or in any way considered as officially on file which is not presented in proper form and received within the

https:/fexport.amlegal.com/apifexport-requests/c7715b12-9161-41ea-98ec-65b67282b4af/download/ Page 1 of 42
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appeal period specified by other sections of this chapter or the extended period specified above in this section.

If in any individual case involving a 15-day appeal period, that appeal period fails to include at least ten business days,
then the appeal period shall be extended as many days as the Director of Planning, Zoning Administrator, Area Planning
Commission, City Planning Commission, or City Council determines are necessary to include ten business days.

C. Place of Filing. Whenever the provisions of Articles 2, 3, or 4 of this chapter provide that applications, requests,
or appeals be filed with the Department of City Planning.

D. Whenever the provisions of this chapter provide that an applicant shall post notice of a public hearing or meeting,
the applicant shall file a declaration in the appropriate public office prior to the date of the noticed public hearing or
meeting. In this declaration, the applicant shall declare, under penalty of perjury, that notice has been posted in
accordance with the applicable provisions of this chapter.

E. Annual Inflation Adjustment. The fees in Section 19.01 through 19.10, and Section 19.12 shall be automatically
adjusted annually for inflation beginning on July 1, 2023, in accordance with the latest change in year-over-year
Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers (CPI-U) in the Los Angeles area, as published by the United States
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. An updated fee schedule shall be maintained by the Department of
City Planning, which shall provide a copy of the adjusted schedule to the Mayor and City Council each year.

The Director of Planning shall have the authority to adopt guidelines consistent with this chapter for the posting of
notices if the Director determines that guidelines are necessary and appropriate.

SEC. 19.01. FILING FEE - APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS.
(Amended by Ord. No. 187,237, Eff. 12/27/21.)

Before accepting for filing any application or appeal involving any of the matters specified in this section, the
Department of City Planning shall charge and collect for each application or appeal the following filing fees:

A. Establishment or Change of Zones, Height Districts, or Supplemental Use Districts and Other Related
Actions. The following fees shall be charged for a zone change, height district, or supplemental use district when that
action is consistent with the General Plan. (See Section 19.03 for zone change requests that are not consistent with the
General Plan.)

[FILING FEE]
Establishment or Change of Zones, Height Districts, or Supplemental Use Districts Fee*
and Other Related Actions
Establishment or Change of Zones, Height Districts, or Supplemental Use Districts Fee*
and Other Related Actions
Zone Change - No New Construction
$24,844
(Sections 12.32 C. and F.)
Zone Change - With New Construction
$29,468
(Sections 12.32 C. and F.)
Clarification of Q Classifications or D Limitations
$9,614
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(Section 12.32 H.)
Amendment of Council’s Instructions involving (T) Tentative Classifications

$6,728
(Section 12.32 H.)
Height District Change

$29,343
(Section 12.32 F.)
Supplemental Use District - Boundary Change or Repeal

$69,210
(Section 12.32 S.)
Supplemental Use Distric - Establishment

$135,875
(Section 12.32 S.)
Conditions of Approval for Oil Drilling

$56,426
(Section 13.01)
Zone Boundary Line Adjustment

$10,534
(Sections 12.30 H. and K.)
Building Line - Establishment, Change or Removal

$12,309
(Section 12.32 R.)
Surface Mining Permits

$3,506

(Sections 13.03 D. and F.)

* See Section 19.01 Q. for multiple applications.
B. Appeal Fees.

1. Except as expressly provided in Subdivision 2., below, the following fees shall be charged and collected
with the filing of all appeals.

a. A fee equal to 85 percent of the total underlying application fees or $15,811 for first level appeal
and $11,585 for additional level appeals, whichever is less when the appeal is made by the applicant.

b. A fee of $158 in the case of an appeal by an aggrieved person, other than the applicant.
2. An appeal filed pursuant to Section 12.26 K.2. of this Code shall be accompanied by a filing fee as
specified in Table 4-A of Section 98.0403.2 of the Code, to be collected by the Department. An appeal filed

pursuant to Section 12.26 K.6. of this Code shall be charged a fee in accordance with Subdivision 1., above.

3. An appeal filed pursuant to Section 12.37 of this Code shall be accompanied by a filing fee in the amount
of $1,570, to be collected by the Department.

[FILING FEE]

https:{fexport.amlegal.com/api/export-requests/c7715b12-9161-41ea-98ec-65b67282b4af/download/ Page 3 of 42



EXHIBIT D




EXECUTIVE OFFICES

CITY PLANNING CITY OF LOS ANGELES B e R i

CALIFORNIA

Los AnGELes, CA 90012-4801

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
VINCENT P, BERTONI, AICP

DAVID H. J, AMBROZ DIRECTOR

FRESENT (213) 978-1271

RENEE DAKE WILSON KEVIN J. KELLER, AICP
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

JE%“A&D 5’3& = LISA M. WEBBER, AICP
SAMANTHA MILLMAN il

VERONICA PADILLA-CAMPOS ERIC GARCETTI (213)578-

DANA M. PERLMAN MAYOR JAN ZATORSKI
ROCKY WILES DEPUTYDIRECTOR
(213)978-1273

COMMISSION OFFICE MANAGER
(213) 978-1300

http://planning.lacity.org

December 29, 2016

The Honorable Eric Garcetti
Mayor, City of Los Angeles
City Hall, Room 303

Mail Stop 370

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

City Hall, Room 395

Mail Stop 160

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 2016 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY AND
RECOMMENDED FEE CHANGES

The Department of City Planning (Department) has completed a comprehensive fee study
with a goal of achieving full cost recovery for project planning services. Through the
contracted services of NBS, a fee study and final report indicate the City is recovering
approximately 74% of the estimated full cost of providing most fee related services, where
the annual revenue collected is less than the estimated fully burdened costs of providing
those services.

Based on the fee study findings, the Department recommends revising Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 19.01 through 19.10 to more accurately represent the
cost of providing planning and land use services, subject to review and discussion of
particular policy issues outlined in this report.

Background

The Fiscal Year 2014-15 adopted budget approved funding for a comprehensive fee
study. While the study was initiated in early 2015, several revisions were required as a
result of the Department’'s geographic restructuring of its case processing functions.
Changes resulting from the restructuring needed to be incorporated into the time estimate
process, and in some cases, new estimates were necessary. In addition, the Department
received six new position authorities in the Fiscal Year 2016-17 budget without funding
subject to completion of the fee study recommendations to achieve full cost recovery.



Honorable Members of the City Council
December 29, 2016
Page 2

Fee Study Results

NBS conducted its fee study using three distinct areas of analysis: Cost of Service
Analysis, Cost Recovery, and Fee Establishment. The Cost of Service Analysis considers
both direct and indirect costs which typically include: direct salaries and benefits,
operating services and supplies, departmental and divisional overhead and Citywide
overhead. Cost Recovery reviews existing fee revenues to determine the percentage of
costs being collected. The Fee Establishment portion reviewed the fee structure to see if
it met current industry standards and the needs of the Department’s new operational
structure, as well as documented the level of effort required for the services being
charged.

In addition, NBS performed cross checks by collecting data on the estimated workload
for each fee to confirm the validity of the analytical model. This method provided
assurance that 100% of staff resources were accounted for and allocated to either a fee
for service or non-fee service category to ensure that services provided are not modeled
to exceed budgeted resource capacity. A more extensive explanation of the analysis
methods may be found in the NBS Final Study dated November 14, 2016. (Attachment
1)

The total estimated cost of departmental programs studied by NBS is approximately $73
million per year. As shown in the table below, costs are further broken down by activities
eligible for recovery through fees or surcharges and those not eligible for recovery.

Activities

Recoverable from Activities Activities Requiring
Case Processing Recoverable from Non-fee Funding
Program Fees Surcharge Fees Sources Total
Deweiopment Senices 5 4,977,703 | § 319,206 | & 4,459,188 | & 9,756,098
Geographic Project Planning 3 17,246,538 | 51,193 | § 69227155 24,220,446
Major Projects and Project Plan Support 3 4,318,567 | & $ 667,866 | $ 4,986,433
Major Projects and Project Plan Suppor -Expedited | $ 4,612,462 | & i -|$ 4612462
Historic Resources $ 386,119 | § -1 % 2,276,970 | § 2,663,088
Citvwide Planning $ - % 2,324,837 | § 2929693 |$  5.254.530
Community Plann}ng 3 205,950 [ $ 10,040,895 | $ 910,161 |$ 11,157,105
Tethmlogy_SlmpOﬁ 5 - % 10,006,414 | $ 186,433 | $ 10,192,846
Department General Administration jncluded above & 86.474 | $ 86.474
31,747,338 § 22742644 § 18,439,500 § 72929482

Activities eligible for recovery in general case processing are approximately $31.7 million,
or 44% of total program costs. Roughly $22.7 million, or 31%, is further eligible to be
recovered by surcharges for technology support and advance planning services.
Activities not eligible for fee recovery is approximately 25% or $18 million.

Comparative Fee Surveys
As part of the scope of work, NBS conducted a survey of both regional and national

comparable cities and agencies. The regional comparisons were performed on the
following cities and agencies: Los Angeles County, Burbank, Glendale, Long Beach,
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Pasadena, and Santa Clarita. National cities compared were Dallas, Denver, Oakland,
Portland, San Jose, San Francisco, and Seattle. While these comparisons can be useful,
the different processes and procedures utilized among cities make direct comparisons

somewhat challenging.

From the regional perspective, current Department fees range by category and are higher
than other local jurisdictions in the categories of conditional uses, signage, density bonus,
site plan review, zone changes, and condominium conversions. The Department’s fees
are generally lower in the areas of appeals, adult entertainment, and environmental
services.

Nationally, Department fees are typically higher in most categories except for some
historic preservation fees where San Jose and San Francisco charge higher fees.
However, it should be noted that many fees were not directly comparable to these national
cities and, therefore, comparisons are difficult to make. Comparison charts are included
in the NBS Final Report as Appendix B and C.

Policy Considerations

The City provides many types of general services to its constituents. While all services
are beneficial to the community, some services can be classified as globally beneficial to
all citizens, while others provide more of a direct benefit to a specific group or individual.
In the latter, services should almost entirely be funded by user fee revenue.

The following are two central concepts regarding the establishment of user fees:

e Fees should be assessed according to the degree of individual or private benefit
gained from services; and
¢ A profit making objective should not be included in the assessment of user fees.

Therefore, it is commonly accepted that user fees are established at a level that will
recover up to, and not more than, the cost of providing a particular service. Undoubtedly,
there are programs, circumstances, and services that may justify a subsidy from the
General Fund. Some of the factors to consider in setting fees at less than 100% are
whether lower fees would:

Overcome limits imposed by external agencies;
Encourage desired behavior — for example, historic preservation, green building,
etc.,

e Affect demand for a particular service;

e Enable participation of individuals or groups that typically cannot afford services;
or

» Provide a benefit to both the individual and community at large.

The Department reviewed every fee from the fee study and is recommending that the
following fees receive some level of subsidy:
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HPOZ Certificates of Appropriateness

Mills Act Applications

Minor and/or Single Family Project Permit Compliance cases
Appeals (other than the applicant)

Reasonable Accommodation Determinations

The specific fee recommendations can be found in Attachment 2. All other fees proposed
provide for full cost recovery.

Expedited Processing and Billable Services

The Department offers applicants an option to process cases using an expedited model.
This alternative, which charges a higher rate, is limited to certain cases and generally
provides that a case will proceed to hearing within 120 days. The billing process has
been to bill actual time and include overhead rates. The Fee Study reviewed those
processes and charges and determined a fully burdened flat rate could improve the
internal administrative process for the Department. The billing includes tracking time
toward the project and adding multiple rates to cover the full costs. Currently, an initial
deposit is paid and a refund is required if not fully utilized. The recommendation is to go
to a fully burdened flat rate of $219 per hour, which helps when calculating costs.

Environmental cases also require a deposit and time is charged against the deposit.
Once the draw down account has been depleted, applicants are billed by the hour based
on the staff job rate with overhead charges. To simplify billing and processing and allow
for rate predictability, the Department recommends charging a flat rate of $192 per hour
for all case processing services for all programs except Expedited Processing, which will
use the higher hourly rate discussed above. The recommendation to go with this fully
burdened flat rate will allow for rate fluctuations in job classifications, incremental step
increases, and CAP rate changes in a two to three year time span.

Conclusions

The final fee study report concludes that the City should try to recover as much of the
cost of services as is feasible, but recognizes there are policy factors that often warrant
adoption of fee levels at less than 100%. The recommendations and proposed fee
structures in the fee study report are legally defensible and establish a nexus between
costs of providing services and each specific user fee that is charged.

For the time period reviewed, the cost of case processing related services was
approximately $29.8 million while revenues from these services was $22.1 million,
resulting in a difference of $7.7 million (or 74%). Based on these findings, the Department
needs to increase fees by roughly 25% to achieve a greater amount of cost recovery.
However, as indicated earlier, economic policy factors require that some fees be
subsidized, such as appeals and historic clearances. The estimated value of the subsidies
is roughly $3 million, which will require an appropriation from the General Fund for case
processing related services provided by the Department.



Honorable Members of the City Council
December 29, 2016
Page 5

Recommendations
That the City Council, subject to approval by the Mayor:

1) Approve amending the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 19.01
through 19.10 to revise fees to more accurately represent the cost of providing
planning and land use services to achieve full cost recovery where applicable, as
outlined in the attached fee schedule.

2) Instruct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance to amend the LAMC Sections
19.01 through 19.10 in accordance with the proposed fee changes.

Fiscal Impact

The recommended changes to the Department of City Planning fee schedule have the
potential to increase the City Planning Case Processing Special Fund revenues by $6 to
$8 million annually depending on case volume. The Department's case processing
functions will become more fully cost recoverable and reduce reliance on the General
Fund for these activities.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Deputy Director of Planning Jan
Zatorski at (213) 978-1271.

— _—-—-___‘_\_;
Sincerely, e - )
- \\‘ = = )F'_F 7>
T XS L
- M{/wxﬁ e
A

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP
Director of Planning

Attachments: 1 — NBS Final Report (Comparative Fee Tables — Appendix B & C)
2 — Department Proposed Fee Changes

c: Raymond Chan, Deputy Mayor
Sharon M. Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst
Miguel A. Santana, City Administrative Officer
Adrienne Khorasanee, Deputy City Attorney
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to describe the findings and recommendations of the Fee Study performed by
NBS for the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning (Department). This Study intends to update
and establish user and regulatory fees for all processing, development review application, and permitting
services provided by the Department.

The Department’s chief purposes in conducting this Study were to ensure that existing fees are calibrated
to the costs of providing services, and to provide an opportunity for the City to optimize its revenue sources,
provided that any increased cost recovery from user fees and regulatory fees would not conflict with broader
City goals and values.

The Fee Study examined all user and regulatory fees managed by the Department, with a primary focus
on reviewing and updating each fee item listed in the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter 1:
General Provisions and Zoning, Article 9 Fees.

The Study identified approximately $22.2 million in average annual costs of providing services that are
recovered from current fees, as compared to approximately $29.8 million in costs that are eligible for
recovery from fees.

Annual Estimated Annual Estimated
Annual Cost o
Revenues at Current Revenues at Full Existing Cost
Fee Category Recovery Surplus
Cost Recovery Cost Recovery | Recovery %
/ (Deficit)

Amount Amount

Regular Case Processing Requests | $ 16,773,498 25,233,969 (8,460,471)
Expdited Requests 5,400,000 4,612,462 787,538
Total 22,173,498 29,846,430 $ (7,672,933)

Overall, the City is recovering approximately 74% of the costs of providing user and regulatory fee related
services.

This report documents the Study’s analytical methods and data sources, presents analytical results
regarding current levels of cost recovery achieved from user and regulatory fees, and provides a high level
comparative survey of fees for a chosen set of regional and national cities.

e Section 1 of the report outlines the foundation of the study and general approach.

= Section 2 discusses the results of the cost of service analysis performed, which falls into studies
of: the fully-burdened hourly rate(s), the calculation of the costs of providing service, the cost
recovery policies of each fee category, and the recommended fees for providing services.

e Section 3 provides the grand scope conclusions of the analysis provided in the preceding sections.

* Appendices to this report include the Cost of Service Analysis at the individual fee level, and the
Comparative Fee Survey results.

City's staff report will include an updated version of Article 9, which incorporates recommendations
contained within this report as well as the review and input provided by City Council.

User Fee Study -~ Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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Section 1 — Introduction and Fundamentals

It is generally accepted in California that cities are granted the authority to charge user fees and regulatory
fees for services and activities they provide through provisions of the State Constitution. First, cities are
granted the ability to perform broad activities related to their local policing power and other service authority
as defined in Article XI, Sections 7 and 8. Second, cities are granted the ability to establish fees for service
through the framework defined in Article XIIIB, Section 8. Under this latter framework, a fee may not exceed
the estimated reasonable cost of providing the service or performing the activity. For a fee to qualify as
such, it must reiate to a service or activity under the control of the individual/entity on which the fee is
charged. For example, the individual/entity requests service of the municipality or his or her actions
specifically cause the municipality to perform additional activities. In this manner, the service or the
underlying action causing the municipality to perform service is either discretionary and/or is subject to
regulation. As a discretionary service or regulatory activity, the user fees and regulatory fees considered
in this Study fall outside requirements that must otherwise be followed by the City to impose taxes, special
taxes, or fees imposed as incidences of property ownership.

Furthermore, this Study relies on the guidance provided by Government Code Section 66014 (a), which is
specific to development review and regulation, and requires that “...fees may not exceed the estimated
reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee is charged...”.

The fees examined in this Study specifically excluded development impact fees and/or special
assessments, all of which fall under distinct analytical and procedural requirements different from the body
of user/regulatory fees analyzed in this effort. Additionally, this Study excluded any fines and penaliies that
may be imposed by the City for violations to its requirements or codes, unless the City specifically asked
NBS to identify the estimated and reasonable cost of the service as part of the study. The City is not limited
to the costs of service when imposing fines and penalties.

Methods of Analysis

NBS approaches every user and regulatory fee study with three distinct areas of analysis: Cost of Service
Analysis, Cost Recovery Evaluation, and Fee Establishment.

Cost of Service Analysis

A cost of service analysis is a quantitative effort that compiles the full cost of providing governmental
services and activities. There are two primary types of costs considered: direct and indirect costs. Direct
costs are those that specifically relate to the individual fee activity in question, including the real-time
provision of the service. Indirect costs are those that support the provision of services but cannot be directly
or easily assigned to the activity in question. An example of a direct cost is the salary and benefit expense
associated with an individual performing a service. In the same example, an indirect cost would include
the expenses incurred to provide an office and equipment for that individual to perform his or her duties,
including (but not exclusive to) the provision of the service in question.

Components of the full cost of service include direct labor costs, indirect labor costs, specific direct non-
labor costs (where applicable), allocated non-labor costs, and allocated organization-wide overhead costs.
Definitions of these cost components are as follows:

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Prepared by NBS



« Labor costs — These are the salary/wage and benefits expenses for City personnel specifically
involved in the provision of services and activities to the public.

¢ Indirect labor costs — These are the salary/wage and benefits expenses for City personnel supporting
the provision of services and activities. This can include line supervision and departmental
management, administrative support within a department, and staff involved in technical activities
related to the direct services provided to the public.

+ Specific direct non-labor costs — These are discrete expenses incurred by the City due to a specific
service or activity performed, such as contractor costs, third-party charges, and very specific materials
used in the service or activity. (In most fee types, this component is not used, as it is very difficult to
directly assign most non-labor costs at the activity level.)

« Allocated indirect non-labor costs — These are expenses other than labor involved in the provision
of services. In most cases, these costs are allocated across all services provided by a department,
rather than directly assigned to fee categories.

* Allocated indirect organization-wide overhead — These are expenses, both labor and non-labor,
related to the City's support services. Support services typically include general administrative services
provided internally across the City’s departments such as the City Administrative Office, City Clerk, City
Attorney, Human Resources, Finance, etc., as well as cost burdens for building use, and building
maintenance. The amount of costs attributable to the Department of City Planning were sourced from
separate documentation provided by the City.

These cost components were expressed using annual (or annualized) figures, representing a twelve-month
cycle of expenses incurred by the City in the provision of all services and activities agency-wide.

Nearly all of the fees under review in this study require specific actions on the part of City staff to provide
the service or conduct the activity. Because labor is an underlying factor in these activities, the full cost of
service was most appropriately expressed as a fully burdened cost per hour (fully burdened hourly rate).
One composite rate was developed for all programs within the Department that provide routine case
processing services, and a separate rate was developed for the Expedited Processing Unit. These rates
serve as the basis for further quantifying the average full cost of providing individual services and activities.

Two basic criteria are needed to develop the fully burdened hourly rate: the total estimated annual costs of
providing services, and the number of hours available to perform thase services. The costs of service were
quantified generally through the earlier steps described in each bullet, above. The number of hours were
derived from a complete listing of Department personnel, as follows:

= Each employee was assigned a full-time equivalent factor. An employee working full-time would
have a factor of 1.0; an employee working exactly half-time would have a factor of 0.5. A full-time
employee is paid for roughly 2,080 hours per year of regular time. Using this as an initial benchmark
of labor time, each employee's full-time equivalent factor was applied to this amount of hours to
generate the total number of regular paid hours in each department.

e Each employee’s annual paid leave hours were approximated. Paid leave included holidays,
vacation, sick leave, and any other regular leave indicated in personnel data. Once quantified for
the entire department, annual paid leave hours were removed from the total number of regular paid
hours to generate the total number of available labor hours for the Department.

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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¢ Available hours were further categorized into various direct services, indirect support services, and
non-recoverable services, which formed the basis for a robust cost allocation exercise and rate
calculation outcome. Resulting available labor hours were divided into the full costs of service for
fee recoverable service categories to derive a composite fully burdened rate for the Department.

This rate was used in the Fee Study to estimate the average full cost of providing each fee related service
or activity included in the Study. This step required the development of staff time estimates for the services
and activities listed in the fee schedule or identified as new fee items. With the exception of Major Projects,
Environmental Impact Report review, and Expedited Processing requests, the Department does not
systematically track activity service time at a level of detall that could be used to provide analysis of the
time typically required to perform an individual request for service. Consequently, interviews and
questionnaires were used to develop the necessary data sets describing estimated labor time. In most
cases, Department staff were asked to estimate the average amount of time (in minutes and hours) it would
take to complete a typical occurrence of each service or activity considered. Every attempt was made to
ensure that each Department program area having a direct role in the provision of each service or activity
provided a time estimate.

Development of these time estimates was not a one-step process: estimates from the Department’s prior
fee study were reviewed with staff, revised estimates were received and carefully reviewed by both
consultant and departmental management to assess the reasonableness of such estimates, Based on this
review, sometimes estimates were reconsidered until all parties were comfortable that they reasonably
reflected average efforts required. Once finalized, the staff time estimates were then applied to the fully
burdened rate to yield an average full cost of the service or activity.

The Department does not currently have the systems in place to charge fees for every service or activity
based on the actual amount of time it takes to serve each individual. Moreover, such an approach is almost
universally infeasible without significant — if not unreasonable — investments in costly technology. Much of
the Department’s current fee schedule is composed of flat fees, which by definition, are linked to an average
cost of service; thus, use of this average cost method was the predominant approach in proceeding toward
a schedule of revised fees. Flat fee structures based on average costs of service are widely applied among
other California municipalities, and it is a generally accepted approach. (Refer to the subsection below
regarding “Fee Establishment” for further discussion.)

Cost Recovery Evaluation

To evaluate the current level of cost recovery achieved from existing fee revenues, the Study compared
the existing cost recovery amount for each service or activity to the average full cost of service quantified
through the Cost of Service Analysis. Throughout this report and its attachments, cost recovery is
expressed as a percentage of the full cost of service calculation. A cost recovery rate of 0% means no
costs are recovered from fee revenues. A rate of 100% means that the full cost of service is recovered
from the fee. A rate between 0% and 100% indicates partial recovery of the full cost of service through
fees. A rate greater than 100% means that the existing cost recovery amount exceeds the full cost of
service.

User fees and regulatory fees examined in this study should not exceed the estimated and reasonable cost
of providing services. In other words, the cost recovery rate achieved by a fee should not be greater than
100%. As such, local governments in California typically perform fee studies on a routine basis

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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(approximately every five years as a Best Management Practice) in order to recalibrate fee amounts to
reflect up to, and not more than, the cost of providing each service. Periodic comprehensive studies of this
nature assist each agency in reflecting the operational, procedural, and fiscal changes that occur over time
within the details of their fee schedule. From one study to the next, it is therefore not uncommon to find that
some fees require reduction, while others can afford an increase in order to realign fees for service with the
current operating procedure unique to each agency.

Fee Establishment

The scope of this Study also included a comprehensive fee structure review, as well as assistance to the
Department in determining recommended fee amounts for adoption by City Council.

Comprehensive Fee Structure Review

NBS worked with Department staff to consider how well the number of existing fees, names of existing fees,
structure of existing fees is working for both the Department and its customers. A range of conversations
and edits to the Department's existing fee schedule encompassed the following key concepts:

¢ Addition to and deletion of fees — The Study process provided the opportunity to propose additions
and deletions to the fee schedule, as well as rename, reorganize, and classify fees differently as
needed. Many such revisions were performed to better conform fees to current operational and/or
regulatory practices, as well as improve the general application, calculation, and collection of fees. In
other words, as staff is more knowledgeable and comfortable working with the fee schedule, greater
accuracy is achieved in both assessing fees to customers and collecting revenues. Beyond this, some
additions to the fee schedule were made for existing services or activities performed by Department
staff for which no current fee is charged, as well as deletion of fees for services no longer provided.

¢« Revision to the structure of fees — In most cases, the current structure of fees was sustained; the
level of the fee was simply recalibrated to match the costs of service. In several cases, however, the
manner in which a fee charged to a user was changed. In the majority of cases in which this was done,
the primary objective was to simplify the fee structure, or increase the likelihood that the full cost of
service would be recovered.

« Documentation of tools to calculate special cost recovery -Documenting the fully burdened hourly
rates developed by this Study within the fee schedule provides an opportunity for the City Council to
approve rates that should be used whenever the Department computes a special form of cost recovery
under a “time and materials” approach. It also provides clear publication of those rates, so ultimate fee
payers of any uniquely determined fee can reference the amounts. Publication of these rates in the
fee schedule should be accompanied by language providing that special forms of cost recovery for
activities and services not contemplated by the standard adopted fee schedule can be computed at the
discretion of the Department’'s Director, following the rates adopted by the City Council in the fee
schedule.

Because most of the Department's fees are flat fees, they correspond directly to the average full cost of
service result. For the few activities where estimating an average was impossible — due to the highly
variable nature of the service — use of fully burdened hourly rates coupled with time-tracking was suggested
as the fee structure. (In other words, the City would charge a fee per hour of staff time, requiring some
degree of time estimation or outright time-tracking at the case level.)

Recommended Fee Amounts

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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The Cost of Service Analysis provides the estimated total cost of providing each service. The Cost Recovery
Evaluation provides information about the percentage of costs recovered through current fee amounts as
compared to the full cost of providing each service. However, determining the resulting “price” charged for
each service and/or establishing targeted level of cost recovery for an existing or new fee is not an analytical
exercise. Instead, the resulting fee amounts that are actually adopted from this Study typically reflect
agency-specific judgments linked to a variety of factors, such as existing City policies, agency-wide or
departmental revenue objectives, economic goals, community values, market conditions, level of demand,
and others,

A general means of selecting an appropriate cost recovery target is to consider the public and private
benefits of the service or activity in question.

¢« To what degree does the public at large benefit from the service?
¢ To what degree does the individual or entity requesting, requiring, or causing the service benefit?

When a service or activity completely benefits the public at large, it can be argued reasonably that there
should be no cost recovery from fees (i.e., 0% cost recovery): that a truly public-benefit service is best
funded by the general resources of the City, such as General Fund revenues (e.g., taxes). Conversely,
when a service or activity completely benefits an individual or entity, it can be argued reasonably that 100%
of the cost should be recovered from fees collected from the individual or entity. An example of a completely
private benefit service may be a request for exemption from a City regulation or process.

Under this approach, it is often found that many governmental services and activities fall somewhere
between these two extremes, which is to say that most activities have a mixed benefit. In the majority of
those cases, the initial cost recovery level targeted may attempt to reflect that mixed public and private
benefit. For example, an activity that seems to have a 40% private benefit and a 60% public benefit would
yield a cost recovery target from fees of 40%.

In some cases, a strict public-versus-private benefit judgment may not be sufficient to finalize a cost
recovery target. Any of the following other factors and considerations may influence exclusively or
supplement the public/private benefit of a service or activity:

= |f optimizing revenue potential is an overriding goal, is it feasible to recover the full cost of service?
+ Will increasing fees result in non-compliance or public safety problems?

= Are there desired behaviors or modifications to behaviors of the service population that could be helped
or hindered through the degree of pricing for the activities?

s Could fee increases adversely affect City goals, priorities, or values?

For specific subsets of fees, even more specific questions may influence ultimate cost recovery targets:

+ Does current demand for services support a fee increase without adverse impact to the citizenry served
or current revenue levels? (In other words, would fee increases have the unintended consequence of

driving away the population served?)

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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* |s there a good policy basis for differentiating between type of users (e.g., residents and non-residents,
residential and commercial, non-profit entities and business entities)?

¢ Are there broader City objectives that inform a less than full cost recovery target from fees, such as
economic development goals and local social values?

Because this element of the study is subjective, the consultant in charge of the analytical outcomes of this
study has provided the full cost of service information and the framework for considering fees, while those
closest to the fee-paying population — the Department of City Planning — has provided initial
recommendations regarding appropriate cost recovery levels at or below that full cost. Please consult the
Department's staff report to Council for that information.

Comparative Fee Survey

Often policy makers request a comparison of their jurisdiction’s fees to surrounding communities or similar
scopes of operations. The purpose of a comparison is to provide a sense of the local market pricing for
services, and to use that information to gauge the impact of recommendations for fee adjustments proposed
by the consultant’s report and/or staff recommendations.

Appendices B and C to this report provides the results of the Comparative Fee Survey conducted for the
Los Angeles Department of City Planning. NBS worked with the Department to choose the following
regionai and national candidates for the comparison:

Burbank Dallas
Glendale Denver
LA County Qakland
Long Beach Portland
Pasadena San Jose
Santa Clarita San Francisco
Seattle

It should be noted that comparative surveys do not provide information about the cost recovery policies or
procedures inherent in each comparison agency. A "market based” decision to price services at below the
cost of service analysis results, is the same as making a decision to subsidize that service. Comparative
agencies may or may not base their fee amounts on the estimated and reasonable cost of providing

services.

Additionally, comparative fee survey efforts are often non-conclusive for many fee categories. Regional and
national comparison agencies typically use varied terminology for provision of similar services. In general,
NBS conducts a reasonable attempt to source each comparison agency's fee schedule from the Internet,
and compile a comparison of fee categories and amounts for the most readily comparable fee items that
match the client’s existing fee structure. A reasonable attempt to contact each agency for clarification
regarding fee categories and amounts is also made; however, satisfactory feedback and response is not
always received.

User Fee Study — Los Angeles Department of City Planning
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Data Sources

The following data sources were used to support the cost of service analysis and fee establishment phases
of this study:

¢ The Los Angeles Department of City Planning’s Budget for Fiscal Year 2015-16, with incorporation of
Fiscal Year 2016-17 proposed staffing changes and requests.

« A complete listing of all Department personnel, salary/wage rates, regular hours, paid benefits, and
paid leave amounts, as provided by the Department.

+ Various correspondences with Department staff supporting the adopted budgets and current fees,
including budget notes and expenditure detail not shown in the published document.

e Prevailing fee schedules provided by the City’s Municipal Code.
e Annual volumetric (workload) data from the prior fiscal year.

The City's adopted budget is the most significant source of information affecting cost of service results. It
should be noted that consultant did not conduct separate efforts to audit or validate the City's financial
management and budget practices, nor was cost information adjusted to reflect different levels of service
or any specific, targeted performance benchmarks. This study has accepted the City's budget as a
legislatively adopted directive describing the most appropriate and reasonable level of City spending.
Consultants accept the City Council’s deliberative process and ultimate acceptance of the budget plan and
further assert that through that legislative process, the City has yielded a reasonable expenditure plan, valid
for use in setting cost-based fees.

Beyond data furnished by the City, original data sets were also developed to support the work of this study:
primarily, estimated staff time at various levels of detail. To develop these data sets, consultants prepared
questionnaires and conducted meetings and interviews with Department staff. In the fee establishment
phase of the analysis, staff provided estimates of the average time spent providing a service or activity
corresponding with an existing or new fee. Consultants and departmental management reviewed and
questioned responses to ensure the best possible set of estimates.
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Section 2 — Fee Study Results

The Department of City Planning is charged with the responsibility of preparing, maintaining, and
implementing a General Plan for the development of the City of Los Angeles. The Department serves the
residents and businesses of the City of Los Angeles by regulating the use of land based on the General
Plan and City's Zoning Code, which contain the City's adopted policies and regulations.

The Department is organized into various programs, summarized as follows:

Development Services - This program provides a full range of pre- and post-entitliement development
consultation to properly advise applicants on the development path; serves as the point of entry for all
discretionary land use applications; conducts technical research and troubleshoots problematic
projects; and manages and monitors condition compliance.

Geographic Project Planning - This program, organized by geographic units, is responsible for the
processing of all discretionary land use entitiement applications, reviewing them for compliance with
applicable policies and plans and issuing a letter of determination for all Director of Planning
determinations, Office of Zoning Administration functions, subdivision of land applications, and
entitlements that require Commissions and Council consideration, Review and documentation for
projects requiring review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a major
function within the project planning program.

Major Projects and Project Plan Support - This program processes large scale developments, zoning
administration, subdivision, and City Planning Commission cases as well as the associated
environmental analysis including Environmental Impact Reports and Development Agreements. This
program includes the Expedited Processing Section for the Department which provides the public with
a faster alternative for processing entitlement applications. This program also provides design
guidelines, standard operating procedures for all project planning functions, and training for Department
staff.

Historic Resources - This program identifies, designates, and promotes the preservation of historically
and culturally significant properties in the City. This program also develops historic preservation
policies.

Citywide Planning - This program develops and maintains the City's General Plan (except the
Community Plans), updates and implements housing, health, transportation, and environmental
policies and regulation, and performs research, analysis, and updates of the Zoning Code.

Community Planning - This program prepares, updates, and maintains the City's 35 Community Plans
that collectively constitute the required Land Use Element of the City's General Plan.

Neighborhood Initiatives and Transit Oriented Planning - This program provides targeted
neighborhood plans to address more localized land-use issues and challenges through Specific Plans,
zoning overlays, transportation plans, streetscape plans, and other planning tocls. This program also
prepares transit-oriented plans in conjunction with other transportation agencies using grant funds. This
program was excluded from the Fee Study's scope of review.
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» Technology Support — This program coordinates and implements efficient technology solutions in
support of the Department's business needs.

e General Administration - This program provides department-wide management in budget
development, budget implementation, general administration, fiscal services, procurement and
contracting, human resource management, record management, and facility management services.
Additionally, this program oversees the coordination of Commission meetings and provides direct staff
support for operating programs.

A working understanding of the Department’s programs, services, and organizational structure informed
each phase of the Fee Study conducted by NBS. The following subsections summarize the Cost of Service
Analysis, Cost Recovery Evaluation, and Fee Establishment outcomes of the Study.

Cost of Service Analysis Outcomes

With each Departmental Program area, NBS identified services eligible for recovery in fees for service,
either in whole or in part, as well as services and program which, in NBS' professional opinion, are not
eligible for recovery in fees for service:

Development Sendces $ 4,977,703 | § 319,206 | $ 4,459,188 | $ 9,756,098
Geographic Project Planning $ 17,246,538 | $ 51,193 | $ 6,922,715 | § 24,220,446
Major Projects and Project Plan Support $ 4,318,567 | $ -1 % 667,866 | $ 4,986,433
Major Projects and Project Plan Support -Expedited | $ 4,612,462 | $ -3 -|$ 4612462
Historic Resources $ 386,119 | 5 -8 2,276,970 | $ 2,663,088
Citywide Planning $ -5 2,324837 | § 2,929693 | § 5,254,530
Community Planning $ 205,950 | § 10,040,995 | 910,161 | § 11,157,105
Technology Support 3 -1 8 10,006,414 | § 186,433 [§ 10,192,846
Department General Administration included above 3 86,474 | $ 86.474
31,747,338 § 22,742,644 § 18,439,500 § 72,929,482

The total estimated costs of Departmental Programs studied by NBS is approximately $72.9 million per
year, including all direct and indirect cost components as described in the Section 1 of this report. As shown
in the table above:

e Approximately $31.7 million (44%) in annual service costs are eligible for recovery in general case
processing fees and expedited processing requests.

* Approximately $22.7 million (31%) in annual service costs are attributable to technology support
and advance planning services. Recovery of these costs are structured as surcharge fees on top
of case processing fees. Revenues are tracked to separate funds, and expended for those
designated purposes.

« Approximately $18.4 million (25%) in costs were identified as services that are not eligible for
recovery in the Department’s case processing fees.

For purposes of evaluating the costs of individual case processing fees and expedited processing requests,
NBS developed a fully burdened cost per hour.
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Activities
Recoverable from

Case Processing Available Direct Fully Burdented Cost

Program Fees Service Hours per Hour
Case Processing Services - All Programs S 27,134,876 141,658 $192
Expedited Processing Requests S 4,612,462 21,091 $219

All subsequent cost of service calculations at the individual case processing fee level assume a fully-
burdened hourly rate of $192, with potential to recover approximately $27.1 million in costs from fees for
service. For expedited processing requests, the Department could charge up to $219 per hour against the
deposits collected from applicants. The degree of cost differential in these two hourly rates was determined
by looking at the ratio of direct time spent on case processing services, versus time spent on indirect support
activities within individual staff job duties. In the Expedited Processing Unit, staff are available on an “on-
call” basis to provide faster turnaround on project application review. This Unit is staffed specifically for this
purpose, and therefore has a higher degree of indirect support activities in the form of stand-by availability.

The $18.4 million identified in “Activities Requiring Non-Fee Funding Sources” identifies service areas that
NBS recommends as best funded via alternate revenue sources than user or regulatory fees. Significant
analytical and policy decisions revolved around inclusion of categorized service costs in the fully-burdened
hourly rates developed for case processing. The decision whether to include or exclude some or all of a
particular cost category in fees for service is guided by basic fee setting parameters offered by the California
State Constitution and Statutes, which require that any new fee levied or existing fee increased should not
exceed the estimated amount required to provide the service for which the charge is levied. Summaries of
non-fee funded costs per departmental program area are provided, below:

» Development Services - Typically, some portion of costs for provision of general public information
and assistance are not linked for recovery from fees for planning applications. Planning staff estimated
approximately 25% ($694,000) shouid be not be considered in the calculation of fees for services.
These costs represent the function of local government to provide general information and assistance
to the public. In addition, Development Services provides assistance to other divisions and departments
outside of the Department of City Planning ($1.1 million), responds to Public Records Act Requests
($105,000), and provides zoning review support to the Building and Safety Permit Fund ($2.6 million).

e Geographic Project Planning - This Program contains multiple sub-programs. The Conditional
Compliance Unit ($4.6 million) does charge fees for service but was studied recently under a separate
analysis and therefore not reconsidered within the context of this Study. The Revocations and Nuisance
Abatement Unit provides community group liaison and abatement services ($284,000), which should
be funded separately than their case processing fees through fines, penalties, or general fund
resources. Similar to Development Services, the Geographic Project Planning Program as a whole also
provides general public information services, Public Records Act request responses, support to external
City departments, and actively supports a myriad of special project and City Council research requests.
The Program's costs for responding to Public Records Act requests ($274,000) are not recoverable in
fees by law, whereas all other support activities as described ($1.8 million) are not considered either
directly or indirectly supportive of case processing fee related services.

= Major Projects and Project Plan Support — This Program also contains multiple sub-programs. The
estimated annual cost of the Urban Design Studic’s initiatives ($241,000) which are not related to case
processing requests, are not recoverable in fees for service. The Department-wide Training Program
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is also housed within this Program, the costs of which have been allocated separately to all other
Programs within the Department as an indirect service cost. Similar to Development Services and
Geographic Project Planning programs, Major Projects also responds to Public Records Act Requests
($249,000), and provides support to external City departments ($75,000).

e Historic Resources - This Program develops and implements policies and procedures for the City's
historic resources. These costs are not considered within the case processing fees ($1.2 million).
Additionally, this program provides general public information services ($207,000), support to external
City departments ($90,000), general public outreach activities ($229,000), and continued efforts and
maintenance of the Survey LA program ($502,000).

s Citywide Planning — The Study identified approximately $2 million in special projects and code studies
activities that are not targeted for recovery in the Department’ advance planning surcharge. In addition,
this Program provides general public information and response to Public Records Act requests
($614,000), and targeted code updates for Building and Safety ($274,000).

e Community Planning - This Program provides services for which grants or other types of
reimbursements offset the costs of providing services ($594,000), as well as general public information
services ($125,000), response to Public Records Act requests ($38,000), and support to special
projects and Council requests ($153,000).

¢ Technology Support — This Program provides support to the Building and Safety fund, estimated at
approximately $186,000 per year.

¢ General Administration - This Program provides response to Public Records Act requests ($86,000).

The results of this Cost of Service Analysis conclude that the Department may recover approximately 75%
of services provided through case processing fees or accompanying surcharges, while 25% of service costs
require alternate funding sources. For case processing services and expedited processing requests, a fully
burdened cost per hour of $192, and $219, respectively, were derived. The Fee Establishment section of
this chapter will provide additional analysis and description of outcomes for recovery of these costs in user
fees for services.

The majority of technology support and advance planning services are currently recovered through
surcharges assessed on top of planning application fees. Per the request of the Department, NBS did not
further analyze or re-calibrate the surcharge calculations as part of this Study's scope of work

Cost Recovery Evaluation Outcomes

The Department of City Planning's case processing fees recover approximately 74% of the total estimated
eligible costs of providing services:
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Annual Estimated Annual Estimated
Annual Cost S
Revenues at Current Revenues at Full Existing Cost
Fee Category Cost Recove Cost Recove Racovewy Svrpius Recovery %
2 Y /(Deficit) LA

Amount Amount

Regular Case Processing Requests 16,773,498 25,233,969 (8,460,471)
Expedited Requests 5,400,000 4,612,462 787,538
22,173,498 29,846,430 S (7,672,933)

At the average current demand for fee related services, the Planning Department collects approximately
$22.2 million per year in revenue. At the full cost recovery fee amount calculated by NBS for each fee for
service, the same demand for services would generate approximately $29.8 million. The City is currently
subsidizing case processing requests at approximately $7.7 million per year.

Appendix A presents the results of the detailed cost recovery analysis for fee recoverable services. The
“Total Cost of Service per Activity Column” establishes the maximum at which a fee could be charged for
the corresponding service identified in the “Fee Description” list. NBS worked extensively with Department
staff to gather estimates of time required to perform each service identified in the Appendix. Time estimates
were evaluated on separate occasions by staff members and also reviewed by NBS to determine whether
the time estimates provided seemed reasonable.

When the Total Cost of Service per Activity is compared to the Division’s “Current Cost Recavery Amount”,
some items will appear to under recover their costs, some will come close to 100% recovery, and some will
appear to collect more than the cost of providing services. This is a typical outcome of any Cost of Service
Analysis. For all routine, “regular” case processing requests, the Study's findings indicate the need for
recalibration of existing fee amounts to reflect their cost of providing services. For Expedited service
requests, NBS did not study the fee program on a case by case basis; however, overall cost recovery
results for this program exceeded 100%. NBS recommends the City implement an hourly rate of $219 per
hour, as well as reconsider the existing practice of retaining the initial case processing fee in addition to
deposits for hourly billing.

Fee Establishment Outcomes

As described in Section 1 of this report, NBS approached establishment of resulting fees from two
perspectives.

First, a comprehensive fee structure review was completed whereby consultants and City staff reviewed
existing fee categories for relevance to the current operational and regulatory environment, as well as
fairness and equitability to the customer and City's cost recovery objectives. Overall, the Department made
few changes or deviations from the current fee structure as shown in Article 9. The format of Appendix A
to this report provides tracking of new fees added, and existing fee categories deleted. The following
provides several summarized examples of changes proposed and evaluated:

« A collection of fees for miscellaneous clearance requests and plan approvals, as performed by the
Development Services Program, were moved to a designated section of the fee schedule, now
shown as 19.04 “Fees for Sign off Requests”.
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s Fees for Historic Related Applications in Section 19.01 F were reviewed and revised. Several
existing fee categories were deleted, reformatted, or renamed to better comply with the way in
which services are delivered by the Program.

e Section 19.01 Y, Green Building Permit Application, was removed from the fee structure. This fee
is a Building and Safety processing fee, and no longer applies.

e Section 19,02 E, fee for Relocation Assistance Plan Approval was deleted.

+ Several fee items in 19.02 E and F were renamed to better reflect project types and sizes
processed.

¢ The deposit fee structure for Environmental Impact Report review (Section 19.05), was
consolidated and simplified to a single initial deposit amount.

o Fees in Section 19.07 for Flood Hazard Reports and Compliance Checks were removed. These
are Bureau of Engineering fees.

s Fees in Section 19.09 for Land Development Counseling Services were renamed and restructured
to reflect the Development Services Case Management Program service offerings related to pre-
application review and project navigation.

« Fees in section 19.12, Deviations Pursuant to Section 16.03 E, were removed

Second, consultants worked with Department staff and management to review cost of service analysis
outcomes at the individual fee level, and collect an initial round of “recommended fee amounts”, which may
be equal to or less than the total cost of service per fee item evaluated. Appendix A presents the results of
the detailed cost recovery analysis for fee recoverable services, and the Department’s staff report to Council
may be consulted fo view initial recommended fee amounts proposed for Council’s consideration.
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Section 3 — Conclusion

Based on the Cost of Service Analysis, Cost Recovery Evaluation, and Fee Establishment phases of
analysis in this study, all proposed updates to Article 9 are included in the City's accompanying staff report.

As discussed throughout this report, the proposed fee schedule includes fee increases intended to improve
the City's recovery of costs incurred to provide individual services, as well as to adjust fees downward
where fees charge exceed the average costs incurred.

Predicting the amount to which any adopted fee increases will affect Department revenues is difficult to
quantify, For the near-term, the City should not count on increased revenues to meet any specific
expenditure plan. Experience with these fee increases should be gained first before revenue projections
are revised. However, unless there is some significant, long-term change in activity levels at the City, the
proposed fee amendments should — over time — enhance the Department's revenue capabilities, providing
it the ability to stretch other resources further for the benefit of the public at large.

The Department's Fee Schedule should become a living document but handled with care:

* A fundamental purpose of the fee schedule is to provide clarity and transparency to the public and
to staff regarding fees charged by the City. Once adopted by the Council, the fee schedule is the
final word on the amount and manner in which fees should be charged by the Department. Old fee
schedules should be superseded by the new master document. If the master document is found
to be missing fees, those fees need eventually to be added to the master schedule and should not
continue to exist outside the consolidated, master framework.

» The City should consider adjusting these user fees and regulatory fees on an annual basis to keep
pace at least with cost inflation. For all fees and charges, the City could use either a Consumer
Price Index adjustment or a percentage of Labor Cost increase, and that practice would be well
applied to the new fee schedule. Conducting a comprehensive user fee study is not an annual
requirement; it becomes worthwhile only over time as significant shifts in organization, local
practices, legislative values, or legal requirements change. In NBS' experience, a comprehensive
analysis such as this should be performed every three to five years. It should be noted that when
an automatic adjustment is applied annually, the City is free to use its discretion in applying the
adjustment; not all fees need to be adjusted, especially when there are good policy reasons for an
alternate course. The full cost of service is the City's only limit in setting its fees.

As a final note in this study, it is worth acknowledging the path that fees in general have taken in California.
The public demands ever more precise and equitable accounting of the basis for governmental fees and a
greater say in when and how they are charged. It is inevitable in the not too distant future that user fees
and regulatory fees will demand an even greater level of analysis and supporting data to meet the public’s
evolving expectations. Technology systems will play an increased and significant role in an agency’s ability
to accomplish this. Continuous improvement and refinement of time tracking abilities will greatly enhance
the Department’s ability to set fees for service and identify unfunded activities in years to come.

in preparing this report and the opinions and recommendations included herein, NBS has relied on a
number of principal assumptions and considerations with regard to financial matters, conditions and events
that may occur in the future. This information and assumptions, including the City's budgets, time estimate
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data, and workload information from City staff, were provided by sources we believe to be reliable; however,
NBS has not independently verified such information and assumptions.

While we believe NBS’ use of such information and assumptions is reasonable for the purpose of this report,
some assumptions will invariably not materialize as stated herein and may vary significantly due to
unanticipated events and circumstances. Therefore, the actual results can be expected to vary from those
projected to the extent that actual future conditions differ from those assumed by us or provided to us by
others,
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual
Average Estimated Estimated
Fee No, Fee Description : Labor Time

Annual

Total Cost Current Cost §o Estimated
: Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at
per Activity  Recovery Revenues at

Per Activity Recovery % Activity Current Cost
Amount F 1
(hours) g (Performed) Recovery Rcc::l l.?r:s;ee
v
Amount

19.01 FILING FEES FOR APPLICATIONS AND AFPEALS D s
19.01 A Establishment or Change of Zones, Height Districts or @
| " Supplemental Use Districts and Other Related Actions. e e Pryesss B - o
The folfowing fees shall be charged for a zone change, height district or
supplemental use district when that action is consistent with the General
Plan. (See Section 19.03 for zone change requests that are not
________ consistent with the GeneralPlan.}) ) - .
| _ 1 Zone Change - No New Conslruction . $ 116095 11734 | 8 354,076
2 Zone Change - With New Construction $ z0228|% 5747 $ E
3 ssif (¢ amsls — sa4z8 (5 34301
|4 5 by C ’ $_ 14s|$ 71,060 I 1485 |
dment of Council's Instructions | involving (" {T} Tentative
5 Ciassfications o i $ 4264 s 2
6 Height District Change $ 19270 § 11,123 § 163,797 |
7 Supplemsnta[_Use District: Ch Change or Removal _ | § 65680 § __ 67,915 K .
8 Supplemental Use Dislrict: Establishment o $ 130708| % 134,608 $
_ 9 ‘Conditions of Approval for Oll Drilling = $ 8811 § 7,650 EX
" 10__ Zone Boundary Line Adjustment s ssm2|ss4n|
11 Building Line - Establishment, Change or Removal _ $ 7164 | 8,833
12 Surface Mining Permits | $§ 2410]3 2,640
19018 AppeaiFoes | R S ]
1 Appeal Fee - Applicant (first level appeal) S | 7068 | $ 13638|§ 13277 |
| 2 Appeal Fee- Applicant_(add| level appeal) . 53.48 § tw243]% 11,211
3 Person « ctharlhan the appﬂ::am B = T s 70.68 ] 13538 | § 89
‘4001 Commission Conditional Uses and Other Similar Quasi-judicial ® - o
| """ Approvals and Public Benefit Approvals | S| R U N . . .
M - —— - —timvast — T B S |S—— _ [ —| ——— S -
1 Conditional Use by APC or CPC 1224y 65.95 $ 12633 § 13,224 105% 8 $ 102,486 | § 97,905
____ Public Benefit Projoct (sign off for by-right project) - Moved to 19.04 =l e | e = - N [ =T i )
_ 2 Public Benefits Alternative Compliance Proposal | 14008 6820 | § 13084 5 ] $ B -
3 Modification of Existing CUP by APC or CPC _f22e8 | | e7.07 | § 12846 § 5 |8 44390 [ 8 64,232
Letters of Correction, Modification or Clarification of a determination by a S
4 ZAorthe Director niiated by Applicant B O o & |8 toee|s  1mew
19.01 D Varlances, Adjustments or Modifications from the Regulations and | | | . = - o
"~ Requirements of the Zoning Ordinances (I (N [ ~ e (| A B .
1 Varance ‘zf;‘:;"“’ 202 |s  5s58|5  6a448 116% 120 § 773760 | 8 666,948
~ 2 Adjustment by ZA except SF dwelling I 7. I Y T $ 514668 5370 | 104% | 35 § 186608 |§ 178826
3 Adjustment by ZA for SF dwelling R 2257 | §  4322|§  28B5| e2% | 69 | $ 184504 |§  297.164 |
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City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Sarvice per Feo Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual
Average Estimated Estimated

- £ t Cost ;
Fee Description Labor Time SomCan (EUrwm Sos Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

Per Activity ParActivey F:;(;::‘? Recovery % Activity Current Cost

(hours) (Performed) Recover
) ¥
Amount

Siight Modfication by ZA P ——————— .7 . | 5517 | Smgs, s tertfs 2758
| 5 Reasonable Accommodation Determination . f22za27 | B | 1160 |§  2222|§ 4 0% 0 L T—— E
~ Zoning Administrator Conditional Uses, Interpretations and Various = 1 ¥ T F
1901E s 18]
__Quasi-judicial Approvals R ) . 3 . _ - ]
EA1 The foffowing fees shall be charged pursuant to Section 12.24 of this
E Code lo applicants seeking cerlain permits, interpretations or approvals
1 ZA Interprefation of Yard or Use Regulations | aztha | |28 |'s  s891[§  583T|  oa% | 3 |5 usm[s  faers]
12,24W.1
2 Conditional Use by ZA - Alcohol and Entertainment and 3347 $ 6412 5 6,459 101% 254 § 1640586 | § 1,628,539
S E—— i 1z24w.18 ) | NE—— o ! e o=
_3 Conditional Use by ZA - all other uses 122N 255 |§ see0[§ 5358 |  96% _ 167 §  eSA7es|§ 945283
12.24),
4 Modification or Review by ZA 12.24L, and 29.85 5 5718 § 5,754 101% 174 5 999,758 | § 993,576
12.24M
i - : 12.24%7, L |
5 Relief from Fence Height Limitation 12.24%.8, 28.37 S 5434 | § 4,525 83% 35 $ 158,375 | § 180,202
and 12.28
~ Child Care less than or equal to 50 children in the R-3 zone or | > ' T = P
B _6 Large Family Daycare 12.2_4i( 22.35 $ 4£8_1 $ 4,601 107% B 3 $ 11,?3. § 10,703
[ 7 Certified Farmers' Market - | 1224xs 1303 | S 2495 § 2,641 106% 1% 2641 [ § 2,495
B ::;:;ce of Alcohol in a small restaurant less than or equal to 50 12.24%2 1977 s 3787 | B 6,040 159% 1 $ 6.040 | § 3,787
9 Approval to Erect Amateur Redio Antenna - te2axs | [ 1247 |s 230[% 2502 2% [ o s eag|§ 580
10 ZA Determination under Section 12.24 X unless listed separately 12.24% 28,59 $ 5476 | & 6,093 111% 56 § 341,208 | § 306,630
_ ltems 11and 12movedto19.04 el =, _ - . | |
The following fee shall be charged pursuant to Section 12.24 B.1. of this
E.2 Code to applicants seeking a conditional use permit that requires a
consultation with the Department for preliminary project review:
1 Pre-Application Review and R for Conditions! Uses (moved fo section 19.09) 12.24 F ] -
~ 7 The following fees shall be charged pursuant to Sections 12.24 F. and | ) (i S i I e
E3 12.24 £.2. of this Code for costs associated with permit cf i 18]
' condition compliance monitoring and inspections conducted by the City,
__ andrevocation proceedings _ el NS 1y S |
_ Miscalt Gleananca - Zoning Adminkstrator (moved fo 19.04) e : el —— = =
Miscef c - Zoning Admini: Single Family Dwelings with No - i T
- plions (moved fo 15.04) R | . o _ < I —
12.24F, o =
— . 12.24M,
1 Menitoring of Conditional Use Permits 12,240 3 952
12.24%
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual Anrios)
=S $ A"”’“‘_"’ Total Cost Current Cost S Estiniated Estimnates Estimated
Fee No, Fee Description % Labor Time o Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at
_. per Activity Recovery =5 Revenues at
Per Activity Recovery % Activity Current Cost
Amount Full Cost
(hours) (Performed) Recovery
Recovery Fee
Amount
2 Field Verification Priar to Operations ooy $ 253
e e — J2.24% e
12.24F,
3 Inspection and Field Compliance Review of Operations o] $ 746
o m e | tzeax | i - o B |
Revocation, Suspanslon or Restriction Pro::eedings for Non-
~ i Compliance of Conditions (Deposit) e . 1111 e ? - 5'00_0__ - —=
| 19.01F _ Fees for Historic Rolated Applications i | ] i - i | i
1 HPOZ: Establishment, Change or Removal - T 72203 | | 66400 [$ 4271975 138017 109% | _©  |s - Is -
2 __HPOZPreservatonPlan ]l 16500 | § 31,606 | § 30998  98% [ o - $ =
:;:ﬁi r?:ruf icate of Appropriateness: not involving new construction or 12203 22.95 5 4262 § 473 1% 4 5 1892 | 5 17,048
"HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for additions to =N g = e
_existing square footage, up to 750 sq ft i e ) hiaid . G i ™ i z ! ; 1_530 _s._ _mo._' E_DB_
HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for additions to +
5 existing square footage, greater than 750 sq ft, or second story additions 1220 275 $ 5690 | $ 1,706 e 7 $ 4584713 M0
" HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new residential | . | | wooe | o N _ 1
_ -canehichah, 116 4 s 12.20 3825 |$ ) _?,337 $ 1,706 23% - 0 o s s
HPOZ Certificate of Appmpﬂateness or Compatlblllty for new residential
_@ wnstrucﬂnn‘ 5 units or more - 12.20 45,25 S; 8668 | S5 1,706 20%_ N 0 __.$ __-— S_ =
“HPOZ Certificate of Approprta!anass or Compatibility - for new
N 8__ commercial and mixed use construction, up to 5,000 s.f, 1220 . 5_ 13_2_7_ _$_ T,E:EEL“_ _23% N 0 L .5 - |8 -
HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new
!_3 _commercial and mixed use construction, greater than 5,000 s.. ) ‘2'::0 ne s;-_-_jasa ’ ) _1'?05 =% 9 _s B s_ )
HPOZ Certificate o ppropriateness or Compatibility: “for new accessary 2
1% buiding construction e 0| I R L N . L L
11 Historic Resources Building Pan'mt Clearanoe (Larger Praj_e_ct] . 1220 | | 1875 |$  3592|F% 783 22% _ 0 B E 3 - |8 -
__12 ~ APCIDEM (Historic) demolition of main structure I I T 8380 | 5 4,317 %% | o |s - 18 =
13 Mills Act Application - Part 1 - City Application Processing Fee_ | 19144 | (e | @400 | 766 | S 0]  33% | §  13250[S 40609
14 Mills Act Application - Part 2 - City Contract Execution Processing Fee 19,144 119
| Cilty Adminisiralive Fee —— 4| "7oo ¥s - wai[§ 12| es% 18 |s 20555 24.13]
Mills Act Contract - Inspectlon - Contract Services Provider *
___(Chargedatactualcost) __ = | B ol LN . UL LB NS IRAT A A
=R Mllls Act Appllcatnun (Va1uatlan Examptlm) ) 19144 | - i . o I _ o
City Administrative Fee - ~ | 400 |$ = 766|5 473  82% | 7 ¥ 331185 5,363
o Contract Services Provider (Charged at Actual Cost) || wa |5 15500 | § - 0% 0 s - |1 -
_ 16 Mills Act Application (Appeal to Cultural Heritage Commission) | wia | | 800 |8 18325 473 | 31% 0 |8 - $ -
_ 17 ___ Mills Act Inspection (once ?"_“Yﬁ years) 2 PEEOES—— 18] ) [ X i R 43 ==
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fes Activity

Fee No.

Fee Description

Estimated
Average

Labor Time
Per Activity

(hours)

Total Cost
per Activity

APPENDIX A

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

Estimated
Volume of
Activity
(Performed)

Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

Existing Cost
Recovery %

_ City Administrative Fee : ] | 300 55| § 1,142 199% | 0 $ - |8 -
?l!:“r:z r:{;ld Car:nat:lf; ; :)Z:r)ection - Contract Services Provider 19.144 9] A 1500 | § ~ 0% 0 5 . $ _
18 E::lr;idc)al Corrections to previously certified Historic Resource (Applicant o m 13.00 3 2490 | 3 R 0% 0 % B 3 R
19 BOURSEA-— i 0 000 | - |s - nia 0 5 = | % ;
20 Historic Resources - Environmental impact Repart Re\ﬂaw {hourly} 0 1.00 $ 192| § - 0% 0 $ - $ "
21 Major Conlorming Work on Contributing and Non~Conu1b|.¢tmg Elements 0 8.00 $ 1532 | § 0% 0 $ - $ -
22 Modification of a Cerlificate Determination a ~ | 1000 |5 1916[S 1 0% o s - s -
| 23 Preliminary Evaluation of Demolifion or Relocation without Permit 12200 | [16] | 4800 |§  9185[5 - e | o |s - [s -
| 19.01 G _Sign Applicati - e I - I -
B e — —— — (o = I
19.01H Temporary Subdivision Direction Signs - = — -
__moved fo 19,04 i B
| 19.011 Fees for Plan Approvals_ o _ R | i | N
__moved 10 19.04__ _ A [ S
| 19.01J Commission or Director Approvals _| B N — ——
S 11.5.7 and o I I o o
i ;";’;ﬂ ’::""'::' Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR Avticla 3 Ch 1601 |§  aze|s 1477 46% 89 $ 131453 |$ 288234
——— - — A— — — pn— o L= 1 — ——
Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR 1157 and
2 Arlicls 3 Ch 22.58 3 4326 | § 3,244 75% 30 § 97,320 | § 120,775
oo S P S [l - . m—— )
Project Permit Compi e, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR a7 and
3 4 - Article 3 Ch 19.75 $ 3782 § 1,622 43% 2 $ 3244 | § 7,564
B cases Slandard (SF)_ s ol il o -
| 11.5.7 and
4 Pme:t :;:”:r't Compliance, Design Overiay Plan Approvais or other DIR Articio 3.Ch 3384 |Ss 6500|3 4787 74% 57 § 271662 $ 368,894
i _ 1 4 il 18 — I
Frqect Permit Compilance Deslgn Dver!ay Plan Approvals or other DIR 114,790
5 Article 3 Ch 33.94 $ 6500 | 2,393 3% 92 $ 218960 | § 504,781
e - Mot —_— SRR A S 1 o
11.57 and o
6 Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor Article 3 Ch 29.68 $ 5685 | S 2,496 44% 17 $ 42,4321 8% 96,643
: ; | - - R | e— e e N | .
' - 11.5.7 and
7 Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard Arlicle 3 Ch 33,54 3 6500 | % 4167 64% 23 s 93758 | § 146,258
1
- [ msTee | T il Ny e = o
8 Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard (SF) Article 3 Ch 33.94 $ 6,500 | $ 2,083 32% 1 £ 2083 | § 6,500
— = — PR e — A 1 — e —

MBS - Local Government Salutions
‘Web: www nbsgov.com Toll-Free:B00.676,7516

CO5- APPX A Page 4 of 14



City of Los Angeles

Dopartnient of City Plansl APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service pnr Fes Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual Annual
4oy Average Total Cost Current Cost vl FavniRg Extimuted Estimated
Fee No, Fee Description Labor Time ; Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at
? per Activity Recovery Revenues at
Per Activity Recovery % Activity Current Cost
Amount Full Cost
(hours) (Performed) Recovery
Recovery Fee
Amount
11.5.7 and o ' )
9 Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Majar Article 3 Ch 43.87 $ 8,403 | & 5,628 67% 13 $ 73,164 | § 109,238
1
' N ) B M&7and | ” -
10 Project Permit Cornpliance with DREB - Major (SF) Article 3 Ch 41.03 § 7.859 ] % 2,814 36% 59 $ 166,026 | § 463,705
1
_ DRB - Preliminary ) — 16.50E.3 2340 | $  4a82| 5 ~ 3044 68% I 30445 4,482 |
— DRB - Preliminary for SF r sidential dwelling - 16.50E.3 23.40 $ 4482 | 5 1522 4% - .8 $ 12178 S 35,858 |
Project Permit Modification _ 11570 23.40 $ 44821 5 3,308 74% 7 $ 23,156 | § 31,376 |
_ Praject Permit Adjustment _ B 11.5.7E 25.53 $ 4820 | § 4,901 100% 15 |s 72290 |$ 72128
__Specific Plan Exception B o N VVETE 7482 | $ 14350| 8§ 14,932 104% 10 |8 148320|§ = 143502
I, 15 Specific Plan Amendment ] - | 1157 | | 11082 |§  21227|5 40,560 9% | 1 [ 40,560 | § 21,227
17 Specific Plan Interpretation . == 167 | | 35 |[§  584i|S 2,004 51% 3 s 9731 § 18,985
18 _ CPIO Fees (place holder} o L _ -
| 19.01K Fees - Exceptions N — - il s 1 ! N |
_Placeholder - see exrsfmg fee ordinance ) N o : s :
| 19.01L Transfer Plan - - ®_§ . ‘ ) 1T L
1 :p%mval of Transfer of Floor Area Plan - less than and including 49,999 A a4.06 s 16,000 | § 16,292 101% 8 $ 122190 | & 120678
__2 ___ Approval of Transfer of Floor Area Plan - 50,000 sq ftand greater | Aticie 4.5 9875 |5  19107| 5 16,292 85% o s T -s T
i 19.01m Extension of Time or Suspension of Time Limits for Planning and - . o
Zoning Matters _ = — . ~ —
|1 Time Extension for other than Maps - 178 _|$ 336 (% ~ 70B|”  211% | 25 |§ 17700 8404 |
~19.01 N_ Adult Entertainment Business Exception _ - Bl - 1 B -
“Adult Entertainment Business Exception within 500 ft of another Adult i - T
! __ Entertainment Establishment | e SRl Y S U8 | & 8 =Kk -
| 19.010 DensityIncrease @ | o i [———
~ Application for a Density Bonus including a request for one or more | 12.22A.25 | o .
g __ Incentives included in the Menu of Incentives _ lgn2) d8.02 ' '{E&_ﬁ $ it % L i _— $ TM'S_H_ s - T
Application for a Density Bonus including a request for an Incentive not | 12.224.25
! 2 included in the Menu of Incentives _ | e 110,82 $ 2’1._22_?r $ 23,287 110% 14 3 azgﬂs H] B?.jl??
3 Appilcation for a Densrty Bonus in excess of that pen'nlued by Section 1224026 110.82 s 21207 | & 20,718 8% 0 s ) s )
_ 1222A26 — T = i : . :
19.01p Modifications or Discontinuance of Use Pursuant to Nuisance &l & i - 1 '
' Abatement Proceedings - B ] o= - =

MBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: wiww.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:B00.676.7516 COS - APPX A,Page 5 of 14



City of Los Angeles
Dapartment of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Fee No, Fee Description

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activity
(hours)

Total Cost
per Aclivity

Cost Recovery Analysis

Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

Existing Cost
Recovery %

APPENDIX A

Annual Revenue Analysis

Estimated
Volume of
Activity
(Performed)

| 1 Imposition of Canditions (City Initiated) 12271

| 2 Reconsideration (Applicant Initiated)

12271

12.27.1

3 Plan Approval for Revocation Case_

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

L)}

Site Plan Review Application for Residential Project of 50 or more
dwelling units
2 For Mon-Residential or Mixed Use Bullding Site Plan Review Application

18.05

16.06

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

| 9,010 Hiside.

T Hilside PermitFilngFee | 220

 19.01V_ Multiple or Combination Applications =
If more than one application is filed at the same time for the same project
and the fee for each separate application is set forth in sections 19.01,
19.03, 19.06 or 19,10, then the charges will be as follows: 100% for the

highest application fee, 50% for the second application (second highest
fee), and 25% for each additional application fee,

19.01W Expedited Pormit Fee ——

At the request of the applicant, the Department may, at its discretion,
charge a fee fo offset expenses for edditional human and physical
resources necessary to expedite the permit process for development
projects upon application by an applicant. An initial amount of $5,000, In
addition lo fees charged elsewhere in this code, by the Director of
Planning, including any additional costs to the City that exceed the fees
collected by the Planning Department for this service, shall be collected
at the time of the request. The Department shall cause all money
collected pursuant to this section to be deposited into the Planning Case
Processing Fund described in Chapter 6, Section 5.121.9.2 of Division §
of the Los Angeles Administrative Code for purposes of disbursement as
permitted therein.

Expedited Review Services (hourly)

19,01 X

01X Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Appiication

1 Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Application

19.02 FILING FEES - DIVISION OF LAND AND PRIVATE STREET MAPS AND APPEALS

NBS - Local Government Solutions
Wab: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Fres: 800 676.7516

varies
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual

Any
Average Estimated Estimated ot

Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

Total Cost Current Cost

Fee No. Fee Description 2 Labor Time a ~ Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at

Per Activity BorChvity T;?:::‘:Y Recovery % Activity Current Cost

(hours) (Performed) Recovery
Amount

19.02 A Subdivision Maps N s o
| 1.Tentative Map — » — . s
Tentative Map - SF RE40 or More Restrictive Zor Zones - 5-10 Lots | 5105 § 9779 5§ 11,219 115% : o $ el =]
2 Tentative Map - SF RE4D or More Restrictive Zones - 11-48 Lots 57.93 H 11,007 | § 12,662 114% 0 $ - $ -
3 Tentative Map - SF RE40 or More Restrictive Zones - Each 50 Lots 2095 s 4013 | 5 3,867 96% 0 s I }
over 49 Lots a— ) I T I | i ] [ I ——
| 4 Tentalive Map - SF RE20 or Less Restriclive Zones - 5-10 Lots | _ gl 4588 |$  8790|§  10.185|  116% T | 71155 | §
5 Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones - 11-49 Lots 51.05 $ 8778 | § 11,257 115% ] $ - s -
i ‘Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones - Each 50 Lots B B wr B ; o -

6  over4g Lots B 1 17.51 $ 3354 | § 3,073 92% . 0 $ - E] -
7 Tentalive Map- MF Residential-549Units | Bo7s | § 97215  10418|  1o7% | 113 [$ 1177008 § 1088506
== = Tentatlv_e_Map - MF Residentiz . o] 6808 |§ 13043| 5 13856 106% | 8 @ |s 110,848 | § 104,343 |

9 Tentative Map - MF Residential - 100 Units or More | _ 8815 § 18502|5 17.611 W07% | 11 § 193721 | § 181,525
" .4 Tentative Map - Commercialiindustrial w/ Building - Less than | | | I [P [— 4% e e
10 50,000 5q ft of Floor Area | | L 57.93 i B _1_1_.09'! 5 12,552_ 113% 1 i B mS 3?.65&__“5 33290
Tentative Map - Commerciallindustrial w/ Bullding - 50,000-99,999
" saRofFioor Area e e |8 MM WO ex LT Y s e
Tentative Map Commercial/industrial w/ Buﬂdmg 100,000-
._E 249,999 sq ft of Floor Area . 7513 $ 1‘4._39_1_ $ 15,065_ 112% E $ 32,130 _s_m 28,783
Tentative Map - Commerciallindustrial w/ ‘Building - 250,000 sq ft of

13 Floar Area o More B B3.73 § 16,032 S_ 1?.822_ 1M11% ) 1 ] 17822 | % 15.031

14 ;:::ative Map - Commercial/industrial w/o Building - Less than 1 52.77 s 10108 | § 11,498 11 4% 0 s _ $ )

15 ;e:é;ti:a Map - Commercial/Industrial w/o Building - 1 to Less than 57.93 s 11,007 | § 12,652 q 13% 2 s 25104 | § 22,193

16 Laor:lt:tiva Map - Commercialfindustrial wio Buﬂdlng 5 Acres or 63.09 s 12,085 | s 13,608 113% 1 s 12608 | § 12.085
| _ 17 — PhasingofMap ol we I IT%as |5 6ere|S  wsas| e% | o s - |[§ T

o _Very High Fire Hazard S Swenly Zona T aeeTee—— e B (5.2 N I . ] | (I
__18 __ Mixed Use Projects ——— o i 18 il F—— | SN [FR—| -

19— BOEF Fass Tentative Mapa B _ (14] _ | 1 B I A R
fi _2.BOE Fees -FinalMaps I I 7N I R ] PO—
3. BOE Fees - Improvement Plans o Y| PR il | (EOSREY —— | " == I o ]
) T A appuﬂs nfemnu 19.01 B o | B D [ = ) o
5. Modlﬂcatlcma rnfumncc 19.02F e o— o (| e—— == I o N
19.028 Parcel Maps b

NBS - Local Government Selutions
Wab: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Frae:B00.676,7516 COS - APPX A,Page 7 of 14



City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Fee Description

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activity
(hours)

Total Cost
per Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis

Current Cost
Recovery

Amount

Existing Cost
Recovery %

APPENDIX A

Annual Revenue Analysis

Estimated
Volume of

Activity

(Performed)

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

NBS - Local Governmant Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516

1. Preliminary Parcel M ap 1 ~ _— ) | )
Preliminary Parcel Map - Residential Dwalllngs up to 4 Lots - SF, RE40
I i or More Restriclive Zones 68,36 i 13005 | § 9,989 76% 2 § 19,9125_ j 26,189
I'-‘rwaln'mnarg,uI Parcel Map - Residential Dwalling Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - SF, RE20
[ i __orLaas Restrictive Zones 58690 |$ 11282 ‘s 8,935 79% J 20 . $ 17700 _s 225,849
a3 lr:;:!:g;nary Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up ta 4 Lots - Multi- 75.80 $ 14520 § 10,416 2% 2 $ 20832 8 29,039
", Preliminary Parcal Map - Commercial/industrial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots = [ |
4 - Less than 50,000 sq ft of Floor Area Sh I _Lff:_ $_ 13552 1:‘:5%_ v = $ v ¥ ) a
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial { (w/Building), uf up to 4 Lots.
a - 50,000 to Less than 100,000 sq ft of Floor Area o ey o i _1‘:'309 L _1:‘4% o_ . * _$ .
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial {w/Building), up fo 4 Lots
- 6_ - 100,000 to Less than 250,000 sq ft of Floor Area 1. 7810 _$ s | 8 1?06_5 _ o . ° _$_ - — Ll e
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial (w/l {wiBuilding), up 1o 4 Lols =
1_ - 250,000 sq ft of Floor Area or More e | 82,98 § 15,885 | § 1?.8?2 1l2% 0 - $ :_
|, Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial (wio Building), up to 4 | T - i 8 o
8 _ Lots- Less than 1 in Area N - 52.02 $ _9965_$ 11,498 11_5% 0 $ ) $ -
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercialllndustrial {wio Bwldlng) uptod =
B ‘9 Lits 1 s Thikn 8 Acr I e ‘ 5718 |§ 10953 § 12‘.15‘2_' 115% . 3 $ - -
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial (w/o Building), up to 4
10 Lots - 5 Acres or More In Area _ - o - 62.34 $ 11,841 $ _13‘23 114% 0 3 $_ .
|~ .. Other Preliminary Parcel Map Actions - Preliminary Parcel Map ' _ w A
11 _Examption (Lot Line Adjustment) . ) 17.508.3 18.14 $ 3'474. _$ 3.507 101% 63 ) $ _220,941 $ z1st§az
12 Other Preliminary Parcel Map Actions - Preliminary Parcel Map Waiver [1?.50 B.3(d) 18.14 $ 3474 | § 3,729 107% 0 $ $
| 13 Mixed Use Projects B G o - = :
14 ) B BOE Fees - Parcel arcel Maps o B o 14 | s —___5j]
2. Certificate or Conditional Certificate of Compliance- P 17.62 $ 3375 § 3683 109% 30 $ 110490 | § 101,255
__ Determination R o = ] N -
2 BOE Fees - Final Parcel Mag ans o 4] i i B _ .
|4 Appeals - reference 19.01 B
_5. Modifications - reference 19.02F 1 - =l —
| 19.02C  Privato Street Map - _ - - — -
|__ 1 Filing - Deemed to be Approved Private Street o [ 18.00C 1676 | $ 3210|3787 118% 5 |§  18935|§ 16052
| 2 Filing - Private Strest Map _ | 7084 | § 13588 | 5 15421 113% o [s - |8 B
~ 3 Filing - Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Private Street Map_ i 104.48 $  20013|35 22415 112% 2 | $ 44830 | § 40,027
4 BOEFees - Private Streal Maps [14] o N
| 19.02D Mobile Home Parkimpact Reports - N——— 1 — TS E—

COS - APPX A,Page 8of 14



City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planni APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service par Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual Annual
Avelage ik Coat| Currant Bost : Estimated Estimated Estimated
Fee No. Fee Description Labor Time S Kaitd R - Existing Cost Volume of Revenues at R t
Per Activity peCRete iy T Recovery % Activity Current Cost Cadeliee
h Amount Full Cost
(hours) (Performed) Recovery I £
Amotint ecovery Fee
|~ 1 Mobile Home Par - 17.04 6223 |$ 10205 13992 117% T R T ) T
| 19.02E Condominium Converslon for Subdivision and Parcel Maps | ] S e
A 1. Residential B I | e | S—— i ———
1 Condominium Cunversnon for Parcel Maps Residential - 1-4 Units 70.94 $ 13589 ) § 8,055 59% 3 $ 24165 | § 40,768
2 Condominium Conversion for Subdi\nsmn Residential - 5-49 Uni!a 84,53 $ 16,192 | § 16,100 99% 0 $ - 5 -
3 Sm:omhium Conversion for Subdivision - Residential - 50-99 10310 $ 19750 | % 19,575 g% o 3 B $
4 Em:mium Conversion for Subdivision - Residential - 100 Units 116.52 s 29320 | § 22,161 29 1 5 22161 ¢ 22,320
i _2.Commercial / Industrial AU (RN NS] SR (S SR —— | -
Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps -
|5 Commercialindustrial - Less than 50,000 sq ftof Floor Area | __ s IO L O O ot HB _ F
Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps -
6 Commercialfindustrial - 50,000 to Less than 100,000 sq ft of Floor 65.78 ] 12600)| § 14,309 114% o H - $ -
Area
Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - il ik G e - f -
7 Commercialindustrial - 100,000 to Less than 250,000 sq ft of Floor 70.08 $ 13424 | § 15,187 113% 0 $ - $ -
o MArea L e L 5 ISR A, = =
‘Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - ) | " N P R S )
® _ Commercialindustral - 250,000 5q fLof Floor Areaor More | | e |8 me)s eess) M | S
___ 3.MixedUse FENN N N LN - I R I ]
19.02F MapRelatedFees i PR (S| P S i e
1 _ Review or Revision of Tentafive/Preliminary Map | | 1a8 | s 2543|§  @dn| 35% 1 s ees|s 2,543
2 ::g'rm“"“ o Approved Tentative/Preliminary Map or Recorded Final |, .o 824 |3 324|5 8082 110% 16 § 128832|§ 117184
_ 3 ReversiontoAcreage "7 a0 || 3806 |§  7es3[§ 8876 |  118% o s - |§ =]
4 Quimby Fee Calculation ) - L R T § 405 % 276 )  68% | 16 § @ 4416|§ 6,482
5 ﬂmg_l':’_n‘!ansion for Maps I T § 1,064 | § 793 75% 3%  |$ 23548 % 38.307
_ 6 Letter of Clarification or Comrection (initiated by Applicant) 1502 |$ 2 2876] § 1,331 48% 0 $ - 1§ 2
19.03 FEES FOR GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY _ | e i e e e = 80
The folloy following fees shall be chargad when a zone change is requested by
an applicant that necessitates the initiation of a General Plan @l
Amendment to achieve consistency between the req 1 zona chang
___ and the General Plan: e _ I R e ] I R ~ I N _

MBS - Loeal Government Solutions
Web: www nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800,676,7516 COS - APPX A,Page 9 of 14



City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual

Average Estimated Estimated b

| T n st i timated
Fea No. Fee Description Lilbioe Tine | 0T L-ast. CUPTRS SO¥ ExistingCost  Volume of  Revenues at SR

per Activity Recovery Revenues at
Full Cost

Recovery Fee

Per Activity s Recovery % Activity Current Cost
(hours} (Performed) Recovery
Amount

Zone Change and Assoclated costs for a General Plan Amendment for
1 less than 400 dwelling units, 500,000 sq ft for C/l, or 250,000 for mixed 1156 130.54 $ 25,004 | § 23,884 96% 14 $ 334376 | § 350,060
_use : i B =2
Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for
2 400 dwelling units or greater, 500,000 sq ft or greater for C/l, or 250,000 1156 147.74 $ 28209 % 32,116 113% 2 $ 64,232 | § 56,598
B or greater for mixed use _ _ 1 i o % - _
Annexation, Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan
3 Amendment for less than 400 dwelling units, 500,000 sq ft for C/l, or 11.58 43820 | § 83938 | § 46357 55% 0 $ - | s -
250,000 for mixed use . e e 4 T -
Annexation, Zone Change and | Assoclated costs for a General Plan
4 Amendment for 400 dwelling units or greater, 500,000 sq ft or greater for| 11,58 446,20 $ 85471 | & 62,566 73% 0 $ - ] -
_ Ch, or 250,000 or greater for mixed use N o - | o o L
| 5 Street Re-Classification o ] etz |% 12884 |5 - | 0% 6 |% - § -
19.04 FEES FOR SIGN OFF REQUESTS ~_~—~~  — = T | | s : . i e | B R T
| 1 Public Benefit Project (sign off for by-right project) [ 1 78 1§ 1437]3 338 - ) . N | SS—— N —
12.24 and all
2 Miscellaneous Clearance - ZA other 11.25 s 2156 § 1,722 80% 170 3 202740 | § 366,344
2 e __|_projects | - _
12.24 and all
3 Miscellanecus Clearance - ZA SF dwellings with no exceptions other 11.25 3 2155] § 861 40% 24 5 20664 | § 51,719
) s N ... 2 N I S| WOV | | ON—| | ——— S
;:r:tlese:lg::;r Approval to Erect Temporary Subdivision Directional Signs 1.50 s 27| 3 1052 366% 0 $ i 3 _
- Request for Approval to Erect Temporary Subdivision Directional Signs | % = e U= bl T ) )
_® _ (EachAddionaisign) R (O el e ol 2 ¥ O EI¥ =
__ 6 _Miscellaneous Clearance - Difecior _ I m 175 |$ 22515 7a5|  33% | 184 § 1370808
7 Miscellaneous Clearance - Commission [ @ | | eso |s 1a45|S — 6a7| 5% | 48 |S 310568
__ B Landscape Plan Approval as part of a Discrefionary Approval "B | | a5 7es| s Ga7| ea% | 48 |§  a1ose|s
[~ 9 Landscape per ract | @ [T Teso_[s  eea|s qeo| 23% | 184 | 30646|s 1327
10 Building Permit Sign-off for minor Projects @\ | 125 |8 2385 199 83% | 154 ' $ 30646 [F
|19.05 FILING FEES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCES ~ ST S| o S| s e e, | 1S e [ = e
19.05A Fees o = _ . N [ - 1 ) - . | -
~ 1 Envlmnmenhl Clearances Except EIRs _ = = L o R P — S A ] = R
_ 1 7 Categorical Exemption_ = 1] 185 |$% ara| § __BT_r 2% 1033 |§ 83673 |§ 384,865 |
2 Eg;‘:i}:‘r":’“‘“’ leading to ND or MND or any other State 015 |8 57745 2280 39% 701 § 1508280 | § 4,047,822
3 MND-Expanded/initial Study oo | [ 8es | didea|§  TSSS| 8% | 8 |§ 1ris[s 66804
Reeensideration-Addendum or Supplemental to Prior Environmental
K 4 - _Dmrmmﬁm o e ) N ..__9.9? | .s 1909 $ ?03___3?% . ) 62 _;__ 4aiaa § 118,347
5 Publication Fee for ND or MND {pass 1hrough of publishing ocmta} na $ 676 | & 946 140% 756 $ 715176 | $ 511,317
~ 2.Environmental ImpactReports | | ) N N =

MBS - Local Government Solutions
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City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning APPENDIX A
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis
Estimated Annual
Average

E Annual
Total Co: stimated Estimated
tal Cost Current Cost L Imaie

Fee No. Fee Description ' Labor Time s Existing Cost Voltime of elaniaeat Estimated
. per Activity Recovery 2 S Revenues at
Per Activity Recovery % Activity Current Cost
Amount Full Cost
(hours) (Performed) Recovery
Recovery Fee
Amount
Average
6 Environmental Impact Reports (Initial Deposit) 0.00 varies Initial Deposit nfa 19 $ 287,375 nfa
$15,125
7 _Environr __‘_"' I'|;|'1'|:iact Report R __'_'__S_gms_ (houriy] ] 1.00 $ 192 varies n/a L na | _”
19.06 FILING FEES FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENTPERMITS [ | " 77" > (B, WL [ e
P S — = 1] i _ = e e — — o o —— ]
_1_ Coastal Development Permit - SF and MF residential dwelling 12202 | 71.80 3 13753 § 7,057 51% 23 $ 1823118 316,330 |
2 Coastal Development Permit - SF residential dwelling with no exceptions | 12.20.2 71.80 s 13,753 | § 3,528 26% 71 $ 249,606 | § 973,059
| 3 Coastal Development Permil - Non-nmdanhal | 2202 | | 780 |[§ 13783 § 7798 5T% 13 | §  “orars |3 171918
4 Coastal Development Permit - E on D ination | tzzozi | | 750 $ 1437 | § 684 |  48% 273 § 186732 |$ 392,204 |
| 5 Coastal Development Permit - Apprtwal in Concept | 12202 3.00 $ 55| § 703 122% [ - 18 =
12.20.2.1Q
-] Coastal Development Permit - Amendment and 28.80 $ 5517 | $ 6,456 117% 7 § 41964 | § 35,859
12.20.20
B o 12.20.2.1Q 7 e I T i |
7 Coastal Development Permit - Amendment with no exceptions and 28,80 5 5517 | § 3,228 58% 0 $ BOT | § 1372
. - 22020 | | i ) il - o
8 Coastal Development Permit - Mello Compliance Review - C|lyRev|ew 12.20.2 L] 34.18 H] B,547 | & B28 13% 13 $ 109718 86,751
9 Mello Compliance Review - 3rd Party Consultant 150 $ 287 Feegﬂ‘:‘:‘m " nfa 0 s - 3 -
19.07 FEES FOR FLOOD HAZARD REPORTS AND COMPLIANCE CHECKS ack |1 Pl e : e & = 3 : =]
Section Deleted . e o -
19 .08 SURCHARGE FOR ONE-STOP PERMIT CENTER Esi|iET= B [ e
There shall be added to each fee imposed for any permit, license or
application provided for in this article a surcharge in an amount equal to 116
| the greater of two percent of the fee or $1.00. - ) e
19.09 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND COUNSELING SERVICES |~ ~ | | 17— "1 el (SO
1 Pre-Application Review and Research ol 200 |§ 83| s 293 76% 0 3 = |s
2 Zoning Pre-Check (per project, per request) - = | 600 |§  1,148|F 432 8% | 0o |s - L -
| 3 Pre-development Meeting - | | . e = |
- _Per meeting B 7 $ 1,724 | § 432 25% [ - |5 -
s __Additional assistance as required, per hour [ 180 $ 287 |% 432 150% 0 $ o i
o ~ Technical Counseling (per rnaeiing) = 450 |[§ @ 882§ 432 50% 0 $ - |8 =
_ 4 Prqed Navigation Services (deposit required, per hour) IR | - 1
_Project not requiring EIR y L ] 150 |% 87| S 432 150% 0 S - |8 L
Project including EIR 1 18 | 287|% 432 150% 0 s - 1s -

N85 - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:B00.676.7516 COS-APPX APage 110f 14



City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Estimated
Average

Fee No, Fee Description

Labor Time

Per Activity
(hours)

Cost Recovery Analysis

Current Cost
Recovery
Amount

Total Cost
per Activity

Estimated
Volume of
Activity

Existing Cost
Recovery %

(Performed)

Estimated
Revenues at
Current Cost

Recovery

APPENDIX A

Annual Revenue Analysis

Annual
Annual

Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost

ey Recovery Fee

19.10 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FEES

1 Initial Development Agreement Applisatien-(Depasit) 12.32 0.00

$29,690 Initial

Veiten Deposit

nfa

§

89,070

19.11. ANNUAL INSPECTION OF COMPLIANCE WITH FLOOR AREA RATIO AVERAGING AND RESIDENTIAL

DENSITY TRANSFER COVENANTS.

12.24 B.25,
and 12.24
.58,

1

Annual Inspection of Compliance {14]

19.12. [DEVIATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 16.03E]

Section Deleted

X
19,13 SURCHARGE FOR AUTOMATED SYSTEMS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

1 Operating Surcharge

| Greater of 7%
of the fee or

] L $100 f 1 |1 o
Greatar of 6%
2 Development Surcharge of the fee or
I - . ] {1 [ O |
19,14 FEES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF HOUSING COVENANTS 7~ =5 S T g e e [ iy
NONE LISTED - . It 1 =] i [ R | R
19.15 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TRAFFIC STUDY REVIEW, CONDITION CLEARANCE AND PERMIT ISSUANCE FEES. X o TR,

TS e A_-.FI____._[IEH‘,‘JJ,___-____
19.16 GENERAL PLAN MAINTENANCE SURCHARGE FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING ¥

Notes
A fling fee of $149.00 shall pany each for a credit p to Section
1 12.33 B. A fee egual to 65% of the filing fas shall accompany each sppeal of a
determination of credit made pursuant fo Section 12.33 8.
(a) A fee aqual to 85% of the underlying application or the set fee wil be charged, which
aver is lower. An appeal fled pursuant to Section 12,26 K.2. of this Code, shall be
2} accompanied by & fling fee as specified in Table 4-A of Section 96.0403.2 of the Code, fo

be collected by the Department. (b) An appeal flad pursuant to Section 12.26 K.6. of this
Code shall be charged a fes in accordance with Subaivision 1., above.

NB5 - Local Government Solutions
Web: www nbsgov.com Toll-Free:200.676.7516

Greater of 5%
of the fee or
$1.00

$

16,773,498 § 25233969
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

APPENDIX A
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Fee Description

City can not charge a fee

See Section 19.01 A (Sign Districts)

See Section 19.01 G (Comprehensive Sign Program)

Faa is for City administration and Consultant fees will be added fo City fee

HPOZ feas are nol to be charged for technical toap ly certified Histonc
Resource Survey,

Minor cases are defined as thres signs or less or a change of use. Standard cases are
defined as more than three signs, wi cases, or projects with additions of kess than
200 square fesl, Major cases are all other projects not faling Into the categones of Minor
or Standard projects.

Muttiple or Combination Applications. If more then one application is fed at the sams tims
for the same project and the fee for sach separate application is set forth in seclions
19.01, 19.03, 19.06 or 19.10, then the charges will be as follows: 100% for the highest
application fos, 50% for the second application (second highest fee), and 25% for aach
additional application fee.

Subdivision Maps: Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, For tentative maps within Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, as described in Seclion 57.4908 of this Code, &
surcharge of one-fiaif the sum of the fees paid pursuant fo paragraphs (a) through (c)
shall be paid,

Parcel Maps: For preliminary parcel maps within the Very High Fire Hazerd Seventy
Zones, as described in Section 57.4908 of this Code, a surcharge of one-third the sum of
the fees paid pursuanl to paragraphs (s} and (b} shall be pakd.

Subdivision Maps - Mixed Use. Where the project involves a combination of Single-
Family, Mult-Family, Cornmercial, andior Industrial uses, the highest fee, including
modifications fo the base fee, shall be charged at 100 percent (100%). the second highest
al fifty percent (50%), and the third and subsequent fee a twenty-five percent (25%).
This fee discounting shall nol apply to the surcharge required by paragraph (e) of this
subdivision.

Parcel Maps - Mixed Use. Where the prajoct Involves a combination of Single-Famiy,
Mutti-Family, Commercial, and/or Industrial uses, the highest fes, incliding modifications
o the base fee, shall be charged at 100 percent {100%), the second highest at fifty
percent (50%), and the third and subsequent fee at fwenty-five percant (25%). This fea
discounting shall not apply to the 'ge requirsd by p o (d) of this subdliisk
Condominium Conversions - Mixed Use: Where the profect imvolves a combination of
Residential, Commercial, andfor Industrial uses, the highest fee shall be charged at 100
percent (100%), the second highest at fifty percent (50%), and the third and subsequent
fes at twenly-five percent (25%). This fee discounting shall not apply to the fee required
by paragraph (b) of subdivision 1. of subsection E. of this Section 19.02 of this Cods,
above.

The Planning Depariment shall caiculate the actual costs and resuliant fee, in sccordance
with Chapter 35, Section 5.403(b)3 of Division 5 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code
and shall mair pRropriet ting records of the actual costs. The Director of
Pianning shall resolve any dispute related fo the fee. The Director shall exclude from

Of any cost i or afiributed to the p g of appeals.

NB5 - Local Government Solutions
‘Web: www, nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516

Cost Recovery Analysis

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Pear Activity
(hours)

Total Cost Current Cost
per Activity Recovery
Amount

Existing Cost
Recovery %

Annual Revenue Analysis
Annual
Estimated Estimated
Volume of Revenues at
Activity Current Cost
(Performed) Recovery
Amount

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee
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City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity

Fee Description

[14] Fee coflected by the BOE, DES, or DOT

st Fee is appled in addition to Environmental Clearances Except EIRs - EAF/Initial Study
leading to ND or MND

iling NBS did not ; fees ware adopted per ordi specific fo CCU

The Flanning Department shail calculate sciual costs and the resultant fee in accordance
with Chapter 6, Section 5.121.8,2 of Division 5 of the Los Angsfes Administrative Cods,

na and shall T ting records of the actual costs. The Dirsctor of
Planning shall resolve any dispute relatod o the fes. The Director shall exclude from
any cost d or allributed to the pr ing of appeals

18] MBS did not evaluate - fee set per City Policy
197 Faes raflsct pass through of average contractor costs.

NBS - Local Government Sohutions
Web: www.nhigov.com Toll-Free:B00.676.7516

APPENDIX A

Cosl Recovery Analysis Annual Revenus Analysis
Estimated Annual
Average Estimated Estimated
Labor Time Existing Cost Volume of Reovenues at
Recovery % Activity Current Cost

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

Total Cost Current Cost
per Activity  Recovery
Amount

Per Activity
(hours) (Performed) Recovery
Amount
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City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning
Regional Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Actlvities and Services

APPENDIX B

1 |Zone Change - SF and MF dwelling up to 49 Units__ § 11,734 3.188 | no comparison E 10,000 | 15,086 | § 19,565
2 |Zone Change - SF and MF dwelling - additional fee for sach 50 unils over 49 5747 | § 3,188 | no comparisor | $13,335+ $180| § 10,000 | § 15986 | § 19,565
3 IZona Change - | Non-residential less than and imludirl_g_49 999 sqft 11.737 3,188 | no comparison |if referred to Fire| § 10,000 15,986 | § 19.565

4 |Zone Change - Non-residential 50,000 sq ft and greater 16440 | § 3,188 | no comparison ] 10,000 | § 15,986 | § 19,565

5 _|Clarification of Q Classifications or D Limitations - b 4428 | no o i no comparison | no paris no comparison | no comparison | no comparison

_E |Land Use [ Detem'nnaﬂons by CPC 11,060 | no comparison | no comparisen | no ison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
Amendment of Council’s Instructions involving (T) Tentative Classifications 4,264 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparison | no comparison |
8  |Height District Change 11,123 | nocomparison | 8 13,572 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
9 |Supplemental Use District: Change or Removal ) 67,915 | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparison | ne comparison
10 _ |Supptemental Use District: Eslablishment o b 134,608 | no comparison | no I n | no parison_| no cemparison | no comparison | no comparison |
i1 Cog_d;ihom of Approval for Oil Drilling [ 7650 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison 1,080 | no comparisan | no comparison
|12 _|Zone Boundary Line Adjustment $ 5473|585 1,028 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparison | no comparison
13 _|Building Line - Establishment, Change or Removal = § B833 (5 1,028 | ‘no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compansan | no comparison
14 |Surface Mining Permits b 2,640 | no comparisen | $5,000 Deposit | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison |
19.018 = = = = @ = i
|1 |Appeal Fee - Applicant (firstlevel appeal) = s § 13277 | § 255 2,000 | § Ta[s _3so0 | TG companison

2  |Appeal Fal .App_licart {add level appeal) - 1§ 11211 | $254 FlatFee | § 2,000 | no comparison | no comparison i ‘?ngf:: nag comparison
3 Person other than the applicant $ B9 | % 127§ 2,000 % 755 | § 50| T no comparison
19.01 C| - - 1 - b i - ] M

"""" | Conditional Use by APC or CPC B § 13,224 | no comparison | § 44748 8,066 | no comparison | no comparison | § 6,304

2 _fPuHIQ_B_gmfn Project (sign off for byﬂgt_ﬁ_&mieﬂ) . 1§ 338 | nocomparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no ison | $ 42 | no comparison

3 |Public Benefits Alternative complianne P - | § 16938 | nocomparison [ no parison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison

|4 |Modification of Existing CUP by APC or CPC__ $__ 8,878 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 7,223 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison

5 |Letters of Correction, Modification or Clarification of a detarmination by a ZA of the Director . TN

i initiated by Applicant ] - $ 1.331 | no comparison _rl::_mmpanson no comparison | no mmparison. nn mmparisond __T comparison
19.01D — N . - e - T - )

1 o $1,001 - Single ——

Family New
Residential; Construction
Variance 5 6448 $1.753 - Multl- 5 12,000 | & 8,066 85,500 § 4,498| § 5,599
Family/Commar Remodal §3,500
o— i clal/industrial N
|~ 2 |Adjustment by ZA except SF dwelling = |5 5370 nocomparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | § 5906 | § 1182
3 |Adjustment by ZA for SF dwelling = = 5 2,685 | no comparisan | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 5906 | 1.162
4 |Slight Modification by ZA E . 941 | no comparison | no comparison | § 722319 4,000 | no comparison | no comparison |
_ 5 |Reasonable Accommodation Determination T |13 No Fee | no comparison | no compari no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen
NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516 Page 10f 10
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City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning

APPENDIX B
Regional Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services
ETL M— _ - - =
1 |ZAInterpretation of Yard or Use Regulations § 5831 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compar o comparison |
"2 |Conditional Use by ZA - Alcohol and Entertainment $ 645008 1,928 | no comparison | no comparison | § 1000]§ 857 | § 6.304
3 Cmdlﬁond Use by ZA - all other uses_ $ 5358]|% 1,913 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no parisen | S 6,304
| 4 |Modi Modﬂ'wﬁon or Review by ZA o 5 5754 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 7223(% 4,000 | no parison | no comparison
5 [Rellef from Fence Height Limitation $102 - Minorin
5 a5gg | Diedeasa | o comparson | no comparison | $ 500 | no comparison | no comparison
i §242 - Minor;
R o . $401-Major |
6 |Child Care less than or equal to 50 children in the R-3 zone or Large Family Daycare - Single
Family
§ asm R;Ttg;:;_e' no comparison | § 3,018 | Fee Exempt no pari no parison
Commercial/Indu
N a strial .
7  |Certified Farmers’ Market 1-20 producers |
H i §232
. 2,641 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison >20 producars no comparison
SR . " - 533z |
B |Service of Alcohol in a small restaur: restaurant less than or equal to 50 seats $ 6,040 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
9 |Approval to EredAmaieuRadio Antema __ |'%__ 2592 nocomparison | no comparison | no compari no comparison | § 1.155 | no compari
10 |zAa Datsrrninaﬁon under Saciion 12.24 X unless listad ad separately $ 8,093 | nocomparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no camparisen | no comparison | no pari
| _11 _|Miscellaneous Clea -ZA | $ 1722]| nocomparisen | no comparison | no ison | no comparison | no comparison | no comyg
| 12 |Mlscellananm Clearance - ZA SF dwellings with no exceptions _ b 861 | _no compari no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compari no comparison |

MBS - Local Government Solutions

Woeb: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516 Page 2 of 10 Comparative Fee Survey



City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning APPENDIX B
Regional Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services

1 |HPOZ Establishment, Change or Removal - § 138,017 | nocomparisen | no comparisen | no comparison | no compari ng comparison | no comparison
2 |HPOZ Preservation Plan - o $ 30,998 | nocomparison | no comparison | ne parison | no comparison | no comparison | no parison
3 |HPOZ Ceriificate of Appropriateness: not involving new construction or addifions _ & 473 | nccomparison | no comparison | $ 426 | 400 | no ison | no comparison
4 ;P;.%E S:gficaw of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for additions to existing square footage, up 5 708 | ne comparison | ne comparison | § g0 $ 1.720 | no comparison | no comparison
5 |HPOZ Cerlificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for additions to existing square footage, 5 TR ; -
) areater than 750 sq R, or second story addiions | § 1,706 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 910 | § . 1,720 _T campanson_ no comparison
6 |HPOZ Certificate of Appmprmeness or Compatibility: for new residential construction, 1 to 4 units | §  1.706| nocomparisan | no comparison | § 010 § 1720 | e comparisan | necompan
7 :Pugz Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new residential construction, 5 units or 3 1,706 | no comparison | no comparison | gio| s 1.720 | no comparison | noc
8 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new commercial and mixed use § 1,706 | nocomparison | noc iion | § a0l s 1750 | hocompatieon | nosompdiieon
__|construction, up to 5,000 5.f. = —
8  |HPOZ Certificate of Apprupnatanass or Compatibility: for new commercial and mixed use . s ; 2
B consiruction, greater than 5,000 5.1 3 1,708 | nc comparison | no comparison | § 510 | § 1E ne comparison | no comparison
10 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new accessory building construction § 1,706 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 910| § 1.720 | no comparison | ne comparison
11__|Historic Resources Building Permit Clearance (Larger Project) 5 783 | no ison | ne | na ; no comparison | no comparison | ne comparnison |
| 12 |APC/DEM (Historic) demolition of main structure S 4317 | nocomparsen | § 4,500 | no compari $ 3.035| 5 1,181 | no comparison
14 wusmw (Single Family Residential) S 250 | no companson | § 1250 | § 1021 § 1,010 | no comparisan | no companson
|15 | Mills Act Application (MF/Caommerciallir Mal) § 1.142| nocomparison | § 1,250 | § 10211 % 1,010 | no comparison | no comparison
16 | Mills Act Application (Valuation Exemp B 473 | no comparison | § 1250 | § 10211 % 1.010] no pari no parison
17__ | Milis Act Application (A I fo Cultural Hai_tagg_@mnﬂssiun) 1S 473 ] nocomparison | § 1250] 8 1021 % 1,010 | no comparison | no compatison
18  |Mills Act Coniract Execution (Single Family Dwelling) $1 per
$1,000 no comparison | no comparison | § 564 | no comparison | § 2,147 | no comparison
valuation
19 |Milis Act Contract Exewnon (MF/Commercialiindustrial) _ | §~ 1,886 | no comparison | no comparison | § 564 | no ison | § 2,147 | no companison
20 Mills Act Ir pection (once every 5 years ) 15 - no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | $ 200 | no comparison | no comparison
21 |Technical Corr Cnmacﬂuns o mouﬂ[ camﬁad_Hislnnc Resource (Applicant Initiated) m|% - no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compari no comp
22 ::gnc Resaurces - £ Except EIRs - EAF/Initial Study leading to ND or s no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison | no comparison | no compari
23 _|Historic Resources - Envi | Impact Report Review - (hourly) —|'$ - | nacomparisan | no comy no compart no compari no comparison | no comg 1
24 |Msjor Conforming kaunGonhhutlngmﬂNnn-Conh‘ihuﬂlg Elements b 352 | nocomparison | no comparison | no i no comp no comparison | no comg ]
| 25 |Modification of a Cerlificate Determination Y 8 440 | no comparison | no comparison | no no pari no comparison | no parison
26 |Preliminary Evaluation of Demolition or | or Rnlnmtm without Permit 5 2112| ne parison | no comparison | no pari no compari no parison | no p il

NBS - Local Government Solutions
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City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning
Regional Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services

APPENDIX B

1 |Sign Modification by ZA_ i T § 6448 | no comparison | no comp no_comparison | no comparison | no comp no comparison
2  |Comprehensive Sign Prog <12 Signs
$425 min $1,393
4 | § 11738 or $105 per hr. % 4,043 | no comparison | § 750 | § 741 >12 Signs
. g = . 32,778
3 __ |Amendment of Compret e Sign Program 4 | $ 5748 | nocomparison | $ 356 | no no comp no p no comparison
19,011 = = e = = S
1 _[Requestfor Approval to Erect Temporary Subdivision Directional Signs (First Sign) § 1,052 | nocomparnison | § 500 | §_ B985 S 328 | no comparison | _nc companison
2 |Request for Approval to Erect Temporary Subdivision Directional Signs (Each Additional Sign) $ 382 | no comparison | & 500 | § 8966 | § 71 | no comparison | no 5 :
19011 " 5 il
| 1 |Miscellaneous Clearance - Director I 745 | 'na comparison | _no companson | § 463 | no comparison | na comparison | no comparison
2 Ln_rngsr.age Plan Apgtg_val part of a Discretionary Approval i 647 | no compari N0 companison | no e isan | no comparisen | no comparisen | no comparis
3 |Building Pemmit Sign-off for minor Projects e 199 | no comparison | no comparison | no oc no companson | no comparison | no co ison
19.019 B = j = —
|~ 1 |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overiay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Minor § 14T o comparison | § 5,186 | no comparison | no comparnison | no $ 1,087
2__|Project Permit Compliance, Design Overiay Plan Approyals of other DIR cases - Standard $§ 3,244 no comparison 5,188 | no comparison | no comparison | no con $ 1,067
3" |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Standard {SF) $ 1622 | nocomparison | § 5,186 | no comparison | ne comparison | o comp s 1,067
| 4 |Project Permit Compliance, Do!a____ / Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Major § 4,787 | no comy 5,186 | no compariscn | o comparison | no companson | § 1,067
_ 5 |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overiay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Major (SF) 2,393 | no comparison 5,186 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
| 6 _|Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor § 2496 | no comparison 5,000 | no comparigson | ne comparison | no companson
"~ 7 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor (SF) § 1248 | no camparison 5,000 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
_ .8 |Project Permit C Parmit Conw;llm with DRB - Standard o 5 4,167 | no comparison 5,000 | no comparison | no parison | no parson
9 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard (SF) _ 1% 2083] nocomparison 5,000 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
10 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - 5,628 | no comparison 7442 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison
11 _|Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Major (SF) 2,814 | no comp ) 5,000 | no comparison l\e compatison | no comparison
| 12 |DRB-Preliminary - ~ 3.044 | no comparison 5,000 | no comparison parison | § 676
13 _|DRB - Preliminary hr,,S_E_wnﬁal dwelling o I8 1,522 nocomparison | § 5,000 | no comparison ne comparison | § 2211
14 _|Project Permit Modification 5 3,308 | no comparison | no ison | § 1,535 | § 1,375 | _no comparison
15 |Project Permit Adjustment o 4,901 | no comparison | no companison | no comp ne comparison | § 5.906 no compari
16 |Specific Plan Exception | & 14,832 | nocomparison | no comparison | no no comparison | no no comp
| 17 |Specific Plan Amendment 40,560 | no comparison | no parison | no comp no comparison | no companson na comparison
18 |Specific F'lan_[g@i_g_lm = o 2,994 | no comparison | no o ison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no parison
19 __|CPIO Fees (place holder) no comparison | ne corngariso no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no ison.
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning APPENDIX B
Reglonal Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services

19.01 L - B - o JES S =
1| Approval of Transfer of Floor Area Plan - less than and including 49,999 sq ft _ |~ 1§ 16292 | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comp no comp
2 |Approval of Transfer of Floor Area Plan - 50,000 sq ft and greater _ |8 16,202 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no ¢ n | no e
19.01 M) = S .
1 |Time Extension for other than Maps —|§ 708 (§ 571 5 4T[§ 1185 § 1,000 § 154§ 186 |
19.01 N ) ——— S| R i
T [Adut Emm“ Bugipess plion within 500 ft of another Adult Entertainment § 5317 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 8,866 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
__|Establishment = . -
119.01 0 - = = = - = i
1 |Application for a Density Bonus including a request for one or more Incentives included in the | Dignsity Bonus
Menu of Incentives $ 7,115 | nocomparison | Housing Plan- | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
o= e, m— - M ] §1.624, —"
2 |Application for a Density Bonus including a request for an Incentive not included in the Menu of Density Bonus
Incentives $ 23,287 | nocomparison | Agreement- | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
== e =l $1,136 [
3 __|Application for a Density Bonus in excess of that permitted by Section 12.22 A.26 § 20,718 | nocomparison | no parison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.01P] i i i .
1 |imposition of Conditions (City Initiated) g 26,680 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companison | no comparison
2 __|Reconsideration {Ap pplicant Initiated) ¥ = | & 29866 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparison | no comparigan
3 |Plan Approval for Revocation Case (Deposit) 5,000 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison | no comparison | no comparlson
oot e : e ; == : ;
¥ [Stn P eview Austicetion g Resderiial Firojess of 60 or Blling units $ 7,806 | nogomparison | § 7442 | § 1,037 | $6,000 plus | no comparison | § 4,688
| T - — o — $3.00 for each |-
2 |For Non-Residential or Mixed Use Building Site Plan Review Application $ 7925 | nocomparison | § 7.853| 8 1,418 | 100 square feet. | no comparison | § 4,688
19.01U i i = . -
| 1 _|Hilside PermitFilngFee 1§ 684 | nocamparison | § 36455 1,037 | nocompanison | & 5.847 | § 501

NBS - Local Government Solutions
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City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning
Regional Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Actlvities and Services

APPENDIX B

19.01 w]» -
Expedited Permit Fee Filing Deposit . $ 5,000 | nocomparisen | ne no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.01 X _ — | - ) -
1 |Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Application $ 8,369 | no comparison | no comparison | no compariscn | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.02 Al _ o = I ST - . i -
| 1 [Tentative Map - $F RE4D or More Restrictive Zones - 5-10 Lots il §_T2B]  g5005 | hocomparson| 315674 $5000 | sapar | .nocompafison
2 |Tentative Map - SF RE4D or More Resirictive Zones - 11-49 Lots. 5 12,662 : no comparison | includes $4,000 y ¢ NG comparison
3 [Tentative Map - SF RE40 or More Restrictive Zones - Each 50 Lots over 49 Lots R 3867 tIs2perlet I ompan Deposit | * $125PerLol | + 173 perLot |- son
4 " |Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restriclive Zones - 5-10 Lots § 10165 | | .o comparison | ~ 15674 ;[ no comparison |
|5 [Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones - 1149 Lots § 1257 $:§$5L o |1 comparison | inciudes $4.000 | | ¢ 15255:')2? i ] 2 1?,‘;?; Lot |0 comparison
6 |Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restriclive Zones - Each 50 Lots over 48 Lots o 5 3073 no comparison Daposit " ne comparison |
| 7 |Tentative Map - MF Residential - 5-49 Units o $ 10416 — no companson | $22.014 - a7 " | no comparison |
8 |Tentative Map - MF Residential - 50-99 Units . § 13,856 + 852 ‘par Lot |mo comparison | includes $5,000 .81 25'per ot | + 51?'; pec Lok | no comparison |
[} ‘l'am_aﬂva _Map_ MF Residential - 100 Uni_lscr_ More 17.611 no comparison Deposit NG comparison
10__|Tentative Map - C ialfindustrial w/ Building - Less than 50,000 sq ft of Floor Area i § 125852 o comparison | no comparison_
R Tentative Map - Commercialfindustrial w/ Eulding ~50,000-99,999 : sq ft of Floor Area § 14,308 $2,005 no comparison | 522";;4 §5,000 54,647 no comparison
12 |Tentative Map - Commercial/industrial w/ Building - 100,000-248,999 sq ft of Floor Area § 16,065 | +$52perLol | nocomparison | ncfu;:;os“.mn +§125 perbLot | +$173 per Lot | no comparison
13 Tentative Map - Commercial/lndustrial w/ v/ Building - 250, 000 sq ft of Floor Area or More 5 17822 no comparison no comparison
__ 14 _|Tentative Map - Commercialfindustrial w/o Bullding - Less than 1 Acre_ § 11498 2 no camparison s22014 | no comparison |
15 |Tentative Map - Commercial/industrial wio Building - 1 to Less than 5 Acres § 12,552 §2.005 no comparison | includes $5,000 35,000 $4,647 no comparison
16 | Tentative Map - Commercial/industril wio Bulding - § Acres or More s Tae0s| © APerlel o e el Rl Rl aded ey
17| thlng of Map 3 545 | no comp no comparison | no comparison | no companson | no companson | no comparison
|~ 18 _|Final Map - fewer than 20 Lots — | v |§ 8000 [ nocompanson | no comparison | § 1,000 no compar N comparison
19 |Final Map - more than 20 Lots Achial Cost §2,000
[14) and Deposit no comparison | no comparison | § 1,000 | + $125 per unit | no comp no comp

MBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516
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City of Los Angeles

Department of Community Planning APPENDIX B

Regional C ri of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services

19.02 ajr‘ - B 0o, 19 = _ - 7
1 [Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - SF, RE40 or More Restrictive Zones 9,888 | < a76 . Basis $16.850 no cr ison | o comparison $4,647 s 13,635 |

| 2 |Parcel Map - Residenlial Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - SF, RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones 8,935 | $52 per Lot | +8500 per Unit |-"©.comparison | no comparison | , ¢4 per Lot 5 1.365
3 |Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - Multi-Family 10,416 no comparieon | no comparison s 13.635

e : 3 P - RS - i
4 :::el Map - Commercial/industrial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots - Less than 50,000 sq ft of Floor § 12552 W compatisan | nocompartson s 13,635

| 5 |Parcel Map - Commercial/lndustrial (w/Building), up 1o 4 Lots - 50,000 to Less than 100,000 sq fl = g

] |of Floor Area o ' - | 3 14,309 $1.676 - Basis $16.850 no comparison | ne comparison $4.647 § 13,635
6 _J :farcel Map - Commercial/industrial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots - 100,000 to Less than 250,000 sq ft S 16.085 +352 per Lot | +§500 per Unit % Chmpanson | ne Gomparson +$173 per Lol s 13.635
7 |Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots - 250,000 sq ft of Floor Area or $ 17822 i parison | no pai s 13,635

"~ 8 |Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial {w/o Bullding), up o 4 Lots - Less than 1 Acre in Area § 11498 “no comparison | no comparison =15 13,835 |
8  |Parcel Map - Commercial/indusirial (w/o Building), up to 4 Lots - 1 to Less Than 5 Acres in Area $1,876 - Basis $16,850 = " - i 54,647

iy o o § 12582 ° 452 perLot | +$500 per Urit | ™ o | e 800 | 4 $173 per Lot 1355

10 |Parcel Ma_ng_-_cjr_n_m_er_:_:!glﬂm_l_ﬁai_[nm Buﬁdi_r}_g}, up h4_ Lots-5 Acs_ee or Morg_in Area § 13,808 no comparison | no comparison s 13,635
1 1O Hioncel Meg Altions - Rorisl AN Bosptian (Lot Une Asiusiment) § 3507 | nocomparison | § 2,500 )23',';';'_5512'55?5 $ 2500 | § 4,290 | no comparison
12 |Other Parcel Map Actions - Parcel Map Waiver ~ "5 3729 nocomparison | § 13,572 | 3 1,000 | no comparison | no comparl no companson
13 |Certificate or Conditional Certificate of Compliance- Determination § a6Ba|s 515§ 672| § 1755 | § 1,500 | § 1,413 | no comp

102c] - — =

1 _|Filing - Deemed to be Approved Private Street - S 3,787 | nocompanison | no comparison | no comp o comy N comparison | no comparison
2 _ |Filing - Private Street Map . | § 15.421] nocomparison | no companisen | no p no p no comparison | no comparison
3 |Filing - Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Private Street Map § 22415] noc ison | no comparison | no 0 Comp no comparison | no compart:

19.02D - _ _ B

| 1 |Mobile Home Park impact Report’ ) . . § 13,992 na ison | no companson | § 6,376 | no comparison | no comparison | _no comparison
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| 1__|Condominium Conversion for Parcel Maps - Residential - 14 Units = § 80553 1,319 no comparson = no comparison
2" |Condominium Conversion for Subt_'.li:ri_sl_n_n Residential -549Units $ 16,109 (8§ 1,319 0310.00_0 - no comparison $7.500 $3,747 _no comparison
3__|Condominium Conversion for Subdivision - Residential - 50-99 Units $ 19575 |$ 1319 | o par Unit | -no.comparison | +$125 per fot | +8$150 perlot | no comparison
4 |Condominium Gonversion for Subdlvision Fleeidemlal 100 Uniits or More - $ 22181|8 1,319 no comparison no comparison
'8 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commercial/industrial - Less than e T
150,000 sq ft of Fioor Area 5 13430|§ 1.319 DEJTEIaiST_ i no cumpa?rsin
7 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commercial/industrial - 50,000 to 10,000 - :
Less than 100,000 sq t of Floor A $ 14,3005 1,319 C:m;mim. no comparison $7.500 $3,747 : no cnmparison_
8 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commercial/industrial - 100,000 to ! ; +5§125periot | + %150 perlot v
Less than 250,000 sq ft of Floor Area o § 15187|§ 1,319_ +$500 per Unit | no comparison no comparison
9 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcal Maps - Commercial/industrial - 250,000 sq ft| :
of Floor Area or More § 16065(§ 1 3_19 Lo no comparison no comparison
19.02 F e - — ] o g i d
___2 |Review or Revision of Tentative/Preliminary Map, Prior to Hearing § 889 | no comparison | no comparison | Major - $5,984 | _no companson | i
3__|Review or Revision of Tentative/Preliminary Map, After Heariry $  1.374 | nocomparison | no comparison | Minor - 84,634 | no comparison | Major - 5% of | 30% of orlginal
4 |Modification to Approved Tentative/Preliminary Map or Recorded Final Map Major - $41,575 application fee fae
$ 8,052 | no comparison | no comparison Minor - $9,565 no comparison Minor - $484
5§ R ion ta Acreage B 8,876 | % 2,005 | § 10,000 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
| 6 |Quimby Fee Calculation ] 276 | no comparison | no comparison | no parison | no comp 1 |_no comparison | no parison
8 |Time Extensi_qn for Maps § 793 | no comparison | § 3500| 8 307 % 1,000 | 3 439 | 8 186
9 |Letterof Clariﬂcalion or cmacﬁon {initiated by Aq Apg_uant] 1,331 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19,03 = el -
1 |Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for less than 400 dwelling : 7
_ |units, 500,000 sq tfor G, or 250,000 for mixed use $ 238845 3,085 | & 13572 | § 13,355 | & 10,000 | no cE:Tpar!sun 3 29,077
2  |Zone Change and Asaoclated costs for a General Plan Amendment for 400 dwelling units or _
il ater, 500,000 sq i or ter for C/1, or 250,000 or greater for mixed use § 32116 | 8 2,085 5_ 13,572 | § 13,355 | § 10,600 TEI comparison | § 29,077
3 |Annexation, Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for less than 400 - ; ; i
__|dwelling units, 500,000 sq ft for C/l, or 250, 000 for mixed use $ 46,357 | no comparison | $ 5409\ no ison | no parison IlD parison | $ 25.000-
4 |Annexation, Zone Change and Assaciated costs for a General Plan Amendment for 400 dwelling | 7 ; ;
 units or ter, 500,000 sq ft or greater for C/l or 250,000 or greater for mixed use $ 62,566 | no cu-npansl_nr- & 5,409 | no comparison { no compf|§in no comparison | 25,000
5 [Street ReClassicaiion {mace hoidar) & o A;;usa{: ﬁ?:t s 3,017 | no comparison | § 2,900 | no comparison | no comparison
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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19.05 A - ~ e mssa]
,,,,, 1 |Environmental Clearances Except EIRs - Categorical Exemption 3 81 | no comp o comp no comparison | $ 400 [ § 197 | nocomparison
2 gnw:emnmem:ogearms Except EIRs - EAFfinital Study leading o ND or MND or any other 3 2,280 | no comparlson | no comparison | § 31391 % 7,500 | no compi 1 | no comparison
3 |MND - Expanded / Initial Study sl | § 1,953 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compari no comparison | o comparisan
4 |Reconsideration of Prior Enviranmental Determination 3 703 | no ison | no comparison | no comparison | no comp ] 3,753 | nc comparison
& mm‘ Impaot Rapum (Irnhal Dw““} Non-Very High Fire Hazard Area - Less Than 1 5 7.156 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison At Cost 5 40,280
¢ m: ‘5' '!'lmln:mnma Reports (Initial Deposits) - Non-Very High Fire Hazard Area - 1 o Less $ 11,520 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison At Cost s 40,280
8 E‘m"’;'",m' Impact Reporls (Iniial Deposits) - Non-Very High Fire Hazard Area - 5 Acres or $ 11,696 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | nocomparison | AtCest | § 40280
. —IE:;N“ L Reporis (Initial Deposits) - High Fire Hazard Area - Less than 1 Acre in § 14,710 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison At Cost $ 40,280
10 Enm! miental Impact Reporte (Iniaf Depatits) - High Fire Hazard Area - 1 to Less Than 5 Acres $ 21,448 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison At Cost $ 40,280
11 |Environmental Impact Reports (Initial Deposits) - High Fire Hazard Area - § Acres or More in Area § 32770 | no comparison | no comg T m— At Cost 4 40,280
19.06 = i - et = ==
1 |Coastal Development Permit - SF and MF residential dwelling . $__ 7,057 | no comparnison | no compari $ 8,090 | 2,000 | no comparison | no comparisen |
2 __ |Coaslal Development Permit - SI F resids msmnﬂal ﬂweﬂlgg with no exceptions g 3,528 | no comparisen | no comparison | § 8090 ] % 2,000 | no comparison | no comparison
3 [Coastal Development Permit - N Nwresidaruid E 7,798 | no comparison | no parison | § 7EB0 | § 2,000 | no comparisan | no comparison
|4 |Coastal Development Permit - Exemption D Determination o k 684 | no comparison | no comparison | no ison | § 200 | no comparison | no comparison
5§ _[Coastal Development Permit - Approval in Concept g 703 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
6 |Coastal Development Permit - Amendment 6,456 | no comparison | no comparison | § 5,000] & 11,000 { no comparison | no comparison
| 7 |Coastal Development Permit - Ame Amendmant with no exceptions 3 3,228 | no comparison | no comparison | § 8,966 | § 11.000 | no comparison | no comparison
8 __|Coastal Development Permit - Mello Compliance Review - City Review 828 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison
9 |Mello Compliance Review - 3rd Party Consultant 18] Amzzlac;ust no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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19.09 - = =
1 |Land Development Counseling = $ 432|% 1,289 | nocomparison | no comparison | § 750 | no comparison | no comparison
104 | i i
| 1" |Request for a pre-development agreement consuiting session with DCP staff g 798 | no comparisen | no ct | na comparisen_|_ne cumsa:isnn o comparison | no comparison
2 |Initial Development Agreement Application $18, Initial
§ 29,690 | nocomparisan | § 2803 § 3,000 Deposit + $ 14,165 | § 22,000
g $310/hr
1941 ' — | [—— .
|1 |Annual Inspecfion of Compliance ) s 300 | no comparison | no comparison | no comp 5 320 | no comp o comy
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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City of Los Angeles

Department of Community Planning APPENDIX C
Natlonal Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services
19.01A pm— - 08 [ - 1 —
17 |Zone Change - SF and MF dwelling up to 49 Units [ G P U-Tacre - T T
§ 11,734 §1,050 § 4,621 | no comparisen 5 7932 % 5,000
— = —— - - . 16 acres:- - —
2 [Zone Change - SF and MF dwelling - additional fee for each 50 unils over 49 2,610 L — B
8 5747 | 5-15acres- $1.000 3 4,621 | no comparison $ 79328 5,000
afl o _ ., $5820 | o %1000 | 95,175 + 81,200
3 |Zone Change - Non-residential less than and including 49,999 sq ft 15-20 acres - " SSOOJaclts per acre
$ 11737 §8,315 $ 4,621 | no comparisen $ 7932| % 5,000
Max $50,000
oo _sm_sun i | =208&cres- A R
4 |Zone Change - Non-residential 50,000 sq ft and greater $9,315 + 5113/
§ 16,440 acre, 5 4,621 | nocomparison L1 7932| % 5,000
N MAX §37,500 | )
Clariﬂcaﬂun of Q Classificatior limhons or D l.|rr1l'lnt|ur|5 $ 4428 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
Land Use Determinations I_}g CPC B $ 11,080 [ no comparison | no comparison | no parison | nocomparison | § 5,645 | no comparison | no comparison
|Amendment of Council's Instructior instructions involving (T) Tentative Classlfications $§ 4264 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
ight Dmtrint Change . _ 11,123 | no companson | no comparison | no parison | no parison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
ng:plerrm\lal Use Districl: Change or Removal i i 67,915 | no compari no cormpar no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
__|Supplemental Use Dlstl'lcl: Es‘lahliahmer! B 134,608 | no p no comparison | no comparison | no parison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
Conditions of A_gm for Qil Drill . 1% 7650 nocomp no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparigson | no comparisen | no comparison |
|Zone : Boundary Line Adjustment o 5473 | no compari no oomparisan no comparison | § 27271 % 7,395 | no comparison | no comparisan
Building Line - Establishme; Ohangenr Removal il 8,833 | no parison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
| Surface Mining Permits 2,640 | no comparison | no comp no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
= e, i . TN = o i - =l
Appeal Fee - Applicant (firstlevel appeal) § _13.277 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comp E 2.232 | no comparison | no compansan
|Appeal Fee - Appliwrﬂ (addi I Ie\qem-u_alj & § 11.277 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compari 2,232 | no parison | no comparison
~ |Person other than the applicant - e = ] 89 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | na ¢ i E 100 | no comparison | no comparison
1 __|Conditional Use by APC or CPC = = = 13,224 | no comparison | § 100 | no comparison | no comparison | no corparison | no comparisen | § 5,000
l_ 2 |Public Benefit Project {sign off for by-right project) > === | h 338 | no cumpadsan no comparison | no compari no comparisan | no comparison | no comparison | Land use hourly
| 3 |Public Benefits Alternative Compliance Proposal 5 16,938 | no comp no comparison | no comparison | noo isen | no comparison | no comparison X2
|4 |Modification of Existing CUP by APC or CPG___ |5 8878 nocc i no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companson
5 [Letters of Correction, Modification or Clarification of a determination by a ZA or the Director . )
initiated by Applicant ) ) $ 1,331 | nocomparison rE comj no c no mmpa.rlson_- _ no comparison | § 645 | & - 45
19.01 D| - - . ai — e
1 [Vadance SF - $600 Major - $2,935 Depends on $1.620 +
$ 6,448 | MF/NonRes- | no comparison Minor - §1 '450 no comparison | $ 1.580 | Construction |[$250/hr after first
$900 + $25/acre ! Cost 20 hrs
|2 |Adjusiment by ZA except SF dwell B — § 5,370 | no comparison | no comparison | no camparison | no comparson | no comparison | no companson | no comparison |
|3 |Adjustment by ZA for SF Mllm - 2,685 | no comparison | no comparison | no parison_| no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison
4 |Slight Modification t byZA - | $ 38947] nacomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison | no comparison
"5 |Reasonable Accommodation Determination - f_| NoFee | nocomparson | no comg no comparison | no comparison | § 695 | no comparison | no comparison
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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19.01E| i ) ~ -
1 |ZAInterprefation of Yard or Use Regulations §  5.837{ nocomp o comparison | no comparison | ne companson | no companison | no companison | no comparison
2 |Conditional Use by ZA - Alcohel and Entertainment. $  6.459 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | 50% of base fee| ng comparison | $ 5,000
= ; =2 St e == — & per gory e
3 |Conditional Use by ZA - all other uses $ 5,358 | no comparison | $ 100 | no comparisen | no comparison sqfi. no comparison | $ 5,000
i | Modification or Review by ZA o $ 5754 | nocomparison | § 100 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparisan
__5 |Relief from Fence Height Limitation $ 4,525 | nocomparison | no comp 1 | no compari: no comparison | ne compari no compar no rison
6  |Child Care less than or equal to 50 children in the R-3 Zone or Large Family Daycara 51,620+
§ 4,601 | no comparison | no comparison | no comy ne comp no p no comp $250/hr after first
— - N 20 hrs
| 7 |Certified Farmers' Market § 2,641 | nocomparison | no i no ¢ “no comp na ison | no comparison | no comparison
8 |Service of Alcohol in a small restaurant less than or equal to 50 seats — ] $ 6,040 | no comparison | no comy 1 | no comp no ¢ 16 3,280 | no compa _no comparisen
9 |Approval fo Erect Amateur Radio Antenna Type Il - §7.609
$ 2,582 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison Type li - no comp n | ne comp ne parison
$18,109
10 ZA_QeTmnigéﬁyl under Seclioq 12.24 X unless listed s'aer.ua.ral:tal_yI _ 5 6,002 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparnison | no companson | no companson | no companson | no comp
1 Clearan b 1,722 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companson | no comparisen | no comparison
2 5 861 | no comparisan | no comparson | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparnison | no comparison
o _m - =
1 —— $ 138,017 | no comparison | no comp on | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no cc i
2 | IHPOZ Pr Pregervahug P'Ian oo § 30,998 nocomparison | no comg no comparisen | no comparisen | no companson | no comparison | no compan
3 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness: not involving new construction or additions $ 473 | no comparison | no compari no comparisen | no comparison | no comparisi o comparison
4 gpg mwﬂﬁ““h of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for additions to existing square footage, Up | 3 708 | no e ison | no comp no compari no comparison | no comparisen no comparison
5 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compalibility: for additions o existing square footage, ) : - 1 [FE——
| |greater than 750 sq t, o  story additions. § 1706 | nocomparison | no p 1 | no comp no compal no comp | Deperfds on | ™ oornparlsnn_
6 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or cumpahbul‘ly for new residential construction, 1 to 4 units | $ 1705 | nocomparison | no comp ] [— he paison | HoGemp " m::::sm—u;; ;::st DO NG
7 |HPOZ Cemlfca&_si:fhppmpnmmss or cnmpallb.l.lity:‘ ir new residential construction, 5 units or $ 1,706 nocom ;S_D_"_ i na comy 1 | o comparison | no comp nait 5195;;;)022:105 T —_—
8 |HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compatibilily: for new commercial and mixed use i ; R ) >$20,000- :
construction, up 1o 5,000 54, _ $ 1,706 | no comparison | no comparison | no oompansnr: no F no P $6.409 no-comparison
9" |HPOZ Ceftificate of Appropriateness or Compatibilily: for new commercial and mixed use trs : : 2
h |construction, greater than 5,000 s.f. ) $ 1,706 | nocomp . na comparison | no p no u—:i'npanson no COMparison no COMparson
10 |HPOZ Certificate of Appmprlatamsa or C:ompalibllﬂy* for new : accessory building construction §  1.706 | nocomparison | no comg no comp "o parison | no compari no-comparison
|~ 11 |Historic Resources Building Permit Clearance (Larger Project) 3 783 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | na comparison | S 325|§ 294 | no comparison
12 _|APC/DEM {Historic) demalition of main structure j $ 4317 | noce ison |_no comparison | no comparison | § 8,869 | no comp no comparisen | 1.5 X Base Fes |
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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14 | Mills Act Application (Single Family Residential) 5 250 | no comparison | no comparison | § 524 | no comparison | § 1850 | § 2,695 | no comparison
| 15 Mllls Al:t npﬂmhun (MFIC: ial/Ind ) _ ) $ 1,142 | no comparison | no compari $ 524 | no comparison | § 3,920 § 5,380 | no comparison
_15_ Mills Act Application (Valuation Exemption) ) I O ) 473 | no comparison | no comparist no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison |

17 |Mills Act Application (Appeal fo Cultural Heritage Commission) - $ 473 | no comparison | no compari no comparisen | no comparison | ne comparison | no comparison | no comparison

18 |Mills Act Contract Execution (Single Family Dwelling) 81 per

$1,000 no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no compari no pari no pari Nne comparison
19 |Mills Act Contract Execution (MF/Commercialiindustrial) | 8 _ 1886 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companson | no comparison | no comparison |
20 |Mills Act Inspection (once every 5 years) i - no comparisen | no comparison | § 245 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison |
21 |Technical Corrections to previously certified Historic Resource (Applicant Initiated) _m £ no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison no comparison | § 1,178 | no comparison _

Historic Resources - Environmental Clearances Except EIRs - EAF/Initial Study leading to ND or

MND H - no comparison | no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
_|Historic Resources - Environmental IM Report Review - (hourly) 1 § " | nocomparison | no compari no comparisen | $ 250 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
4 "[Major Conforming Work an Contributing and Non-Contributing Elements I 352 | no comparison | no comparison | no o rison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
25 Modification of a Certiﬂcats Determination § 440 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 945 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
26 _|Preliminary Evaluation of Demalition or Relocation without Permit $ 2112 | nocomparison | no comparison | no companson | $ 8,869 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.01 G| ] = e s =1 — -
" 1_ |SignModificationby ZA - = = = 8,448 | no comparison | § 75| no ison | no companson |_no compan [ 4,688 | no comparison
L Cornprehmslve Sign Program o — | M 11,738 | no comparison | no comparison | no carnparienn no comparison | ne compari no omg no comparison
3 _|Amendment of Comprehensive Sign Program = 4] 5,748 | no comparison | no compari: no comf no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19,01 H : = ' = i
g i'_RaquemérApthmtT' worary Subdivision Directional Signs (First Sign) =—— | " $126 for first
$ 1,052 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 748 | § 1,376 | 100sqhof
. o display area
2 |Request for Approval to Erect Temporary Subdivision Direclional Signs (Each Additional Sign) +$20.45 for each
5 383 | no commparison { no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § eI - 1,376 | additional 10 sq
19.01]] - - - . -
"1__|Miscellaneous Ciearance - Director i — I3 745 | no comparison | no compan no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne companson |
_ 2" |Landscape Plan Approval as part of a Discretionary Approval $ 647 | no comparison | no compari no comparison | no comparison | _ng compari no comparison | no cornpansnn
" 3 |Building Permit Sign-off for minor Projects. . $ 198 | no comparison | no comparisen | § 72 | _no comparisen | ne compari no compari 10 Comp ]
NBS - Local Government Solutions
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— - . . =
19,01 . 18 . _
1 _|Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Minor_ 1| —"1$ 1477 | nocomparison | § 75 | no comparison | no comparison |_ho comp _no comparison | no comparison
2 |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Standard =~ | $ _ 3.244 | nocomparison | § 75 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
8 |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Standard (SF) ] 1,622 | nocomparison | $ 75| no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comp no €
_ 4 _|Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases - Major § 4,787 | nocomparison | § 75 | no comparison | no comparison | no companson | no com ~no comp
_ 5 |Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals or other DIR cases- Major (SF) | |5 2393 | nocomparison | § 75 |_no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comp
| &  |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor § 2,496 | nocomparison | no comparison | no compari no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison | no comp y
_T__ |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor (SF) S 1,248 | nocomparison | no comp 1 | no pari no comp no comparison | no comparison | na comp Y
| B |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard |__ | § 4,167 | nocomparison | no e rison | no comg no compari no comparison | noc ison | no comparison
9 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard (SF)_ $ 2083 | nocomparison | noc ison | no o no ¢ i no comparison | no comparison | no compari
10 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Major § 5,628 | nocomparison | not ison | noc n | no com o comparison | _no comparisen | no comp
11 |Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Major (SF) - $ 2814 | nocomparison | no o ison | no comparison | no comparison | no isan | no ison | no comparison
12_|DRB- Preliminary = - § 3,044 | nocomparson | no companison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no ¢ rison | na son
13 |DRB - Preliminary for SF residential dwelling = $  1.522 | nocomparison | no comparisan | ne comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
14  |Project Permit Modificalion oy $ 3,308 | nocomparison | no comparisan | no comparison | $ 9451 § 310 | _no comparison | no comparison
| 15 |Project Permit Adjustment 5 $ 4901 nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 2632 740 | no comparison | no comparison
_ 16 |Specific Plan Exception e $ 14932 | nocompar no compar no comparison | no ison 1,580 | no comparison | no comparison
17__|Specific Plan Amendment_ s, § 40,560 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison 4,775 | nc comparison | no comparison
| 18__[Specific Plan pretation & 1 IS 28994 ] nocompar no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison | no compari: no compari
19 |CPIO Fees {place holder) $ - no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no rison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.01L] _ ) . 1 T i T
1 |Approval of Transfer of Floor Area Flan - less than and including 49,999 sq ft__ - __ |3 18202 | nocomparison | no comp no comparison | no comparison | no ison | no comg 1 | no compari
|__ 2 |Approval of Transfer of Floor Area Plan - 50,000 sq fi and greater ] |5 16,292 | nocompari no compari: no compari no comparison | no comparison | no comp 1 | no compari
Gootm N i = o -
1 |Time Extension for other than Maps o . - ] 708 | no companison | nocomparison | $ 374 | nocomparison | 10%oifee | no comparison | no comparison |
1907 - e - - -, - :
T g:;m:mm Sy g e R o - § 5317 | nocomparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
19.01 O} i ] - — -
1 |Application for a Density Bonus including a request for one or more Incentives included in the K= 2 : e : i .
| Menu of Incentives _ . y ey P $ 7,115 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison Eﬂf’!pﬂ:lsm $ ?,36? . no companserT no comparison
:\ppllc_avt:nforanemﬂyamus including a request for an Incentive not included in the Menu of § 23,287 | nocomparison | no eomparison | no comp e parison | $ 2360 | no patison; | na . .
3 _|Application for a Density Bonus in excess of that permittad by Section 12.22 A.26 S 20,718 | no companson | no fson | no companison | no comparison | no comparison | _no comparison | no comp )
19.01P, == - 1 - - ‘_ - =]
1 |imposition of Conditions (City Initialed) i = § 26,880 | no companison | no comparison | no companison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
2 |Reconsideration (Applicant Initiated) B = § 29,888 | no comparison | no comparison | 50% of Request| no comp no comparison | ne comparison | no comparisen
3 |Plan Approval for Revocation Case (Deposit) |l |§ _5000] nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparison | no comparisen |_no comparison | no comparisan
NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516 Page 4of12
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1 |Site Plan Review Application for Residential Project of 50 or more dwelling units T o
<1 acre - $500
$ 7,806 | no comparison |>1 acre - $2,500| $658 + Parking | no comparison | no p no comp ne comparison
+ §500/acre Surcharge
o N o Max $50,000 L
) 2 ] For Non-Rsaa‘denﬁai_ of Mixed Use E-uﬂdlqg Sile Plan Review Application . - §__ 7,925 | no comparison no p n | no parison | no comp 1 | no comparisen
10010 ) ” — —
~ 1 |Hiliside Permit Filing Fee iy § _ 6.094 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | $ 9,130 | no comparison | no comparison |
19.01 Wi o ) . T - I
Expedited Permit Filing Deposit o § 5000 | nocompan no comparison | na comparison | no comparison | $ 704 | no comp o compan
19.01X ' _ _ B
1 |Eldercare Facility Unified Permit Application |3 ©.369 | no comparisen | no comy 1| _no comp no comparison | No Fee no companison_|_na comp
; - 110, 11] | [ |
Teniative Map - SF RE4D or More Restrictive Zones - 5-10 Lots S B
§ 1219 1-20 lois no comparison | § 6,500 | no comparison ne comparison | no comparison
$1,548 +317Not
P e ¥ PP oY R T Vi e A ——————ifno Iot exceeds -
Tentative Map - SF RE40 or More Restrictive Zones - 1149 Lots 3 acres, if >3 $4.470 + 358
$ 12,662 an‘r&;;ﬁzgm no comparison | § 6,500 | nocomparison 16':;‘:: :':gr:: o| "o comparison | no comparison
$2,193+817at per lot after
3 [Tentative Map - SF RE40 or More Restrictive Zones - Each 50 Lots over 48 Lots T ifno lot exceeds i B
3 acres, If >3
§ 3,867 |acres + §70/acre| ng comparison | § 6,500 | no comparison o comparison | no comparison
NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:B00.676.7516 Page 5 of 12 Comparative Fee Survey
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APPENDIX C

4 |Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Resiriclive Zones - 5-10 Lots

&

10,165

5 [Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Reslrictive Zones - 1149 Lots

11,257

_|if no lol excends

& |Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Reslriclive Zones - Each 50 Lots over 49 Lots

3

3,073

1-20 lots
$1,548 +317101

no comparison

6,500

no compatison

3 acres, if >3
acres + $70/acre
20+ lots
$2,193 +517/ot

no comparison

6,500

no cemparison

$4.470 + §58
per lot for first
100 lots plus $19|
per lot after

If no lot il
3 acres, if >3
acres + $70/acre|

no comparison

no comparisan

ng corm

P

no comparison

no comparison

'8 [Tentative Map - MF Residential - 50-99 Units

9 |Tentative Map - MF Rasidential - 100 Units or More

NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516

10,418

13.856

$

17.61

1-20 tols
$1,548 +§17Mot
if no lot exceeds

no comparison

6,500

na comparison

no cor

P

no comparison

no comparison

3 acres, if >3
acras + $70/acre
20+ lots
$2,193 +317/0l
if no lot exceeds
3 acres, if >3
acres + $70/acre

no comparison

6,500

no comparison

54,470 + 358
per lot for first
100 lots plus $19
per lot after

no comparison

6.500

no comparison

no comparisan

no comparison

no comparisan

no comparison

Page 6 of 12
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Tentative Map - Commercial ial wi Building - Less than 50,000 sq ft of Ficor Area

"

12

$ 12,552

Tentative Map - Commercialfindusirial w/ Building - 50,000-89,998 sq fi of Floor Area

$ 14309

Tentative Map - Commercialfindustrial w/ Building - 100,000-249,999 sq ft of Floor Area

13

Tentative Map - Commercial/industrial w/ Bullding - 250,000 sq A of Fioor Area or More

14

i |Tentative Map - Commercialfindusirial wio Building - 5 Acres or Mora

5 16,065

1-20 lots
51,548 +517/ot
il no lof exceeds

3 acres, if =3

_{acres + $70/acre

20+ lots
$2,193 +517Mot
if no lot exceads
3 acres, if >3
acres + $70/acre

ne comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

$6,500 + $177

no comparison

ne comparison

ne comparlson

$4,470 + 558
per lot for first
100 Jots plus 519
per lol after

no comparisan

Tentative Map - Commercialfindustrial w/o Building - Less than 1 Acre

" | Tentative Map - Commercial/induslrial w/o Building - 1 to Less than 5 Acres

17

5 11488

§ 13608

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

ne comparison

no comparison

1-20 lots
§1,548 +$17/o0l
if no lot exceeds

3 acres, If >3
acres + $70/acre
20+ lots
$2,193 +§17/ot
if no lot exceeds
3 acres, if >3

acres + $70/acre|

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

$6,500 + $177

no comparisen

no comparison

no comparlson

$4,470 + 558
per lat for first
100 lots plus $19
per lot after

no comparison

no comparison

no compa

no

no comparison

no comparison

19

3 545

no comparison

no comparnson

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

18 |Final Map - fewer than 20 Lots

Final Map - more than 20 Lots

MBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800,676.7516

114

14

5  B8.000

Actual Cost
and Deposit

1-20 lots
$1,548 +§17Mot
If no lot exceeds

3 acres, if >3

_|acres + $70/acre

20+ lols
$2,193 +§17/ot
if no ot exceads
3 acres, if>3
acres + $70/acre

_ho comparison |

no e

no camparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

no comparison

Page 7 of 12
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T —— IR — — :
Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - SF, RE40 or More Restrictive Zones $ 9980 1.20 lots no rison | § 2,914 | no comp N . - p
e s R e e e T T i B RS —1 — $1,548 +81700t -
2 |Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - SF, RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones $ 8,935 | if no lot exceeds | no comparison | $ 2914 | no parison | no comp no comparison | no comparison
T = 3 acres, if >3
3 |Parcel Map -Residenial Bwsllings, up to 4 Lota - Muli-Famiy $ 10,416 |acres + $70/acre| no comparison | $ 2,914 | no comparison | no comparison | no parison | no comp 1
4 |Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial (w/Buildi to 4 Lots - Less than 50,000 sq R of Floar | 1
e ° ¢ ng), up ' i $ 12552 no comparison | § 2,914 | no comparison | no comparison | no ison | no comparisor
[ Sl . TP S 1-20 lois = i
5  |Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial (w/Bullding), up to 4 Lots - 50,000 to Less than 100,000 sq ft $ 14,309 '31 548 +81700t | o comparison | $ 2,914 | no comparison | no comparison | no compari i
I of Floor Area L } T if no lot exceeds ) 2
6 :fa‘a:! M; ; Commercial/industrial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots - 100,000 to Less than 250,000 sq ft $ 16.065| 3 acm:‘?gf >3 | nocomparison | § 2,914 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison
... |ofFloorArea _ . __ - - acres + acre 2 =
7 :':'r;el Map - Commercial/indusirial (w/Building), up to 4 Lots - 250,000 sq ft of Floor Area or § 17.822 ho comparison | $ 2914 | no pari no patison | no arison | no comparisen
8  |Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial {wfo Building), up to 4 Lols - Less than 1 Acre in Area $ 11498 1.20 Iote rocompenisan: | § 2914 | o f0 comp P -
........ e . e — §1,548 +31770t S — .
9 |Parcel Map - Commercial/indusirial (w/o Building), up to 4 Lots - 1 to Less Than 5 Acres in Area $ 12552 |ifnolot exceeds| no comparison | § 2914 | no comp no comparison | no no comparison
e Y LA R ST o o S (R e - 3acres, if>3 - -
10 |Parcel Map - Commercial/indusirial (w/o Building), up to 4 Lots - 5 Acres or More in Area $  13.608 |acres + §70/acre| no comparison | § 2,914 | no comp y | 76 parison | no comparison | no comparison
11__|Other Parcel Map Actions - Parcel Map Exemption (Lot Line Adjustment) § 3,507 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
12 |Other Parce| Map Actions - Parcel Map Waiver s $§ 3729 | nocomparison | no comparson | $ 1,056 no ison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
13 _|Cerlificate or Conditional Cerfificate of Compliance- Determination |5 3683 | nocomparison | & 50 | no no comparison | § 2,465 | no comparison | no comp:
19.02¢ 2 - O S = -
|1 __|Filing - Deemed to be Approved Private Street _ 1 } 3,787 | no comy no comparison | no compar o comparison | no comparisan | no comparison |_no comparison
2 |Filing - Private Street Map NS o b 15421 | no comparison | no compar no comp N0 € i no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
3 |Filing - Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Private Strest Map 22,415 | no comp 1 | no compari no comparison | no comp no comparison | no comparison | no comparison
NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516 Page 8 of 12
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Department of Community Planning APPENDIX C
National Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services
19,020 Lo - B _
"1 {&npﬁe Home Park Impact Report §_ 13,992 | no comparison | _no comy no comparison | ne comparison | no comparison | no comparisan | no comparison
19.02E - _ ] o
|1 _|Condominium Conversion for Parcel Maps - Residential - 1-4 Units § 8055 | noc ison | no comparison | § 3,457 | no comg no comparison |
2 | Condominium Conve Subdivision - Residential - 5-49 Units N $ 16,109 | no parison | no comparison | $ 3451 | no p n | §10,210 + $203 | no comparison | 2.5 X base fee +
3 Condominium Conversion for Subdivision - Residential - 50-99 Units $ 19,575 | no comparison | ne ison | 3451 | no pari par unit no comparison | .75 X each unit
4 Coqr_!onin’fum Convgr_sion_fpr_s_ghdi\ﬁisim . Ru_i_;lgﬁal - 100 U’r]ﬂs or More i $ 22161 | no comparison na comparison | $ 3451 | no parison |_no comparison
6 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commereiallindustrial - Less than TR } — 1
50,000 sq ft of Floor A . _S 13,430 | no compansin no comparison | $ 3,451 | no comparison no comparison
7 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commercial/lndustrial - 50,000 to 2
e Less than 100,000 sq ft of $ 14308 | no comparl%in_ no comparison | § 3451 | no comparison $10,210 + $203 N0 COMPANBON | 5 gy poccen y
8 |Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps - Commercialiindustrial - 100,000 to : - . per unit .75 X each unit
| |Less than 250,000 sq ft of Fioor Arez $ 15_,‘5'.!_ no f 1| ne p $ 3451 | no con’l_p?ns_.o_n_ no oomnarlso’n
9 [Condominium C ion for Subdivision and Maps - Commerciallindustrial - 250,000 q § 16,065 | no comparison | no comparison | § 3,451 | no comparison no comparison
of Floor Area or More = B S
NBS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676.7516 Page 9 of 12 Comparative Fee Survey




City of Los Angeles
Department of Community Planning

APPENDIX C
National Comparison of Charges for Fee Related Activities and Services
19.02F " . I l o ) S E— ]
2 |Review or Revision of Tentative/Preliminary Map, Prior to Hearing § 889 | no comparison | no comparnisen | no comparison | no comparison | § 770 | no comparison | no comparison_
~3__|Review or Revision of Tentative/Preliminary Map, After Hearing $ 1,374 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 1,080 | no comparison | no comparison
4 | Mndiﬂcaﬂon_to_&ggoved Tentative/Preliminary Map or Recorded Final Map b 8,052 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | ne comparisen | no comparison | no comparison
5 rsion 1o Acreage b 8,876 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § €15 | no comparison | no comparison
[: Quu-nhy Fee Calculation $ 276 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | na comparison
| B _ |Time Extension for Maps b 793 | no comparison | no comparison | $ 314 | no comparison | § 1.000 | no comparison | no comparison
9 |Letter of Cl: Ctanﬁcaﬁm or Comrection (initiated by Applicant) TEENE 323 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | $ 655 | no comparison | no comparison
(1903 | . - - B i T
1 |Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for less than 400 dwelfing 0-1 acre - ===g
units, 500,000 sq ft for Cfi, or 250,000 for mixed use $1,050
§ 23884 1’:;:’:; o $ 4821 |8 19,067 | no comparisan | § 7032 | 8 5,000
5.15 acres - Lo
$1.000
= - -y i 35,620 >1 acre - $1,000 ——
2 |Zone Change and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for 400 dwelling units or 15-20 acres - + $500/acre
greater, 500,000 sq ft or greater for C/l, or 250,000 or greater for mixed use $9,315 Max §50,000
»20 acres - k :
$ 32116 $9,315 + 8113/ $ 4621 | % 30,173 | no comparison | § 7923 % 5,000
acre, MAX
I . $37,500 - | o
| Annexation, Zone Chmgn and Associated costs for a General Plan Amendment for less than 400 <1 acre-$4,710
dwelling units, 500,000 sq ft for C/, or 250,000 for mixed use § 46,357 | no comparison <5 acres §1,062| Nocomparison | 4.2 _gapgn | Necomp ng
A {Reaaten, Zons Crange Wil Kesooin aats Tor 5 Gireral Plan Resoari o7 200 el il MRCE=S100 | CTRMeE (—we———) 2RI S
units or greater, 500,000 sq ft or greater for C/l, or 250,000 or greater for mixed use § 62,566 | nocomparisan ' nocomparison 57" 13045 | MO OMP ison | no compari
§  |Street Re-Classification (place holder) - = T <5.5655 |
>5-$1,400 +
$ - no comparison | no comparison | § 4880 | § 100 s;i:ﬁ;:;ﬁ no comparison | no comparison
property on
e E: — = . | street e
N8BS - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800,676.7516 Page 10 of 12
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19.05 Al i o | I - S T B

1 |Environmental Ci es Excep! EIRs - Categorical Exemption - 5 81| no comparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison | § 1878 321 | no comparison_
2 m Clearances Except ElRs - EAF/Initial Study leading to ND or MND or any other $§ 2280 | nocomparison | nocomparison | no comparison | § 4806 | % 3,366 | no comparison | no comparison

| a3 IMND - Expanded H[ﬂgl_s_ll._lqy - 151 | $§ 1,953 | nocomparison | no companison | no comparison | $ 4,806 | § 748 { no comparison | no comparison

4 |Reconsideration of Prior Enviranmental Determination $ 703 | no comp 1 |_no comparison | § 664 | nocomparison | no comparisen | no comparison | no comparison
6 AE::::?::;? Irn'paci Reports (Iniial Deposlts) Non-\fery ngh Fire-Hazard Area <L age: Than 1  § 7,156 | noecr ison | no e ri no comparison | $ 4806 | § 3,070 | no comparison | no comparison
7 |Environmental impact Reports (Initial Deposits] - Non-Very High Fire Hazard Area - 1 to Less § 11520 | noe =i W Fip e s 4806 | § 3,070 | no comparison | no comparison

Than5AcresinArea ]

4 5’::::1";;';“ Impact Reports (Initial Deposits) - Non-Very High:Fire Hazard Arsac-5 Acces.ar § 11,696 | no comparison | nocomparison | no comparison | § 4806 | B 3,070 | no comparison | no comparison
4 in:iamnmerwal Impact Reporis (Initial Deposits} - High Fire Hazard Area - Less than 1 Acre in § 14,710 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparisan | § 4806 | § 3,070 | no comparison | no comparison
10 mmm Impact Reports (Initial Deposits) - High Fire Hazard Area - 1 to Less Than 5 Acres $ 21,448 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | § 4806 | S 3,070 | no comparison ( ne comparison
11 |Environmental Impact Reports (nitial Deposits) - High Fire Hazard Area - 5 Acres or More in Area $ 32,770 | nocomp no compari no comparison | $ 4806 (S 3,070 | no comparison | no comparison

(1908 - mm— = ———0 -
1 |Coastal Development Permit - SF and MF residential dwelling § 7,057 | nocomp no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison no comparison

| 2 [Coastal Development Permit - SF res_ldenﬁal dmling with no exceptions $ 3,528 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison no comparison
3 |Coastal Development Permit - Non-residenti B § 7,798 | nocomparison | no parison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison no comparison
4 |Coastal Development Permit - Exemption Daternﬁnatk_:_n |§ 684 no parison | no comy 1 | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison Based on no comparison |

5 Coastal Development Permit - Approval in Concepl $ 703 | no parison | no p 1 | no comparison | no compari no compari project valuation| no comparison |
6 |Coastal Development Permit - Amend § 6,456 | nocomparison | noc rison | no comparisan | no o i no comparison _no comparison
7 | Coastal Development Permit - Amendment with no excepfions o § 3228 | nocomparison no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison no comparison
8 |Coastal Development Permit - Mello Compliance Review - City Review $ 828 | nocomparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison no comparison
8 |welo Camplim Review - 3rd Party Consuitant 18 Actz:Iagusi no parison | no parisen | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison

NBS - Local Government Solutions
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1 |Land Development Counseling i Existing SF )
house - §77
Review (2hr min)
Regular working -$310
; i hours - $250/hr ; Enhanced Land Use
$ 432 | no comparison | no comparison Ouisiduregular no-comparisen | oo 620 § 4,980 Hourly X2
hours - $375/hr Comprehensive
Review (Pre-
Application) - §
s o 1,460
19.1 ) . B
|1 |Requestfora ww consulling session with DCP staff § 798 | nocomparison | no companson | no comparison | no comparison | no comparison | no companigon | _no comparisan |
A [ A TepmBes rOenlp abon $ 29,690 | no comparigon | no comparison | $ 12,074 | no comparison | $ 11,805 | no comparison Land u;.; hourly
LERED = o — il i -
"~ 1 [Annual Inspection of Compliance i . 300 | no comparison | § 225 | § 125 | no comparison | § 730 | o comparison | no comparison
NBS5 - Local Government Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-Free:800.676,7516 Page 12 of 12

Comparative Fee Survey



REPORT Frrom

OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Date: July 26, 2017 CAOFileNo.  0220-04851-0014
Council File No. 09-0969
Council District: Citywide

To: The Mayor _
The Council . < I
2.0l L4
From: Richard H. Llewellyn, Jr., Interim City Adminigtrative Officer

Reference: Department of City Planning Report dated. Detember 29, 2016; additional

information received through June 30, 2017.

Subject: CITY PLANNING COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Council, subject to approval by the Mayor:

1 Approve amending the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 19.01 through
19.10 (excluding 19.01 F) to revise fees fo reflect the total cost per activity in order to
more accurately represent the cost of providing planning and land use services and
achieve full-cost recovery, as outlined in the Total Cost per Activity column in the
attached City Planning Estimated Cost of Service Fee Schedule (Attachment 1); and,

2. Request the Office of the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance to amend the LAMC
Sections 19.01 through 18.10 (excluding 19.01 F) in accordance with the fees listed in
the Total Cost per Activity column in the attached City Planning Estimated Cost of
Service Fee Schedule (Attachment 1).

SUMMARY

In December 2016, the Department of City Planning (DCP), through the contracted services of
NBS, completed their comprehensive fee study to achieve full cost recovery for planning services.
The fee study utilized a cost-based analytical approach in calculating the full cost of providing
planning services, which follows best management practices to ensure fees are fair, equitable,
and represent the estimated and reasonable costs of services, as required by the Government
Code. The methodology employed was a “bottom up” approach to cost analysis, where time
spent per unit of fee activity is determined for each position within the DCP. The times are totaled
and then used in calculating all applicable City costs, which include: direct salaries and benefits,
operating services and supplies, department and divisional overhead, and citywide overhead
costs. For the time period reviewed, the cost of case processing related services was
approximately $29.8 million while revenue from these services was $22.1 million resuilting in a
General Fund subsidy of $7.7 million. The Department’s report concludes that the City should try
to recover as much of the cost of services as is feasible, but recommends that minor and/or
single family project permit compliance cases, reasonable accommodation determinations,
historic resources cases, and non-applicant appeals receive some level of subsidy.
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The Department’s last comprehensive fee study was adopted in 2009 and was phased-in over
three years to achieve full-cost recovery for most planning services. At the time, the Mayor and
Council adopted a fee study which subsidized single family project permit compliance cases,
reasonable accommodation determinations, non-applicant appeals and historic resources. In
hindsight, the fee study severely underestimated the annual volume of work associated with
these cases. The 2009 fee study assumed zero appeals by parties other than the applicant, so
the necessary funds to subsidize the appeal fees are not included in the Department’s budget.
Therefore, General Fund monies that would be utilized to support long-range planning efforts
have been diverted to cover staff time spent on non-applicant appeals.

Based on average annual case volume, the full cost to provide anticipated planning services is
$25.23 million and current fees would recover $16.77 million resulting in 2 General Fund subsidy
of $8.46 million. The Department's recommended fee increases would recover $22.27 million
resulting in a General Fund subsidy of $2.96 million. Adoption of the Department’s recommended
fees would require General Fund subsidies for non-applicant appeals and historic resources
totaling approximately $3 million. To be consistent with the City’s Financial Policies, the Mayor
and Council would need to appropriate $2.68 million annually to subsidize non-applicant appeals
and $320,000 annually to subsidize historic resources. The Department's proposed subsidy is
approximately the annual cost to fund one geagraphic community planning team (15 positions).

The General Fund contribution to the expanded Community Planning Program (CPP) was
anticipated to be offset by increasing planning fees to full-cost recovery and diverting the existing
General Fund subsidy to support long-range planning. The Fiscal Year 2017-18 Adopted Budget
increased the CPP to 78 positions which expands the CPP to five geographic teams. Two of the
CPP teams are funded by the General Plan Maintenance Surcharge (C.F. 16-0422). The Mayor
and Council authorized setting the General Plan Maintenance Surcharge at a level lower than full-
cost recovery based on the fact that planning fees would be increasing to full-cost recovery.
Therefore, this Office recommends increasing the single family project permit compliance case
fees, reasonable accommodation determination fees, and non-applicant appeal fees to full-cost
recovery. During budget deliberations on the Fiscal Year 2017-18 Budget, the Budget and
Finance Committee requested the City Attorney to prepare a draft ordinance amending Section
19.04 F of Article 9, Chapter 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) to increase the
Historic Preservation and Mills Act fees to full cost recovery to fund four fee-funded positions
(C.F. 17-0600-S100) to support historic resources casework. The recommendations in this report
exclude Section 19.04 F because those fees and the policy decision associated with full-cost
recovery for historic resources are pending before the Budget and Finance Committee.

Our Office reviewed the fee study and final report which indicates the City would only recover
approximately 66 percent of the full cost of providing planning services if fees are not adjusted.
Based on average annual case volume, the full cost to provide planning services is $25.23 million
and current fees recover $16.77 million. Increasing fees to full-cost recovery will decrease the
Department'’s reliance on the General Fund by $8.46 million annually. The proposed fee structure
establishes a nexus between costs of providing services and specific users. Based on the fee
study findings, our Office recommends revising Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section
19.01 through 19.10 (excluding 19.01 F) to more accurately represent the cost of providing
planning and land use services and achieve full-cost recovery.
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Consistent with the City’s Financial Policies, our Office recommends amending the fees in Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 19.01 through 19.10 (excluding 19.01 F) to achieve full
cost recovery. The revised fees will provide a more reliable funding source for the Department of
City Planning’s special fund programs and decrease the Department’s reliance on the General
Fund by $8.46 million annually. The recommendations in this report comply with the City's
Financial Policies in that fees for service are set at full cost recovery to generate revenues
sufficient to fully offset associated expenditures.

If the Mayor and Council authorize setting planning service fees at a level lower than full cost
recovery, then General Fund monies will need to be appropriated to subsidize the associated
planning service fees.

RHL:YC.ACA:JLK:02170172C
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City of Loz Angeles

Department of City Planning

Estimated Cost of Service per Fae Activity
Rev. 19144116

14,01 FILING FEES FOR APPLICA’ S AND APPEALS

ATTACHMENT 1

18.01 A Estabiishment or Change of Zones, Height Districts or

%glmnl.ll Usa Districts and Other Related Actions.
following fees shall ba charged for a zone change, height

distnizct or supplemental use district when thet ection is consistent
with the General Plan. (See Section 18.03 for zone change
requests that are not consistent with the Gereral Plan.)

Zone Change - No New Construction

1232

1

80.00

11,608

100%

357,887

354076 | § 354.076

fIC] Y

Zone Change - With New Construction

12.32

126100

20,229

100%

Clasificatian of Q Classifications or D Limitations

1222H

21.71

4,158

100%

Lty

36,531

o len o0 oo

34,301 34,301

Land Use Determinations by CPC

12.24.1

776

1,485

11,060

B

1485

5w

Amendment of Councll's Instructions involving (T} Temative
Classifications

13

24.21

4,637

2132

&
)
@

2318

Height District Change

12.32

100,60

hlen| » |#ic e

18,270

84,545

3
g

183,797

Supplemental Use District: Change or Removal

12328

34288

65,680

1
i

Supplemental Use District: Establishment

12328

582,368

130,708

P

261,418 261416

Condttions of Approval for Ol Drilling

1301 H

46.00

8811

260,218

12.30H

2754

5,352

25,987

254221 § 25422

e Boundary Line Adiustment
Building Line - Establishment, Change or Removal

i
7
B
3
0 Zone Boundary Line Adj
1
Zz

1252

3740

7,164

olojm|emiole] = |~iaol®

304021 39,403 |

|_;_1._n

- Surface Mining Permits

1308

12.58

2410

48,682

19.01 B Appeal Fees

1 Appeal Fee - Applicant [first level 2ppeat)

13,538

13277

100%

321,967

2 Fee- t {add) level appesl}

53.43

10,243

11,211

100%

ge®

dn]en 4n

a Person other than the applicant

70.88

13,538

89

271

17,822

o |64 | A
'

1901 ¢ Commizsion Conditional Uses and Other Similar Quasi-
L judicial Approvals and Public Benefit Approvals

1 Conditional Use by APG or CPC

12240 ard
12.24Y

65.95

12833

13.224

12633

100%

Public Banofit Project {sign off for by-right project) - Moved o 19,04

2___ Public Benefits Alternative Compliance Proposal

14.008

13,064

16,238

13.064

100%

3 Modification of Existing CUP by APC or CFC

12.248

67.07

Lalt

12,846

8,878

9|9

12,846

100%

e

LaTt

4 Letters of Comection, Modification or Clarification of a
determinetion by a ZA or the Director initiated by Applicant

7.76

w

1,486

133

1,486

100%

s

118821 % 11,892

19.01D Varlances, Adjustments or Modifications from the
Regulations and Regquirements of the Zoning Ordinancas

Variance

12.24Y and
1227

20.02

5558

5,558

773.7e0

860481 § 666,248

Adjustment by ZA except SF dwelling

12,288

26.97

5,146

470

5,148

186,608

178,828 ; § 178,826

Adjustment by ZA for SF dwelling

12.2684

22.57

4,322 1 1

wifnalen| o

4.322

984,504

e kol

297164 | § 297184

Hight Modification by ZA

|slealpal =

12.288.2

2880

5,517

5,517

1971

2758 | 3 2,758

5|
Reasonable Accommodation Determination

222827

11.60

2202

ol |B|% B

8|4 w8

1901 E Zoning Administrator Conditional Uses, Interpretations and
Various udicial A s

WAS - Local Govermment Solutisns
Web: wwar,nbigov.com Toll-Free 800676 7516

COS - APPX A,Page 1 of 12



Gity of Los Angsles
Departmant of City Planning
Estimatud Cost of Service por Fae Activity

Reov. 1114116 ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis

Estimated
Annual i
3 A Estimated Annual Annual Estimated
Total Cost C st Recommended Recomm. Fes Estimated
. Volume of Estimated Reve at
per Activity c ' 2 el | Cost

Revenues at
Amount Deposit Recovery %

Fee No. Fee Description

Activity Revenues at ommended

Full Cost
(Performed) Current Fee LI5S
Recovery Fee

(hours) Fee

The following foes shiell be charged pursuant fo Section 12.24 of |
EA this Code fo applicants seekifig certain parmils, interprefations or 1 !
approvals i
1 ZA Interpretation of Yard or Use Regulations 1221A2 2619 is _ Geells 583115 5,501 100% 3 3 14578 | 8 13978 $ 13,8970
t2.24WA
2 Conditlonas Use by ZA - Alcohol and Entertainment and 33.47 s 6412 | § 6.459 | & 6,442 100% 254 § 1840586 | 3 1628539 § 1,628,530
12,24y, 18 . -
3 Conditional Use by ZA - all other uses 12.24W 29.55 ] 5660 8% 53581 % 5,680 100% 187 3 894,786 | § 8452683 | § 945,263
12.24), ]
4 Modification or Review by ZA 12.24L, and 2985 $ 57181 § 575418 5718 100% 174 ¢ 299,758 | $ 283576 - § 983,578 |
12.2¢M {
12.24X.7, i
S Rellet from Fence Height Limitation 12.24X.8, 28,37 $ 54341 3 4525 | ¥ 5.434 100% a5 s 1583751 § 190,202 ¢ 180,202 -
and 12.28
Child Care less than or equal o 50 children in the R3 zone or | .. - P ” 5 »” ” . p
6 Large Fanylly Daycare 12.24% 23 |$ ua“ 3 46011% 281 00% 503 0,703 & 10,703
7 Certified Farmers' Market 122456 13.03 5 2,405 i 2641 1% 2,495 100% 1 § 2841 § 2405 % 2,495
8 S I“"°°°f“'°°"°' In & smaf restaurant less than or equal © 50 ) 5, 1077 |$  arsr{s  60401% 3787 |  100% 1 s 8040 $ 37878 3787 |
9 A al to Erect Amateur Radio Antenhna 122453 12,11 $ 2320} § 25821 8 2,320 100% [] $ BaE | S S80: $ 580
ZA Determination under Section 12.24 X unless listed
10 12.28% 28.59 5 CEY: ) 0531 % 5476 100% 58 $ 343,208 | § 306830 ) § 308,630
separately 8,
tterns 11 and 12 moved fo 19.04 L.
The follawing fee shall ba charged pursuant fo Seclion 12.24 B.1.
E2 of this Code fo applicents seaking 2 conditional use permf thal
- requires & consultation with the Depariment for prefiminery project
review:
1 Pra-Apphcation Review and Reseacch For Congiiona! Uses (moved o saclion 122 F
19.09) :
The following fees shall be charged pursuant fo Sections 12.24 F.
E3 and 12,24 Z.2, of this Code for costs associaled with parmit el
clearsnce, condition comphance moniforing and inspections
conducted by the City, and revocation proceedings
Miaceliansous Clearancs - Zoning 4 {mavad to 19.04)
Miscefereous Clesrance - Zoning Adminisirater Singis Family Dwedings wilh
Ho Excaplions (moved o 19.04) 1
12.24F,
1 Moniloring of Conditione! Use Penmits gm 3 8521 % 952
12.24X
12.24F,
5 2 2 12.248,
2 Field Verification Prior to Operations. 1224 $ 253 | ¢ 253
12.24X
42.24F,
3 Inspection and Fleld Complience Review of Operations ::m £ 746 | % T46
12.28%
Ravocation, Suspension or Restriction Proceedings for Non-
4 __Compliance of Conditions (Depost M2 | 17 $ 50005 5.000 N

KBS - Lozal Govemnment Salutiens
Wb wanw.nb TolbFres; 500 576.7515

COS- APPX APage 2 of 12




City of Los Angalas
Dapartmont of City Planning
Rev. 11:10?;“ . i ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analys:s
Estimated

Annual :
Estimated Annual Annual Estimated

stimated
Volume of Estimated i
Revenues al
Activity Revenues al

Full Cost
Performed)  Current Fee il
r Recovery Fee

y Average
Fee No. Fee Description Labor Time

Total Cost Current Cos! Recommended Recomm: Fee
per Actlvity  Recovery Fee Level / Cost
Amount Deposit Recovery %

Revenues at
Recommended
Fee

Par Activity
{hours)

19.01 F__Fees for Historic Related Applications .
T HPOZ: Establishment, Change or Removal 12385 | 1] ;nioé § 27,1815 138017]$ 127,191 100% 0 3 S - 15 -
.2 __ HPOZ Preservation Plan 6500 |5 weeeld 2099813 31,808 100% 0 $ - i3 - 18 -
3  HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness: nol invalving new 12203 225 |5 4me|s ara|s 12791  30% 4 s 180218 17.0481 3 5,414
<onstruction or additions -
HPOZ Cerlificate of Appropriateness or Compatibliity: for additions
4 o axistif fa 8, up b 750 sq ft . 0 23.25 ] £454| % 708 | 8 1.236 30% 2 $ 159301 S 100205 | & 30,082
HPOZ Cetiificate of Appropriateness or Compatibliity: {or additions
5 Io existing square footage, greater than 750 9q ff, or second story 12.20 20.75 $ 50888 | § 1,06 | § 1,710 0% g § 45647 | $ 162,440 ¢ § 45742
HPOZ Gerifficate of Appropriatensss or Compatlbiity: for new . R _ P
resigential congtruction, 1 o 4 units 12.20 3828 s 7azr| & 1,706 | & ) 2,188 % o % L E ]
HPQZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Gom patibility: for new . a _ _ )
7 cecitaruil consiucTon. 5 il Or ok i 12.20 45.25 5 8688 | & _ 1708 % 2.600 0% $ s $
HRPOZ Certificaie of Appropriateness or Compatibility: for new ~ _ .
s commerclal and mixed use construction, up to 5,000 5.1, f2.20 — . [l il B 2.198 30% ¢ I . : $
HPOZ Certificate of Appropriateness or Compalibiiity: for new . _ R
® __ commercial and mixed use construction, greater than 5,000, | ***" Rt s o O o 100 % e $ y y
10 EPOZ o ‘b] m‘“‘fﬂ of:pproprlam e Compahiity: for negy 1220 ?2 |s  aasa|E  1706($ 1% 30% 0 s - s - is 2
11 Historic Resources Buﬂﬁing' Permit Clearance (Larger Project) 1220 1B.75 § 35821 % 783 1.077 0% a $ S - 3 -
12 APC/DEM (Historic) demelition of main structure a 43.75 § 838§ 4,317 9.380 100% 0 3 - $ - 5 =]
13 Mills Act Application - Part 1 - City Application Processing Fae 1914 [19] 4.00 3 766 5 2 550 85% 53 [] 13,250 40,608 | § 34,450
14 Mitis Act Application - Part 2 - City Contract Execution Processing 10188 | (19)
City Administrative Fee 7.00 $ 1341 § 11421 § 1,142 85% ] s 20556 % 24136 | S 20.556
"‘“"‘m e !°°""a°‘ M;;’;:‘l’;’d"’“ B e wise || wa |3 1654 $ 16541 100% iz $ - 1s  1rrawls 117440
15 Mills Act Application (Valuation Exemption) 19,144 !
City Adrrinistrative Fee 4,00 3 7861 8 473 786 100% 7 b 3311 % 5,363 53630
Coriiract Services Provider (Charged at Actual Costy 181 wa i 7500 S 2 1,600 100% [ ] - i S T s
16 Mills Act Application (Appeal to Cuflural Heritage Commission) 19.144 8.00 E 1,632 473 +.532 100% ¢ 3 - s - -
17 Mills Act Inspection {(once every 5 years) 119) =
%qm-mnm Fae 3.00 $ 575 § 1,142 (8 575 160% 0 3 B - 1% -
Is Act Contract - Inspection - Contract Services Provider j _ » _
ct ok actial ot 19944 | (1) na 1 15001} 8 s $,500 100% 0 3 3 §
Technical Corrections to previously certified Historic Resource ) N _ o
18 (Applicant Inftiated) . ] n 1300 $ 2490 | 8 3 2,490 100% o 3 § ]
e R T e e B 1T : 3 s : i o ‘ - . . i i g -
20 m Resources - Environmental impact Report Review - o 1.00 § 102} % i} 3 1a2 100% 0 3 . ls _ p j
21 g?;'encz erming Werl orf Gontmtsting and Nox-Contmuling 0 g0 |s  1s:|s - s w0t 30% 0 - |s - Is 2
22 Wodification of a Ceriificate Determination q | 100 [§ 198§ - |3 575 30% ) s - 3% - 8 -
23 Preliminary Evaluation of Demolifion or Relecation without Permit | 12200 | [18] 48.00 ] 9,1905] § - 1% 9,195 100% 0 $ - 18 -~ 13 -
198.01 G Sign Applicat! W

HBS - Local Govemnmant Salrtions
Web: v ntisgoveom TollFrasR00.676.7516 CO5- APPX A Page 3 of12



Clty of Loa Angsies

Dapartmant of Ciy Planning

Estimoted Cost of Sorvice per Foe Activity
Rev. 1114116

Fee No. Fee Description

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activity
{hours)

ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Full Cost
Recovery Fea

Annual
Estimated
Revenues at
Current Fee

Annual Estimated
Revenues at

Total Cost
per Activity

ik Estimated
Current Cost  Recommended Recomm. Fee
Re Volume of
et

vy el | ast
y 7 Activity

Amount Recommended
- [Performed)

Fee

Recovery %

seciion defatsd .
| 19.61H Temporary Subdivision Direction Signs =
movad fo 19.04
18.011 Fees for Plan rovals
moved fo 18.64
19,01 J_Commisslon or Director Approvalg :
Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvalsor | 1157 8nd fis i " F— %
1 other DIR - Mi Mid: ach 16.81 3 3,233 | % ATT| & 613 50% 8 $ 3453 | § 288234 1 % 43117
Project Permtt Compliance, Design Overtay Plan Approvalsor | 1157 3nd P .
2 other DIR cases - Standard Aﬂwl:&ﬂh 22.58 ] 328 | & 3244158 4,326 00% 30 3 97320 | § 128775 | § 129,775
Project Permit Compliance, Design Overlay Plan Approvals ar 21.5.% el 7 4 2 s 44 5
3 other DIR cases - Standard (SF) ﬂm:sCh 19.76 3 3782| % 16225 3.782 0% 3. 5 75841 5§ 584
Profect Permit Compliance, Desigt Overay Plan Approvals or 1157400 6 - erimaz]
4 ofher DIR casee - Majar m:acn 34 % 500 | § 478708 6,500 100% 3 B82 | § 360004 | 3 Jea.mad
Project Permit Compliance, Design Qverlay Plan Approvals or }:82.8nd }
5 offier DIR ~Major (SF) .Md: ach B s 6500 | 5 239355 6.500 100% 92 3 218960 | $ 594,781 § 504,781
1167 and i
3] Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Minor Article 3 Ch 29.68 3 5685 % 24961 8 2842 50% 17 5 42432 | § 96,6431 § 48322 %
1 i
11.5.7 and
7 Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard Atticle 3 Ch 394 |$ 6,500 § 4167 1 S 6,500 100% 23 $ 93,758 | $ 146,258 | § 148,258
1 ~
1167 and
] Project Permit Compliance with DRB - Standard (SF) Articls 3 Ch 3304 $ 68500 % 208318 3,250 50% 1 3 20838 8500 | § 3,250
1
1157 and
9 Project Permit Compliance with DRE - Major Artiele 3 Ch 4387 $ 84031 % 5628 8 8,403 100% 13 3 73,154 | & 19238 (S 109,230
1
1157 an0
10 Project Permit Comptiance with DRB - Major {SF) Asticle 3Ch 4103 (3 7em|$ 281418 T 100% 50 $ 168028 )% 483705 ¢ 463,705
t
11 DRE - Prefiminary 16.50E.3 23.40 3 4,482 | § 3,044 4482| 100% s 3.044 4.482 | 44821
12 ___DREB - Preliminary for SF residential dweling 1650832 2340 | $ 4,482 1522 2.241 50% g 3 12,176 35859 § 17,928 !
13 Permit Mordification 11.57D 23.40 $ 4482 3,306 4,482 100% $ 23,158 | ¢ 31376 8 31,376 ]
4 ct Permil Adjustment 1NITE 2553 |3 48% 4,901 4,830 100% 15 3 72,280 | § 72,1260 § 72,128 1
5 Ific Plan E n 11.5.7F 7ag2  |§ 143501 % 14932 14,250 100% 0. .. |1 149,320 | 143,502 143,502
€ Specific Plan Amendment 1167 082 |8 22e7{§  ADEEOD | § 21,227 100% 1 40.580 | 21,227 | ¢ 21.227
7 Plan Interpretalion 1157 3050 |5 5841) § 2,904 | § 2,81 50% 3 8731 % 18,085 | & 0,492
18 CPIO Fees {place holder)
19.01 K _Fess - Exceplions
Placeholder - see existing fes ordinance
1901 L Transfer Plan
1 :P"‘g 9990“_@5’1 T of Floor Area Pian - less than and incuding | oy o5 8400 |5 o0} s 16282(% 1,000]  100% 8 s wzwols  120ersls 120,878

HES - Loca| Gevemmant Sohtions
Wah: www.hbsgov.com Tall-Frae®00.675.7516
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Gity of Las Angeles

Departmant of Gity Planning

Estlmated Cost of Service per Fee Aclivity

Rov. 11714116 ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Reverue Analysis

Estimated Anniual
u
Estimated Annual 2 Annual Fysiimated
Estimated
Volume of Estimated Revenues al
Revenues at
Activity Revenues at - Recommended
r 3 Full Cost
(Performed}  Current Fee
Recovery Fee

Total Cost Current Cost Recommended Recomm, Fee
per Activity  Recovery Fee Level | Cost
Amount Deposit Recovery %

Fee No. Fee Description

Fee

- Approval of Transfer of Floor Arsa Plan - 60,000 sg i and greater . s 328 19,107 !
19.01 M Extansion of Time or Suspension of Time Limlis for Planning
and Zoning Matters
i Time Extension for other than Maps 76 | § 336 5 708 % 336 100% 5 $ 17700 | 8 8404 | § B.80%
19.01 N _Aduit Entertainment Business Exception B
Adult Entertainment Business Exception within 500 fi of another i ' .
1 Adult Entertainment Estabfishrment 1222420 38.1% i 7308 |5 531T}1% 7,308 100% 0 3 s $
19.010 Density in ~
Appiication for a Density Bonus incliding a request for one or 1227435 i |
1 i ok Ik I S M G ) . paeny 38.02 3 7282 | § 711518 7,282 100% 110 S 780,871 | $ 700,186 | § 769,188 |
Application for a Density Bonus including a request for an 1222425 !
2 incentive not included in the Menu of Incentives {a)3) 110.82 ] 21227 | § 23,287 |5 21,227 100% 1“4 | $ 3e0ME, B AT 297,1?1_§
Application for a Density Bonus in excess of that permitied by A _ . o
3 : 012.22 A.26 12.24U.28 110,82 $ Nz 20,118 5... 21227 100% 0 }!S S H
19.01P Modificaions or Discontinuance of Use Pursuant to Nulsance
| s Abatement Proceedings
imposition of Conditions (City Initiated) 12274 30464 | § 58354 |3 25880 58,354 100% 0 5 - |8 - s =
: Reconsideration (Applicant Initlated) 12271 251.54 $ 481821 % 20,856 48 182 100% 0 5 - 3 - ] -
3 Plan Approval for Ravocation Case 12271 2%1.59 b 48182 5,000 48,182 100% 5 3 25000 | § 2405115 8 240811
19.01 S She Plan Review ]
{300 WA SEIchAppKakon I Resael e 00 oroeee | ani a7o8 18 oois|s  7.806(8 aoia!  100% o $ 1005|3220 % z2.008 |
2  ForNon-Resilential or Mixed Use Building Ske Plan Review 16.05 aros |8 oonls  7exs|s ao1e|  100% 8 s @400 72108 $ 72,108
Application
19.07U_Hiliside .
1 Hillside Permit Filing Fae 12:24X2 20.55 3 5660 ] § 60941 § 5,660 100% 15 $ 88363 | § 82,076 & 82,0768
1801V gg@plurcombimn Applications o
If mere then one application is filed at the same tims for the same
project and the fee for each soparate application is set forth in
sections 19.01, 10.03, 19.08 or 19.10, then the chamges wil be as
follows: 100% for the highest application fee, 50% for the second
appfication (second highost fee), and 25% for each addtfional |
| aoplication fae. i
' ]
18.01 W _Expedited Permit Fee i 1

N85 - logil Government Solitions
Web: wew.nbafev.com Toll-Fremg00576.7516 COS - APPY A Page 5 0f 12




City of Loz Angales

Dapartmant cf City Planning

Estimated Cost of Service per Fee Activity
Rev. 11/14M&

Fee No. Fee Description

Estimated

Total Cost

o
per Activity
ly

Current Cost

Cost Recovery Analysis

Rec y
Amount

Recommended Recomm. Fee

Fee Loevel
Dep

Estimated
Yolume of
Activity
{Performed)

ATTACHMENT 1

Annual Revenue Analysis

Annual
Estimated

Revenues al
Curfent Fee

Revenu

Recovery Fee

Annual

Annual Estimated
Estimated - :

Revenues ot
Recommended

|
Full Cast Fao

Al the request ol ifie appircant, (e DEpETMSNT May, &1 1S
discretion, charge a fee lo offsat expensss for additional human
and physical resources necessary 1o sxpedite the perm process
for develooment profects upon application by an applicant. An
initial emount of 55,000, in additiar 1o feas chanpad alsewhers in
this code, by the Director of Planning, including any addiional
zasts fo the Cily that exceed the foss collectod by the Planning
Depariment for this service, shall be collected at the time of the
roquest. The Departrant shall cause all moaey colfected
pursuant {o this saction fo be deposited into the Planning Case
Processing Fund dascribed in Chepler §, Section 5,121.9.2 of
Division § of the Los Angeles Administrative Code for purposes of
| disbursement as permiffed thergin, i
Expedited Review Services (hourly) | 100 5 218 vaties 3 219 100% nfe 3 - .18 - '3 -
19.01 X_ Eldercare Facility Unified Peymit Application = —
|~ 1 Eldercare Facility Urifiec Permil Application 451 3BBE  |$  7Ad2l§ 6,369 7442 100% 2 s 9EsA1S  11e3]8 11,183
19.02 FILING FEES - DIVISION OF LAND AND PRIVATE STREET MAPS AND AFPEALS
198,02 A Subdivision Maps i
1. Tentative i i o |
1 Tentative Map - SF READ or More Restrictive Zones - 5-10 Lots 51.08 $ 977918 11,2181 % 9,773 100% a g S - -
I:;laﬁva Map - SF RE4Q or More Restrictive Zones - 11.4¢ 57.03 s 11007} % 128621 % 11,097 100% o s - is .
Tentative Map - SF REA0 or More Reslrictive Zones - Each 60 B
3 Lots over 49 Lots 20.98 $ 40131 % 3BET | S 4,013 100% o 3 $ - i3 -
4 Teniallve Map - SF RE20 or Less Resirictive Zones - 5-10 Lots 688 |5 B7e0|S 10,1658 8.790| _ 100% 7 $ T1485( S 6153215 6153z |
‘il-'z;mmbhp-SF RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones - 11-49 5106 |8 70| s  14257) 8 9,779 100% g 3 - ls - Iz -
6 Tentative Map - SF RE20 or Less Restrictive Zones - Each 50 1759 $ 3354] 3 207313 3.354 100% a s i s _ s _
Lots over 49 Lots
7 Tentative Map - MF Residential - 5-49 Units 50.75 $ 872§ 6 104168 8,721 10056 113 $ 117700818 10955065 $ 1,088,508
[:] Tentative Map - MF Residential - 50-92 Units 68.09 b3 13,M31 § 1385618 130431  100% ) F 110,848 § 1043431 § 104,343 |
3 Tentative Map - MF Residential - 100 Units or Mere 86.15 $§ 18s02l5 1761118 16,502 160% 11 4 1937211 % 181525 % 181,525
Tentative Map - Commencialfindustrial w/ Buiding - Less than
10 50,000 8 ft of Floor Area - 7.3 $ 1noeri% 1255253 11,087 100% | s 37,656 | § 33790 | 33,220
Tentative Map - Commerclalindustrial w/ Building - 50,000- |
11 99,999 sq fLof Fioor Area — 6053 § 1274415 14300 § 12,744 100% 1 s 14308 | § 1274403 12744
Tentative Map - CommercialTndustial wi Buiiding « 100,000~
12 246099 50 fi of Floor Ares 75.13 $ 1429731 % 1608518 14,391 100% 2 s 321301 % 287837 % 28,783
Tentative Map - Commercialindustrial w/ Building ~ 250,000 sq \
13 #t of Floos Area or Mare 83.73 § 180395 17B22{S 16,038 100% 1 5 17822 s_ 16,038 5 18,029
14 ':mmmp—i:ommmiawndusﬁaiwlu Bullding - Less than 5277 |s 10408is 1749818 10,108 100% o 3 S - |s z

M&5 ~Local Goverament Solutions
Waks wwwnbegov.oom Toll-Eree:RO0ATE 7516
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City of Los Angelos

Department of City Planning

Estimated Cost of Sarvice per Fee Activity
Rev. 1114186

Fee No

Fee Description

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activily
{hours)

Total Cost
per Activity

Cost Recovery Analysis

Current Cost

Recovery
Amount

Recommended

Fee

ovel |

Deposit

Recomm, Fee

Cost
Recovery %

Estimated
Volume of
Activity
(Performed)

ATTACHMENT 1

Annual Revenue Analysis

Annual
Estimated

Annual
Estimnted

Revenues at

Revenues at
Current Fee

Full Cost

Recovery Fee

Annuatl Estimated
Revenues at
Recommended
Fee

15 ;;mxp ~Gommercieliausawo Rildiog e taes sty |3 moer|s  12sse|s 11007 100% 2 $ 25,104 § 2198 22183
16 L e g308 |$ 12085 12608 | 5 12085 100% s wem|s  1208s]s 12,085
7 Phasing of Map 17ar 343 |§ 6978 545 [§ 6978  100% a $ - 13 - |8 B
) I I
18 Mixed Use Projects 14
19 BOE Fees - Tentative haps 114]
2. BOE Fees - Final Maps 114)
3. BOE Fees - Improvement Plans [14) Lt
4. Appeasls - reference 19.01 B
5. Modifications - reference 19.02 F ;
3
jlu] i
19028 Parcel Maps S
1. Preliminary Parcel Map s
Pretiminary Parcel Map - Residential Dwellings, up to 4 Lots - 5F, . [
1 RE40 or M et T 88,36 $ 13005 % 9988 | § 13,085 100% - $ 19978 8 28188 § 28,189
Preliminary Parcel Map - Resitential Dwellings, up 10 4 Lots - SF, B
2 REZ0 of Less Restrictive 2. 5880 |3 11282| % BO35 (3 11,782 100% 20 $ 178700 § § 225648 | § 225,649
3 ::;fll'l': ary Parcel Map - Residentiel Dweltings, up 1o 4 Lots -Mult 7560 8 14505 104165 14,520 100% 2 s 20832 § 29038 | s 28,039
Preliminary Parce! Map - Commercialfindustrial (wBuilding}, up to _ _
4 Lots - Less than 50,000 sq & of Floor Area 5718 $ 10953 | % 12552| % 10,953 100% 0 § 1 $ 3
Praliminary Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial {w/Buliding), up o ) ; 1 a o i _
4 Lots 50,000 to Less than 100,000 sq & of Fioor A B5.78 § 124 5 14308 | & 2.600 100% $ | § ]
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial {w/Buikiing), up to ) 14 1 4 o e .
6 4iots- 100,000 o Less than 250,000 sq fi of Fioor Area B |8 wEAls epeEls WA W% ¢ 5 $ 2
Prefiminary Parcel Map - Commercialindustrial {w/Bullding), up to & _ i
4 Lots - 250,000 5q ft of Floor Araa or M B2g8 ] 15895 ) § 1TR22| % 16,685 !Ogﬁf (1] ] 3 s -
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercial/industrial (wic Building), up 4.4 R _
8 10 4 Lots - Less than 1 Acre in Ares - 52.02 ] 99651 & 11,498 | § 9,965 100% 0 k] 5 3 i
Preliminaty Parcel Map - Comimercialfindustrial (/o Buliding), up . _ _
9 10 4 Lots - 1 1o Less Than 5 Acres In Area i 57,18 § 10853 | § 125521 8 40,953 100% o E 5 - §
Preliminary Parcel Map - Commercialfindustrial {w/o Building}, up . _
10 lo & Lots - 5 Acres or More in Area 62.34 ] .‘_Il.Qﬁ‘l 1 13608 1 % 11.941 100% 4] 3 $ - =
11 O'hE L P::'ﬂm[‘:t’? P“T | :"“"‘ ‘“} ors - Prefiminary Parcel Map | ;504 1814 |&8  a34mals  aso7ls 3474  100% 63 $ 20941)s  zeEsz|s 218,882
12 Oﬂwwm:mhﬂnary Parcel Map Actions - Preliminary Parcel Map 1?«:-:)3.3 18.14 s a474] 3 — e, 0 P ¢ " - ;
13 Mixed Use Projects > [11}
14 BOE Fees - Parcel Maps (14
2. Certificate or Conditional Certificate of Compliance- SRt 1762 1§ 33751 368318 3375 106% 30 3 110400 | $ 101,255 § 10,265
_ . .. Determination
2. BOE Fees - Final Parcel Maps [14]
MBS - Lozal Government Solutions
Web: wvwi.nbsgov.com Toll Frea:800.616.7616 CCS - APPX A,Page 7 of 12




City of Los Angales

Department of City Plenning
Estimated Cost of Barvice per Fes Act
e AL i J ATTACHMENT 1
0 ) a . =
4, Appeals - reference 19.01 B
5. Modifications - reference 19.02 F
19.02C_ Private Stroot Map ]
1 FiTIQg - Desmed to be Approved Private Street 18.400C 18.78 3 3,210 37871 % 3,210 100% 5 18835| 3 16052] § 16,052 l
2 Filing - Private Street Map 2 70.94 ] 13,582 15421 13.583 1000 0 - [: - 3 -
| 3 Filing - Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Private Street Map 104.48 ] 200131 3 224151 % 26,013 100% 2 448301 $ 40027 | § 40,027
| 4 BOE Fess - Private Street Maps [14)
[ "i8.02 0 Mabile Home Park Impact Reports
1 Mobile Home Park lmpact Report 704 6223 |5 11900 % 1399213 11,0201 100% ] - IS o -
| _18.02E Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps
1, Residential
Aorminit i
1 &:“"“‘“““ Converslen for Parcel Maps - fesidential - 14 794 |$ 1358915  8055]5S 13588 | 100% 3 24165 |% 40768 3 40,766
" mmwm Conversicn for Subdivision - Residential - 549 ss3 |5 maez|s 16.09)s 16192|  100% 0 < ls - 1s :
3 &o]r:ominium Conversion for Subdivision - Residential - 50-99 10310 {8 1o750| 8 19575:§ 19 750 100% 0 - s - ts -
4 Candominiut Converston for Subdlivision » Residential - 100 11652 |s 2w 2181 ]% 22320 100% q 22181 § »am! s
Units or More 3%
2. Commercial { Industrial
Condominium Cenversion for Subdivision and Parcel blaps -
5 O I - Loss than 50,000 sq & of Floor Arsa 61.48 3§ 17| § 134301 § 11777 100% 0 - 13 < I8 =
Condominium Gonversicn for Subdivision and Parcel Maps -
6 Commercialindustrial - 50,000 to Less than 100,000 =q ft of 65,78 ] 12800 & 14300 | ¥ 12,600 100% 0 - 3 - i3 -
Floor Area =
Candominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parcel Maps -
7 Commercialindustdal - 100,000 to Less than 250,000 sq fi of 7008 $ 13424 | 3 151471 % 13,424 100% o - 3 = § -
Floor Area
Condominium Conversion for Subdivision and Parce! Maps - .
8 Commerclal/industrial - 250,000 sg fl of Fioor Ares or Mare st o ool /s o w24y 0% ° o A -
3. Mixed Use 1]
19.02 F Map Related Fess Wi
1 Revisw or Revision of Tentative/Preliminary Map 13.28 H 2,643 80 § 2.543 100% 1 880 | & 25431 8 2,543
ool o I OT TREVIEC
2 mg:"“""“ 1o Approved Tentative/Freliminary Map or Recorded 1., ., o 824 |$ 7924 8052 % 7324|  100% 1 1268325 % 1171841 s 117,184
3 Revarsion to Acreage 17.10 3996 |3 7B83 5 B.876 | ¥ 7653 00% [i] - 13 - -
4 Quimby Fes Caiculation 212 ] 05 276 405 100% __18 43187 1 6462 % 6452
5 Time Extension for Maps 5.50 1,064 70218 1,064 100% 38 28548 1 38,207 36,207
8 Letter of Clarification or Gorrection (initiated by Applicant) 1502 |5 2876 338 2878 (0% o =i - 13 5
19.03 FEES FOR GEMNERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

MBS - Local SGovernmem Solutions
Web: www.nbsgov.com Tell-Free:200.576.7516
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Gity of Los Angsies

Dopartrmant of City Planning

Estimatad Coat of Servita par Fea Activity
Rew. 11114116

Fee No, Fee Description

ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis

Annual Revenue Analysis

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activity
{hours)

Annual
Estimated
Revenuves at
Full Cost
Recovery Fee

Estimated
Volume of
Activity
(Performed)

Annual
Estimated
Revenues m
Current Fee

Annual Estimated
Revenues at
Recommended
Fee

Total Cost Curreni Cost
per Aclivity Recovery
Amoumnt

Recommended Recomm, Fee
Fee Level | Cost
Deposit Recovery %

The following fees shall be charged when a zone change is
requested by en applicant ihat necessitates the inifiation of a Bi
Gensral Plan Amendment o achieve consfsiency between the
requasted zong change and the General Plan:
Zone Change and Associated cosls for 8 General Pian
1 Amendment for lass than 400 dwelling units, 500,000 sq ftfor C/l, | 1156 13084 |§ 250Mi% 23884 % 25,004 100% Lk $ 334,376 | § 380,080 | § 350.060
or 250,000 for mixed use
Zone Change and Associated costs for a Genaral Plan
z Amendment for 400 dwelling unils or grealer, 500,000 sq ft or 1.58 14774 §§ 282090 % 32116 | % 28,209 100% 2 $ 84232 | 8 58,596 | § 56,698
anrcﬂ,or‘zm«guﬂwfglmh@duse o
Annexation, Zone Change and Assoclated costs for a Gereral
3 Plan Amendment for tess than 400 dwelling untts, 500,000 sqftfor| 1158 438.20 $ 83938 3 48,357 | $ £3.938 100% 0 H 1% - ] -
0,000 for mixed use
Annualfm Zone Change and Associated costs for 8 General .
4 Plan Amendment for 400 dwelling units ar greater, 500,000 sq ft 11.66 448 20 H] 85471 | § 62,566 | 85,471 100% a ¥ - $ . § -
or greater for G/l, or 250,000 or greatfer for mixed use
5 Streat Re-Classification 87.26 s 12,884 | § “ 3 12.884 100% 0 3 - 3 - S -
19.04 FEES FOR SIGN GFF REQUESTS
1 Public Benefit Project (sian off for by-right project) 7.50 3 143718 33818 1,437 100% 1) § - 15 - 1% -
P 1224 and al
2 Miscellaneous Clearancs - ZA other 1.2 $ 21551 8 1,722} § 2,155 100% 170 g 202,740 | $ 366,34 | § 386,344
pra] |
12.24 and all|
3 Miscallaneous Clearance - 24 SF dwallings with no exceptions ather 11.25 3 21551 § 861§ 2,155 100% 24 § 20064 | § 51718 | 3 51,718
4 gﬁ“;ﬂ[ﬁg ; "'I’;‘;““‘ o Erect Temectaty Subtivision DirecBorsal 150 |s 2|5 s0s2|s 67| 100% 0 s - s - Is -
Request for Appreval to Erecl Temporany Subdivision Directional
5 Sians (Each Additional Sian) 1.50 3 2871 % B3 |s 2_8r? 100 ] H - |8 - 3 i
6 Miscellaneous Clearance - Director 19 11.75 3 22511 % 74518 2,251 100% 184 3 137080 | § 414,137 414,127 |
7 Miscellaneous Clearance - Commission Ji 6.50 3 1,245 6471 S 1,245 100% 48 E atos8 | 50764 | § 59,764
! Landscape Plan Agpraval as part of 1 Diseretionary Approval B 400 3 786 647 | & 765 100% 48 § 21.058 38778 3 36,778
Landscape per fract 4.50 s 882 189 | € 862 100% 154 ] 306461 $ 132,748 [ $ 132,746
10 Bullding Permit Sign-off for minar Projects 19 1.25 3 piali] 196 238 100% 154 $ 30,648 ; § 3872818 38.728
19.05 FILING FEES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCES
19.05A Fees
1. Environmental Clearances Excepi EiRs n
i Exemption 188 $ 373 § a1is 373 100% 1,033 s 838735 3848655 384,855 |
l
2 E;':ﬂ"m” ss"""" feaig o ND o KLY o sy other et 18 |s  s7rais 2280 s774|  100% 701 |% 1so8280|S avare|s 40782
3 MND - Expended / [nitial Study U5 | 6B33 1§ 111340 §  1953(% 1734 100% € $ 11,718 & 65,804 | § 66,804
Hesconsldacatisn-Ad i
4 S m"“"“"" ST oor |s 08| s 703 |5 19031  100% 62 $  aases|s  1aarls 118,347
5 Publication Fee for ND or MND (pass through of publishing nfe s a7al $ 946 | $ 676  100% 756 $  TBTB|S 51137 S 511,317
costs)
. 2. Environmental Impact Reports {13

HEBS - Locs! Govemment Selutiens
‘Wb wanw nhigov.coen Toll-Fres800 606 7516
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City of Los Angales

Depariment of City Planning

Estimater Cost of Service per Fee Acthvi

Rev. 11/14/16 L ¥ ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis

Estimated
¢ Average
Fee No. Fee Description 2 = Labor Time

Annual
Estimated Annual Exfimaied Annual Estimated
Volume of Estimated ‘ ® Revenues at
Revenues at
Activity Revenues at Recommended

F
{Performed) Current Fee GLost
Recovery Fee

Total Cost Current Cost Recommended Recomm. Fee
per Activity Recovery Fee Level | Cost

Por Activit ’
CaEALL AL Amount Deposit Recovery %

(hours) Fee

)
Average : i k
8 Environmental Impact Reports (initiaf Deposit) 0.00 varies  |Initial Depasit '““‘:i ?gmpc'“ - wa 18 s 28738 wa wa i
§$15.125 .
7 Environmental Impact Report Review Services [hourly) 0|8 1921 vares 1§ 182 100% wa
19,06 FILING FEES FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS
)
1 Coastal Development Permit - SF and MF residential dwelling 12202 71.80 $ 13753(% 70571% 13.753 100% 23 3 1623111 % 318330 | $ 316,330 |
g ComsoDeushpmt Pormit.- SFrasiduntial dunling with no 12202 7180 |5 a7Eafs 2528 13753  100% 7 $  240808|8  o7anse|s 973,058
|~ exceptions
3 Coastal Development Permit - Non-reskdential 2202 7180 |5 13.753 7.798 | § 157531 100% 13 5 97475 171578 ) § 175018 ¢
4___ Coastal Development Permit - Exemplion Determination 1723021 7D |& 1,437 3 684 1,437 00% 273 S s8R 392,204 § 352,204
5 Coastal Development Parmit - Approval in Concept 12202 3.00 3 576 § 0L 575 00% 1] 3 L - 33 =
1220210
6  Coastal Development Permit - Amendment ond 2880 |8 BE7TIS 5455 % 55171 100% H 3 41964 | § 35850 & 3585
122020
g 1220210
7 Coastal Develaprent Permit - Amendment with no exceptions and 80 (S 5517T{5 32208 5517 100% 0 $ BOTS 3 13781 § 1,378
12,2020
g  Coastal Development Permit - Mello Compliance Review -Clty | 1,500 | 1q | 2498 |8 ssa7]s 6251 % 6547]  100% 13 s  1emi|s  se7sils 86,751
@  Mello Compliance Review - 3rd Party Consultant 150 |3 207 | F""gq:f‘”" Fee + Aciual Cost nia 0 $ - s - | -
19.07 FEES FOR FLOOD HAZARD REPORTS AND GOMPLIANGE CHEGKS.
Section Deletsd
15,06 SURGHARGE FOR ONE-STOP PERMIT CENTER i [ 3
There shalf be added o each fee imposed for any permit, icense
or application pravided for In this arlicls a surcharge in an amount 18]
equal to the greater of two percent of the foe or $1.00. !
19,08 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND COUNSELING SERVICES 3
1  Pre-Application Review and Research ‘:ﬁ;‘ﬂﬁ 200 | 83 29318 3| 100% 0 3 - i3 - 18 -
2 7oning Pre-Gheck {per project, per request) 600 |8 1148 % 23218 13481 100% o 3 - 13 o =1
3 Pre-development Meeting 1
Per meeting 900 |8 1ty 2|8 17241 100% ) 3 3 = 19 z
Addiional assisiance as requirad, per hour B 287 432108 287 100% 0 3 I3 P [ =
Technical ) 4.5 $ anz 4321 % 862 00% [] 3 - 13 - 1% -
I Project Navigation Services (deposit required, per hour) i .
Project ot requiring EIR i |8 28718 4213 287 | _ 100% 0 3 ) o 5
i Project including EIR 150 |8 287 8 13218 287§ 100% 0 5. - |3 - is z
19.10 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FEES
1 375,600 29,850 Iniial
1 Inftial Development Agreement Applisatior-(Deposit) 12x 0.00 vares | stia) Deposit Desosit n/a 3 s 80,070 | § - |3 88,070

MBS - Legal Governmen Solutions
Web: www,nbsgov.com Toll-Fres:800.676.7516 COS - APPX APage 10 0f 12



City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

Estimated Gost of Sarvice per Fee Activity
Rev. 11114/16

Fee No.

Fee Description

Estimated
Average
Labor Time
Per Activity
{hours)

ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis annual Revenue Analysis

Total Cost Current Cost

per Activity  Recovery
Amount

Recommended
Fee Level |
Deposit

Annual
Estimated
Revenues al
Full Cost
Recavery Fee

Estimated Annual

Volume of Estimated
Activity Revenues at

(Performed) Current Fea

Recomm. Fee Annual Estimated
o Ji P
Cost

Recovery %

Revenues at
Recommended
Fee

AT e el
19.11. ANNUAL INSPECTION OF COMPLIANGE WITH FLOOR AREA RATIO AVERAGING AND RESIDENTIAL DENSITY TRANSFER COVENANTS. |
1224825
1 Annual Inspection of Compliance and ;im [14)
c
;
{19.12. [DEVIATIONS PURSUANT TO SECTION 16.02 E.] '
I—— e SO L SR
19.13 SURCHARGE FOR AUTCMATED SYSTEMS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING o,
Greater of
: Greater of 7% of
1 Cperzling Surcharge: 7% of the fee the fee or $1.00
or $1.00 ;
Greater of
Greater of 8% of
2 Development Surchamge 6% of the fee the fe= or $1.00
or $1.00
15.14 FEES FOR ENFORCEMENT OF HOUSING COVENANTS
MNONE LISTED T
—— R IR | I
19.15 DEFARTMENT OF TRAN_§PORTM1W TRAFFIC STUDY REVIEW, CDNI:II'“UN GLEARANCE AND PERMIT ISSUANCE FEES ]
"
19.16 GENERAL PLAN MAINTENANCE SURCHARGE FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
Greater of
Greater of 5% of
5% of the fee
or $1.00 the fes or $1.00

;

A filng fes of $149.00 shaf accompany cech anpicalion for @ creoit pursuant fo
Saction 12.33 8. A fes equal fo 85% of the Ml fse shed accompany apch appesl
of & defermination of crecll mede pursuent fo Section 12.33 B,

fa} A #oe eual ko B5% of e underfying eopicalion or i set fae wil be chinged,
wivth évar I Jower. An appea’ fled pursuant lo Section 12,26 K.2. of tis Coda,
chad ba eccompanisd by 8 iy fee as spacifed in Table 44 of Section
#6.0400.2 of the Code, kn be cullected by the Depariment, () An apposl fled
pursuant fo Seclion 12 28 X 6. of s Code sha! be changed @ fea in acoordence
will Subawision ¥., above.

iy pan not cherge & fee

See Seckgn 18.07 A (Stan Districts)

Sue Sackon T2.07 G (Campr Sign Program)

Faa i3 for Cily adminisiration and Congultard feas wi! ba addsd fo Ciy fee
HPOZ feos ara not to be charged for technicat o & proviously cartifiad
Hishric Resouree Survey.

Minor casea ero dafined 85 thres signs o lss or 8 change of use. Stendord
6595 am vefined &t more than tivee sqgns, wirsless cakes, or projects wilh
addiions of 95s than 200 square feet. Major cases are o offer projfects no?
{faling ifn the categorias of Minor or Slandard profects.

NES - Lacal Government Sotutians
Web: www.nbsgov.com Toll-FreeB00.676.7516
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City of Loa Angeles

Dapartment of City Planning

Estimatod Cost of Sarvice per Fee Activity _

Rov. 11/14116 ATTACHMENT 1

Cost Recovery Analysis Annual Revenue Analysis

a Annual X
Estimated Annual Estirmated Annual Estimated
stimatec
Volume of Estimated Revenues m
per Activity Recovery Fee Lovel | 1] Revenues at
¥, Activity Re ues at Recommended
Amount Deposit Recovery % Full Cost
{hours) [Performed) Current Fee Fer
- Recovery Fee

- . e Total Cost Current Cost Recommended Recomm. Fee
Fee Description 3

Pet Activity

Muitipla or Combination Applicalions. I more than e sppicalion is i af the
same lima for the same projest and the fee for sech separam spplication is se!

i forth i sections 18,07, 19.03, 10.06 or 19,10, then the changas wil he 53 folows:
100% for the highest appication fee, 50% for the second appfcation [sacand
highast fae), and 25% for cach additons! application fee.

Subdivision Maps: Very Hioh Fire Harern Severily Zone. For tentative maps
within Vary High Fire Hazeed Sevenly Zones, as dascribed in Soction 57,4508 of
s Code, 8 surtherge of one-hall e sum of the fees paid pursumnt i

Jilu peragraphs (4) through (o) shel be pard,
Parcel Mape: For prafimingey parcal meps within the Vary High Fre Hazend
Severily Zonas, as described in Section 574900 of this Code, & swrcharge of pna-
o the sum of the fees peid pursuent o poregraphs (5} and (B shal bo peid.

Subdivision Mags - Mrad Use. Where the project invides a combinelion of
Sirmgle-Femify, Muti-Camily, Commercisl, sndlr Industrial usby, the biphes! fee,
Inciiding modtfications fo the base fes, shail ba oharged of 100 parcery (100%),
the second highast af Wiy percent {G03%). and the Surd and subsequest e o
twenty-fiva perced! (25%). Ths fes discouniimg shel not apply to the sirchangs
required by paragroplt (o) of this subdbdsion.
Parcal Maps - Mivad Uss. Where e project imvodves & combingtion of Single-
Famiy, Muli-Family, Commerchel, andir indusiriad uses, the Mghest fae, inoluding
1] modificolfons to the basa fae, shal ba chergad al 100 parcant (T00%), the secord
Inghest af iy parcand {50%45), and ihe third snd subsequant fee st heenly-ee
percent (2535). This fee discounting shall not apply to tha surchsrgs raquirsd by
parngraph {d} of this subdivi
Condaminiur Comvarsicns - Mirsg Uss: Whers M profect inreodves &

Binafion of Ay , & ol arxdlor inclusing! vses, the highest fee
shat he cheryod at 100 parcand {100%), the second taghes! af iy percent
15055}, and the thim? and subsequert fee el twanly-five porcent (25%6). This fee
discounting stml nol spaly o ihe fee requred By paregraph (b] of subdivision 1, of
subsagtian E. of this Saction 10.02 of s Cade, abova,

12t

T Planring Depariment shall cafadate e actied costs and rosufent fee, in

accordance with Clapter 15, Sockon 5.403( of Division 5 of the Los Angales

Adminstratviy Code and shall appror g records of the

actual costs. The Oirsclor of Plsnming shall rescive eny dispde raiahed fo e fes.

Tha Direaior shall exclode Fom r any cost ¢ d or atirfufed o

the processing OF sppapis,

4 Fae coilactag by the BOE, D8S, or DOT

s Foo s appled in addtion fo Emvromments Clearences Excapl EIRs - EAFAns!
Sty lnading b ND or MND

it NBS i pot eval feas wera adopled per apecfic to CCU
The Planying Department shal calculsls scival costs and the resuffar fee in
accordanca with Chepler 6, Saction 5.121.9.2 of Diviglon 5 of the Los Angelas

"7 Adminigtratve Code, snd shal meintain appropriais accouniing 1ecords of tho
actual costs. The Diector of Flanming shall resolve any dispuie refaled o the
fag. The Diroclor shef eociuds from consitration eny cost icmed or Bkt
In the proceasing of ADDoaIE.

e} NES dd ned evaluale - for sat per Ciy Polcy

g Feng rafloct pass ihrough of everage cormraciar cos!s.

3

MBS - Local Government Solutibne

Web: wanv.nbsgev.com Toll-Fres 801676, 7516 COS- APPX A Page 12 0f 12



EXHIBIT E




19.76.030 Filing and Processing of Appeals. 2{14/23, 12:15 PM

West Hollywood, California Municipal Code
Title 19 Zoning Ordinance
Article 19-5 Zoning Ordinance Administration

Chapter 19.76 Appeals

19.76.030 Filing and Processing of Appeals.

A. Timing and Form of Appeal.

1. Appeals, other than Planning Commission or Council review, shall be submitted in
writing and filed with the Planning and Development Services Department or City Clerk, as applicable,
on a city application form, within 10 days after the date the decision is rendered by the Planning and
Development Services Director or Planning Commission, or within 10 days after a 72-hour period after
the Director has taken a decision under advisement, in compliance with Section 19.62.020 (Effective
date of permits).

2. Reviews by the Planning Commission or Council shall be considered at a hearing
scheduled following its affirmative vote to review the decision in compliance with Section
19.76.020(B).

B. Filing. Appeals shall be filed with the City Clerk, and shall be accompanied by the filing fee
set by the city’'s Fee Resolution.

C. Effect of Filing. The filing of an appeal in compliance with this chapter shall have the effect
of suspending the effective date of the decision being appealed, and no further actions or proceedings
shall occur in reliance on the decision being appealed except as allowed by the outcome of the
appeal.

D. Filing Fees Waived. The filing fee shall be waived for appeals accompanied by original
petitions, signed by a minimum of 50 residents or property or business owners within West Hollywood.

E. Required Statement and Evidence.

1. Applications for appeals shall include a general statement specifying the basis for the
appeal and the specific aspect of the decision being appealed.

https:/{library.gcode.us/libfwest_hollywood_cafpub/municipal_codefitem/title_19-article_19_5-chapter_19_76-19_76_030 Page 10of 3



19.76.030 Filing and Processing of Appeals. 2{14/23, 12:15 PM

2. Appeals shall be based upon an error in fact, dispute of findings or inadequacy of
conditions to mitigate potential project impacts, imposition of conditions not necessary to mitigate
potential project impacts, or availability of alternatives that could reasonably mitigate potential project
impacts or specific conditions.

3. Appeals shall be accompanied by supporting evidence substantiating the basis for the
appeal.

4. Staff shall return the appeal if it:
a. Fails to specify a basis for the appeal; or
b. Fails to comply with subsection (E)(2).

F. Notice to Applicant. If the appellant is not the applicant, a copy of the appeal shall be sent to
the applicant, via certified mail, return receipt requested, to the address listed on the application within
seven days of its filing.

G. Report and Scheduling of Hearing. When an appeal has been filed, the Planning and
Development Services Director shall prepare a report on the matter, and schedule the matter for
consideration by the appropriate appeal body identified in Section 19.76.020(A), with notice provided
in compliance with subsection (H). All appeals shall be considered in public hearings. The City may
consolidate hearings on all timely filed appeal applications for the same project.

H. Notice Requirements.

1. Public notice for the hearing on appeal shall be provided in the same manner as
required for the decision being appealed; except that, if posted notice was required for the hearing
from which the appeal is taken, the minimum number of days required for posting notice of the appeal
hearing shall be 10 days before the date of the hearing and notice shall be mailed to all persons who
provide written or oral testimony at the public hearing and provide the city with their mailing address.

2. The content of the notice shall comply with Chapter 19.74 (Public Hearings and Notice).

I.  Withdrawal of Appeal. Once filed, an appeal may only be withdrawn by a written request
submitted to the Planning and Development Services Director, with the signatures of all persons who
filed the appeal.

(Ord. 19-1058 §§ 247 — 249, 2019; Ord. 04-683 § 5, 2004; Ord. 02-643 § 64, 2003; Ord. 01-594 § 2,
2001)
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