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DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM 
 Meeting Date: April 15, 2008 
 
 
 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Steve Chase 
 Planning & Environmental Services Director 
  
 
SUBJECT: Management Partners Report on Land Use Function Improvements 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

A. Receive a presentation from the Planning & Environmental Services Director and 
Management Partners on the results of a process improvement study about the 
City’s land use planning function. (Refer to Attachment 1). 

 
B. Provide comments and general direction to staff on the list of recommendations 

included within the report. 
 

C. File the report with the expectation that staff will incorporate the City Council’s 
comments and direction into the Strategic Plan, Budget, codes and 
administrative processes relative to land use planning and design review. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Between December 2006 and March 2007, the City Council and Design Review Board 
conducted several public study sessions on the land use planning process. The study 
sessions brought focus upon difficulties encountered in the permitting of small 
residential projects, both from a technical and a customer service perspective. The 
information gathered focused on the structure and membership qualifications of design 
review boards, whether design review is decisional or advisory, their jurisdictional 
purview, as well as the processes and tools they employ.  
 
The public study sessions also focused on zoning standards, design controls and 
administrative processes conducted by the Planning & Environmental Services 
Department. The issues that emerged had more to do with the City’s adoption of long-
standing County land use regulations, practices and organizational behaviors. While it 
was necessary to implement the County’s regimen of rules and tools for a period of 
time, the City found itself wanting to invest in home grown measures shaped around 
Goleta’s specific needs and desires. It was broadly acknowledged that the time had 
come to pull away from the County rules, tools and culture of doing business. 
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Several responsive actions were taken by the City Council in March 2007, including: 
 

 The composition of the Design Review Board (DRB) was adjusted to seven 
members, with the majority of the positions designated for licensed 
professionals (e.g. architects, landscape architects and landscape 
contractors). 

 The point of appeal of DRB decisions was advanced to the preliminary review 
phase. 

 The DRB trigger was adjusted to 750 square feet for single family unit 
additions. 

 The 50% expansion cap was rescinded for single family unit additions. 
 The side yard setback on corner lots was adjusted for single family units. 
 Floor area ratios were re-characterized as guidelines rather than absolute 

standards. 
 Public notice and appeal requirements were streamlined for discretionary 

projects.   
 
During the study sessions, members of the City Council expressed a desire for process 
improvements, a demystifying of the planning process, and an overarching emphasis 
placed on customer service. What staff heard from Councilmembers was an expectation 
that the planning process deliver high quality results through fair, consistent and 
normative planning practices that take far less time. That set the stage for the 
commissioning of a process improvement project as a precursor to the preparation of 
the City’s home grown zoning ordinance and other planning and design controls to 
come. 
 
As a result, staff suggested that a professional management consulting firm be 
commissioned to provide best practice evaluations and independent peer review of the 
City’s land use planning function. On March 19, 2007, the City Council authorized a 
contract with Management Partners, Inc., for a process improvement project that largely 
centered on an operational review of the Planning & Environmental Services 
Department. The scope of work included the following sub-tasks: 
 

 A survey of staff and stakeholders on processes, tools and customer service 
issues. 

 A charting of process maps.  
 Benchmarking with peer agencies.  
 Best practices research.  
 Articulation of a range of solutions.  
 A model exercise to achieve buy-in across planning staff and other 

departments.  
 Preparation of a detailed implementation plan. 

 
This staff report presents the Management Partners report as Attachment 1.   
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DISCUSSION: 
 
Over the course of last summer and fall, Management Partners conducted interviews 
with 22 staff members and 20 stakeholders of the City’s land use function, so as to 
validate their understanding of baseline conditions and challenges that lie ahead, as 
well as to adjust the scope of work to match new issues and ideas. Interviewees 
included members of the City Council, Planning Commission and Design Review Board, 
the City Manager and some of the Department Heads, various community stakeholders, 
private sector land use professionals that do business with the City, as well as staff from 
the Planning & Environmental Services Department, Neighborhood Services 
Department and Community Services Department. The interviews produced information 
about current processes and workloads, community values and expectations, desired 
outcomes of the study, areas for further inquiry and analysis, numerous 
recommendations for process improvements. 
 
Several progress report meetings were held by a staff subcommittee to validate 
information and test-out current and suggested process steps and system refinements. 
Most importantly, the meetings created a forum for idea-making and examination of 
benchmark comparisons with peer jurisdictions, process maps or flow charts, as well as 
process improvement recommendations to come forth from the study. Mr. Shine Ling of 
the Planning & Environmental Services Department served as a staff coordinator/liaison 
with the staff of Management Partners. An extensive review of City documents was also 
conducted as part of the study. 
 
Management Partners conducted surveys with nine selected peer jurisdictions that led 
to benchmark comparison charts on a host of subjects. The peer jurisdictions included 
Dana Point, Encinitas, Manhattan Beach, Mountain View, Poway, Redondo Beach, San 
Clemente, Santa Barbara and Santa Cruz. The communities of Aliso Viejo, Monterey, 
San Bruno and San Juan Capistrano were invited to participate but elected otherwise. 
The benchmark comparisons covered a range of topics, including (refer to pages 19 – 
29 of Attachment 1): 
 

 Staffing (Goleta is at an average staffing level for planning positions and 
considerably below average for in-house building inspectors and plan 
examiners, when adjusted for work load and contract services). 

 Caseload volume by planner position (slightly above average). 
 Processing rates as a ratio of positions (considerably below average). 
 Building Permits processed as a ratio of plan examiner positions (average). 
 Building inspections as a ratio of positions (average). 
 Turnaround times for planning applications for  

o New single family residences (considerably above average). 
o Room additions (considerably above average). 
o Conditional Use Permits (above average). 

 
The benchmark comparisons also measured the land use function relative to fiscal 
considerations, finding that Goleta’s annual budget of $2.4 million for the Planning & 
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Environmental Services Department is in line with the peer jurisdictions. Peer 
comparisons were made for the following fiscal categories (pages 41 – 49): 
 

 Expenditures per position in the Planning & Environmental Services Department 
(Goleta is about average). 

 Expenditures per percentage of total General Fund (Goleta is twice that of 
average). 

 Equipment and services budget (average). 
 Permit fees and charges for services (considerably less than average). 
 Permit fees and charges for services per position (considerably less than 

average). 
 
From a management perspective, the report includes a comparison of organizational 
structures across peer jurisdictions (page 34) and a critique of the challenges that 
Goleta’s management is facing in creating a home grown system as it breaks away from 
the County model (pages 35 – 41 and 49 – 50). 
 
Process maps were constructed to better understand the path that various permit types 
must follow. They, in turn, raised many questions and challenges pertaining to how the 
Planning & Environmental Services Department operates within and across its four 
functional divisions (Current Planning, Advance Planning, Building & Safety, and 
Planning Commission/Design Review Board), as well as with other related City services 
such as the Engineering Services Division within the Community Services Department. 
Matters such as counter intake, routing, cash handling, timelines, etc. were analyzed 
and process improvement recommendations made and some tested (pages 51 – 63). 
 
Public service issues were also assessed and measured against best practices in the 
field of community development (pages 64 – 72). This analysis included a review of 
technology needs, such as a web-based Geographic Information System, an on-line 
permit tracking system, digital records retention system, an on-line transmittal system 
for ministerial permits, and a one-stop counter system for stakeholders having business 
with the City, (including fire, engineering, code enforcement, redevelopment and 
revitalization). 
 
Detailed recommendations are provided throughout the report. Staff of the Planning & 
Environmental Services Department and Engineering Services Division were invited to 
comment on each recommendation. Management Partners retained ownership of the 
recommendations and had the final say throughout this review and comment process. A 
tally of the recommendations is provided as Attachment A of the report. 
 
The recommendations represent Management Partners’ independent assessment of 
what needs to be accomplished by the City if it is to meet its stated objectives. Those 
objectives bear repeating: timeliness; consistency; injecting more certainty or 
predictability into the process; measurement accountability; transparency; and assuring 
that there are multiple points of public access into the land use function.  An overview of 
the final report and findings will be provided via PowerPoint by representatives of 
Management Partners. 
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STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The recommended actions of the report directly relate to several Strategic Plan goals, 
including: General Plan, Ordinances & Implementation Measures; Develop & Improve 
Communication to Residents; and Protect Character, Quality & Diversity of 
Neighborhoods. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
N/A. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
A contract in the amount of $62,700 was authorized with Management Partners for the 
conduct of the process improvement project and report preparation and is consistent 
with the City’s budget allocation for this service. 
 
Submitted By:   Reviewed by:      Approved By: 
 
 
_____________________ _______________________  _____________________ 
Steve Chase, Director  Michelle Greene, Director  Daniel Singer  
Planning & Environmental Administrative Services  City Manager 
Services 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Management Partners Report on Land Use Function Improvements, April 2008 
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