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GOLETA

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

o0 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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Mr. Steve Chase, Director

Planning and Environmental Services Department
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B

Goleta, CA 93117

Dear Mr. Chase:

Management Partners is pleased to present this report of our analysis of the City's land use
function processes. :

Stakeholders seek a clear, consistent and predictable land use process. The City Council,
City management and staff are all interested in quality results for the community. Both
interests can be met through a land use process that has up-to-date technology systems,
stated and measured performance expectations, consistent policies, and clear roles for each
of the reviewing parties.

Goleta employees work very hard to provide high quality service to stakeholders and spend
significant time with them, providing information and assisting at the counter. Nonetheless,
the system can be improved by a variety of changes to include policies, procedures and
technology. Specifically, this report recommends:

» Creating a cost recovery plan for the operation with goals and targets that are
regularly measured.

* Implementing centralized permit tracking software

» Establishing performance standards for the operations and a system to measure
effectiveness in meeting these goals

e Updating the zoning code as a critical component to better customer service

» Breaking up broad application types into smaller, more specific application types
with thresholds o

¢ Clarifying routing, review times, and review letters with reviewing agencies.

We are confident that through our recommendations, the City can improve its land use
process for the benefit of stakeholders, the community, staff effectiveness, advisory bodies
and the Council.

2107 North First Street Suite 470 www.managementpartners.com Telephone 408 437 5400
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Thank you for your support of this project. We also greatly appreciate the staff members
who gave their time, insight and expertise for this report. They were accommodating and
responsive. We look forward to assisting the City in implementing these recommendations.

Sincerely,

.

Gerald E. Newfarmer
President and CEO

e,
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
IR,

The City of Goleta is suffering some “growth pains” as it evolves from an
unincorporated County area to an incorporated City with stakeholder
demands for City amenities and services and some dissension among
City residents and policymakers on growth issues. In the six years since
incorporation, the City has operated without a fully functional General
Plan which, in turn, impeded other important policy improvements; staff
has been forced to operate on “shifting sands” as the General Plan was
being prepared, and now is under an amendment process. The quantity
and complexity of land use has increased in recent years. Since
incorporation, staff members have been busy processing daily workload
and have been unable to put a comprehensive and considered system for
land use function improvements in place. The City is fortunate to have a
reputation as a desirable residential location, and to have on staff many
skilled, knowledgeable, and hard-working employees with a focus on
customer service and an understanding of “the big picture.” -

Due to the City’s desirable characteristics, these land use function
workload pressures will continue for the foreseeabie future. The slow start
of a new land use system in the early years of the City’s history artificially
limited development, resulting in the current increase in workload. Goleta
is fortunate, however, that it is in a position to maintain high-quality land
use standards, protect critical environmental assets and maintain the .
quality of life for current residents as new residential growth occurs.

By adopting the Santa Barbara County zoning code, Goleta has joined an
exclusive regional club with a unique land use process unlike that of the
rest of California and the United States. The current zoning code is
unique and consists of broad “umbrella” application types that encompass
what are divided into more specific types in other cities. The result is the
need for a high degree of interpretation for each review and approval,
with custom-made permits. This is akin to the difference between a
custom-made and a manufactured watch; the former process, while
technically proper and artful, is far less efficient. Though there will
necessarily be differences in individual land development sites, the review
process should be streamlined to the maximum extent possible by
adopting a more specific (and non-conflicting) zoning code and design
guidelines so that staff can independently act to move things forward.

Currently, the system depends upon the historical and technical
knowledge of one or two staff who can make fast decisions based upon
" precedent; should those staff members depart, the system would be

Management Partners, Inc. 1
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considerably weakened and the hiring pool constrained to the local region
for those familiar with the unique code now in use.

Finally, this unique system creates an unnecessary barrier to entry for
developers unfamiliar with local custom and codes; those who already
know the system have a definite business advantage in gaining approval.

The City is in need of a sizeable investment in technology to serve as the
backbone for this process. Technology helps to ensure consistency and
clarity of review by tying all parties into the loop, creates an archive of
information on a given project or address, and provides the data and
reports necessary for proper operation and management of performance.

Clarifying the coordination aspects of the land use process is critical. Staff
from various departments must come together to set specific thresholds
as to what types of applications are routed, to whom, when, and with
defined turnaround times. Expectations of all parties must be made clear.

Goleta’s staff provides a high level of personal service, but the City is
lacking in educational materials and needs to move stakeholders to a
“self-service” model by which they can remotely retrieve information and
project status online.

The very nature of a study of organization and process is to look for ways

of improving the services under review. As such, the positive aspects of

the service delivery and those employed in providing that service are

considered to be givens. As the findings and recommendations for the

land use and building permit processes are reviewed, it is important to

note that there is a dedicated and loyal group of employees working in the

City who, on a daily basis, attempt to provide good service to the public.

In many cases they are the victims of organizational decisions, past

practices, and regulations promulgated by others that impact the method -
in which they undertake their work.

Also, the very nature of regulatory functions can be expected to create
tensions and frictions between the service provider and the stakeholder.
The challenge to the public agency is to create an atmosphere whereby
the agency works with the stakeholder in meeting the regulatory
requirements. With proper direction, procedures, and resources, City
employees exhibit a willingness and ability to implement and enact the
recommendations of this report successfully. Many employees expressed
enthusiasm that improvements are being considered and expressed a
desire to work with management and the stakeholders to bring about
improvements to the land use process.

The City of Goleta is in an excellent position to move forward and we are
confident that management and staff are skilled to ensure implementation
occurs.

Management Partners, Inc.



City of Goleta
Land Use Function Improvements

PROJECT BACKGROUND

w

This study is one of the key strategies that the City has adopted to
improve the land use process for Goleta. The objective of improving the
land use process is to enhance customer service, increase understanding
on the part of land use applicants and staff as to the constraints and
priorities of the City, and to support appropriate economic development to
improve services to existing residents. The study includes a
comprehensive review of the process, with particular attention focused on
financial, technological, customer service, and process improvements.
Since its incorporation in 2001, the City’'s growth and land use issues
have been among the more important policy issues it has addressed.

Following incorporation, the City deemed it necessary to quickly put in
place land-use policies and land use codes. Goleta found it expeditious
and sensible to adopt existing Santa Barbara County regulations and land
use processes. While new cities commonly adopt County regulatory
procedures, the situation in Goleta was somewhat unusual due to the fact
that the County of Santa Barbara developed an unusual and complicated
land use regulation approach, based on environmental impact in
response to a variety of large scale land use proposals, including oil
drilling, that shaped the land use planning agenda in the -1970's and
1980’'s when modern (CEQA compliant) planning policies were
developed. Such policies, while arguably appropriate for consideration of
undeveloped property, are problematic for a suburban / urban area such -
as Goleta, especially for areas that were developed haphazardly prior to
the development of the current County system.

Since incorporation and, more recently, a change of City Council
composition, demand on the land use function has increased. As a result,
the City has engaged Management Partners to evaluate the land use
approval process and make recommendations for improvement. Not only
is it an appropriate time in the early life of the City to evaluate processes
and procedures, but to improve the process, ensure financial stability, and
increase the level of stakeholder satisfaction as well, an important goal of
the study.

This study by Management Partners is a continuation of the
improvements the City has implemented internally over the last year.
Some recent internal improvements have included minimizing redundant
appeals loops and public noticing requirements and fully staffing the
Advance Planning function. The improvements recommended in this
report will build upon an existing tradition of continuous improvement
within the organization.

Management Partners, Inc. : 3



City of Goleta

Land Use Function Improvements

PROJECT APPROACH

Management Partners’ study of the City of Goleta’s land use process was
conducted using a number of analytical and management techniques.
Data was collected through interviews with elected officials, employees
and stakeholders, by reviewing documents, and by obtaining information
from several comparable cities. In developing recommendations for
improvement based on the data analysis, we also relied on our
experience and knowledge of best practices in municipal land use.

This report will focus primarily on opportunities to make improvements,
based upon a model process and system that is functioning well and
staffed by knowledgeable, talented and hard-working individuals. As in
most systems, employees may be constrained from improving the quality
of services because of obstacles or inconsistencies in the process itself.

The very nature of a regulatory environment can create tensions and
friction between the City and its stakeholders. This is particularly so in a
new city such as Goleta where environmental and quality of life concerns
are paramount. The challenge is to create an atmosphere in which the
public agency works with stakeholders to meet regulatory requirements
(however stringent they may be), while balancing meaningful public
comment and engagement. It is also critical to facilitate land use functions
of the community as envisioned by the General Plan.

Individual interviews

Management Partners interviewed 22 staff members and 20 stakeholders
of the City’s land use function, including Commissioners, Board members,
Council members and stakeholders or users of the land use function. The
stakeholder perceptions section of this report summarizes key points
made. Salient points and information from staff lnterwews also are
included throughout this report.

During these interviews, Management Partners asked questions about
process strengths, opportunities for improvement and key issues that
should be addressed. These interviews produced information about
current processes and workloads, community values, expectations and
desired outcomes from this study, areas for inquiry and analysis, and
suggestions for process improvement. In addition to the individual
interviews with staff, ideas for improvements were collected during a

Management Partners, inc.
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project status report meeting before the recommendations in this report
were developed.

Document review

During the course of this review, Management Partners analyzed
numerous City documents related to the land use function and building
permit process. These documents included procedures manuals,
stakeholder handouts, budget and fiscal documents, and a description of
the previous improvements implemented by the staff. Computer reports
showing activity dates for various project applications were also reviewed
to give an overview of the process from start to completion.

Benchmarking

With input from the City, Management Partners selected 13 peer
jurisdictions for benchmark comparisons. These 13 jurisdictions were
surveyed to gather specific workload and staffing data; nine responded.
Benchmarking data was analyzed and compared to available statistics for
the City of Goleta. The results of this analysis are described in the Peer
Comparisons section of the report. '

Process Maps

Management Partners developed process maps, or flow charts, of the
land use permit and development plan processes based upon information
provided during the interviews with employees, stakeholders and other
stakeholders. These process maps were validated by City employees and -
then used to identify bottlenecks in the process. They were provided to
staff under separate cover.

-~ The process maps represent the best understanding of the general flow

of the City’s processes and serve as a basis for discussion of process
improvements. Throughout the process of information gathering, we have
focused on common themes and problems identified by staff and
stakeholders which led to recommendations for improvement.

Management Partners, Inc.
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STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS

A review of any process should include a discussion of the process with
users to gain insight into their perceptions and observations. The City
provided a list of interested parties and stakeholders of the land use and
permitting process for Management Partners to interview. Of the 20
individuals on the list who were contacted, Management Partners was
able to interview 10 of them.

Stakeholders interviewed for this study included residential developers,
homeowners, architects, home-building contractors, Design Review
Board members, Planning Commission members, and other non-staff
involved in Goleta’s land use and permitting process.

Stakeholder perceptions are just that — perceptions. They may conflict
with one another based -upon who the stakeholders are, and they may not
be entirely accurate. Nonetheless, any organization seeking to improve
should learn from what its stakeholders are saying about its provision of
service. General themes that emerged during stakeholder interviews are
summarized by topic below.

The Process
e The process is getting closer to supporting peoples’ legal right to
go through the process and get approval. From the City Council
down to the staff at the counter, citizens are becoming better
served by this City.

e While it is understandable that many people do not like the
County’s way of doing business, it is important not to discount
every single thing they do; by trying to reinvent every detail about
the way Goleta performs its business, the City is over-reacting and

- potentially missing some sound practices.

e The General Plan needs to be strengthened; some of those
interviewed are concerned about how this will occur. Goleta lacks
focus on the core issues. For example, — future vision for Old
Town, use of the Community Center, etc.

e The process by which Comstock was able to negotiate a land
swap resulted in a huge “win-win” for everyone.

e The conflict in the zoning ordinance is significant. Although the
City is working to rectify the problem, consider an interim solution
that eliminates projects having to consistently generate zoning
amendments. ‘

Management Partners, Inc. - . 7
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Workshops and comrﬁent periods are working well.

At the Land Use stage, the application process is too lengthy. The
City takes the full 30 days to deem the application complete or
incomplete. Each subsequent submittal requires another 30 days
of review.

The submittal checklist is very clear, but is incomplete. For
example, the City deems a submittal incomplete based on a detail
that was not included in the original checklist. At this stage, the
more information required up front, the easier it will be to get
through the process. A more complete checklist would also result
in fewer staff hours wasted on re-checking submittals.

The pre-application meeting is very helpful.

When work has begun on the EIR, the City allows no interaction
between the contractor and applicant. A

At the EIR administrative draft stage, the applicant does not get to
review the document — it is for the City only. As a result, the
applicant cannot identify issues with the draft report before it is
distributed. The best solution is to let the applicant see the
administrative draft and submit comments in writing so there is a
record. This way, the City would still have control and the
applicant will not have to face recirculation of another draft report.

Goleta’s process to select the EIR contractor is lengthy: 45 days
to scope the EIR, one month to develop the Request for Proposal
(RFP), one month to allow for proposals to come in, one month to
review proposals and select a contractor, and one month to get
City Council approval.

The new policy allowing the Planner to prepare staff reports at the

same time as other processes, such as preparing the Final EIR, is -

a good one.

The longer the delays in processing applications, the harder it is to
keep the product affordable in the end.

Regarding a recent, high profile project: Staff was receptive to
seeing the project through and “has extended every courtesy.”
Staff is always available for phone calls, and is willing to visit sites
to understand project needs.

Too much work, such as plan checking and inspecting, is
outsourced.

The rules that came from the County, which were comprised of
lots of different rules depending on rural versus urban areas, and
the zoning ordinance need to be completely rewritten. It is hard for
staff and the public to understand such poorly written code. The
City is trying to change the rules.

Management Partners, Inc.
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The County's influence is still huge: the City is adding provisions
to the County's zoning ordinance, which is a convoluted way to
write ordinances.

The people doing building plan check are going too far and being
unrealistic in their expectations. For example, they worry about
whether the screws in a connection are the right size. They want
things drawn a certain way; even though experienced
professionals know that their drawings are correct, they will be
criticized because of the reviewer's unnecessary requirements.

City Council

This Council is good at recognizing the projects that are congruent
with stated City goals and allowing them to move forward.

They need to come to some regional vision and coordination with
other institutions that have influence over Goleta (Santa Barbara
Airport, University of California, Santa Barbara [UCSB], Amtrak,
California Department of Transportation [Caltrans], the Water
District and Sanitary District).

The Council is able to give good direction to staff as to what they
want and do not want.

Council has been able to eliminate some appeals loops;
previously, anyone with $200 could appeal a project, easily
resulting in a 60-180 day delay for each appeal cycle.

It sometimes appears as if they have already made up their minds
about certain projects. :

They threw out the old General Plan before giving it a chance to .
work. They asked for everyone’s input on what to change — this
could be a big can of worms they opened. With the General Plan
in flux, staff has no direction.

The General Plan “policies things to death.” It does not provide a
preamble that says they recognize there may be competing
policies and that it is up to the Council to decide particulars. There
should be something that says that not every policy absolutely has
to be applied equally.

They need to recognize the fiscal impacts of growth — short-term
increases versus long-term negatives when you consider
Proposition 13’s effect — will the City recoup the costs of land use
in future tax revenues? Unlikely as the cost of services continues
to increase.

They spend much less time on projeci-related decisions and are
very businesslike. They need more patience and to consider the
consequences of their decisions.

Management Partners, Inc.
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» While the impression is they are very developer friendly, this is not
exactly true. They are not simply letting developers pave over
whatever they want.

» Staff reports are sometimes incomplete or too general, or they are
not forceful in declaring a planning recommendation (i.e., the
reports are too neutral).

» Since incorporation, there has not been a Planning Commission
so the Council took on a lot of the planning details themselves.
The Design Review Board (DRB) became a body that had a lot of
influence over some very minute details, and the public thought it
was too much. They did not have adequate policy direction. The
City is in the process of changing that now.

City Manager and Planning Director
e They have done a good job with protecting staff from political
interference, allowing them to do their jobs.
» The City Manager is very available and approachable.
* The Planning Director is a good leader and nurturer.

e The Planning Director takes a lot of credit for positive changes
that occur. He needs to share the credit with his staff more.

» Planning management is very detail oriented, but has trouble
seeing the big picture.

» The key people on staff are extremely high quality.

Staff

. » They work well together and seem to understand one another.

* Work at the counter has improved in its fairness, speed, and
equity.

e Some bu.ilding inspectors reinterpret Uniform Plumbing Code
(UPC) laws to their own satisfaction.

» At times, staff does not appear to care whether or not a project
gets approved.

e They do a gréat job being professional and responsive as
compared to other jurisdictions.

» Sometimes staff reports are not made available to the public until
late in the game, e.g., a report is ready Friday afternoon for a
Monday meeting, although this is not as big a problem as it used
to be. (Note: Some interviewed described this as being better than
in other cities.)
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They are beginning to be creative problem solvers, now that they
have permission to do so in the current Council and leadership
scheme.

Staff are very customer-oriented. They greet you, usher you into a
conference room, offer bottled water, etc. They are available to
chat and they quickly respond to emails.

Staff continues old County ways (particularly staff who came over
from the County) and can be inflexible.

Some staff look at themselves not as problem solvers, but rather
impartial bureaucrats.

Recruiting new staff is a huge problem — no one can afford to live
here. '

The City does not have enough staff. It sounds like they have six
years of work in front of them. They are working on things that
they have been working on for years, some of it before
incorporation.

People there remember your name. Nothing just comes up out of
the blue, and there have not been any hidden agendas or
requirements.

Design Review Board/Planning Commission

The DRB used to get caught up in some small thing that would
result in a complete redesign. They were too rigid and would not
consider reasonable deviations from their stated process.

Forming a Planning Commission was the right thing to do — it lets .
the Council spend their time on City business instead of trying to
make decisions where they do not have the expertise.

The DRB chairman is excellent and very reasonable. Some other
members inject their own personal issues rather than design
concepts.

DRB is good at handling heated disagreements between
neighbors.

DRB comments are invaluable, but there is often something lost in
translation to the stakeholder. If staff could articulate their position
better, it would be helpful.

None of those interviewed had many insights to the Planning
Commission since it was just recently formed.

Management Partners, Inc.
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LAND USE BEST PRACTICES

’_—_—_’_—_’—/—————‘————_

Management Partners has researched best practices in land use services
as part of projects we have completed for clients throughout the country.
We have interviewed employees and stakeholders in communities that
have a reputation for providing predictable, efficient and high quality land
use services.

Reviewing data from comparable cities and examining best practices is
an important part of our work for the City of Goleta. Based on our
experience with the land use function, we have identified the following
elements that we believe are vital for the City of Goleta or any other city
to reach the objective of improving the land use function.

Treat the Land Use Function as a Single Line of
Business

Land use services are typically carried out by employees in several
different city departments and, at times, separate organizations, such as
special districts. This is probably the single most important factor that
leads to miscommunication, redundancy, conflicting direction and fong
processing times.

it is not surprising that each department has different priorities, standards '
and time frames. It is not unusual for applications and permits to languish
on the desk or in the computer of an employee whose department or
division has its own higher priorities. The overall time to process the
permit for the stakeholder is determined by the lowest common
denominator (i.e., “the slowest truck in the convoy”). It is not unusual for
each department to set its own review time frames or to have none at all.

Because employees involved in the review come from several different
departments, it is most likely that there is no oversight and accountability
for the entire process. No overall time standards or consistent deadlines
apply for the many required reviews. To solve these problems, it is vital
that land use service delivery be viewed as produced by a single
organization, not separate departments working independently.

To bring about substantial and lasting improvement, jurisdictions must
assign accountability for results to a single manager who has the
authority to address problems and issues that cut across departments. In
smaller jurisdictions (such as Goleta), this can be handled by the City

Management Pariners, Inc. 13
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Manager. In larger ones, an Assistant City Manager is often given
responsibility to coordinate the various departments involved in land use
functions. Major projects can be most effectively handled if assigned to a
project manager who has the authority and the responsibility to work
across department lines.

Of course, for the process to be evaluated, managed and improved, an
effective permit tracking technology must be developed and maintained.
This task is quite often assigned to permit technicians who provide
regular reports to a responsible manager.

Establish Stakeholder-Driven | Standards of
Performance

Cities with a reputation for providing quality land use services have clear
standards of performance for processing times involved for the various
applications and permits. Ideally, these standards are established through
discussion with stakeholders to understand their needs and expectations,
and through a clear understanding of the process steps involved in
delivering quality results.

One of the most prevalent complaints from stakeholders of the land use
function in cities nationwide is there is no consistent or predictable
turnaround time established. In many cases, cities have established

- turnaround standards but consistently fail to meet them. In this situation,

the stakeholder is forced to apply and then wait with no idea of how long
the process may take (while potentially having significant financial
obligations at risk).

Once the standards have been established, the next step is to develop a .

performance measurement and reporting system that will track the
process results against the established standards. This way, the City can
be certain that it is meeting stakeholder expectations for response times
or can identify instances when the standards are not met.

Establish a Service and Problem-Solving Culture

Unfortunately the traditional land use services culture nationwide is often
characterized as having a “bureaucratic regulator mentality.” Many
organizations describe their primary responsibility as rule enforcers, with
no responsibility or accountability to provide responsive and efficient
service to their applicants.

In this environment, the applicants are not considered stakeholders at all:
rather, they may be considered potential rule breakers who require close
scrutiny and inspection.

An alternative mission for land use services would be to help
stakeholders to protect the quality of the public and private infrastructure,

14
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the safety and integrity of the built environment, the natural environment,
and the livability of the City while pursuing their projects.

Such a change in organizational culture requires consistent organizational
leadership, effective stakeholder service training, knowledgeable
stakeholders and a service-oriented attitude on the part of employees.

Cities that provide excellent customer service use many of the same tools
that other businesses use, including surveys of their stakeholders. This
provides timely and accurate feedback to the organization about the
quality of their services from a stakeholder’s perspective.

Develop a Financial Model That Will Sustain Quality
Services through All Land Use Cycles

Goleta, like all cities, will suffer through substantial peaks and valleys in
the land use workload. This is a predictable element of the land use
industry. It is very difficult to develop and maintain high-quality and
efficient services if the City is forced to alternately lay off and then attempt
to rehire experienced, talented employees. This is especially true for
employees with the technical knowledge necessary in land use.

This cycle results in inconsistent service to stakeholders and low morale
among employees. To avoid such cycles, the City can carefully develop a
fee and reserve policy. The first step is to identify all of the direct and
indirect costs of providing the services, and then to adopt a fee policy that
recovers the desired percentage of the cost of service.

This percentage could vary, depending on the perception of the
community benefit for individual services. There is no common policy that
can be recommended for every city. The policy should reflect the -
philosophy and the approach of the community as represented by the
elected officials.

Jurisdictions also must adopt a reserve fund as an operational “cushion”
to support land use services through all cycles. In essence, the City
should be fransferring excess revenue into a reserve during peak
workloads, and withdrawing funds from the reserve to maintain a core
staff and quality services during periods of reduced land use activity.

The appropriate amount to be set aside in this fund depends upon the
financial approach of individual communities. Generally, it should be
funded sufficiently to cover a downturn in land use-related revenues for a
reasonable period of time to avoid layoff of experienced staff.

Management Partners, Inc. 15
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Figure 1 below lists some proposed guidelines from the City of Bellevue

(Washington) for developing a fee policy and appropriate reserve fund.

FIGURE 1: PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR FEE POLICY AND RESERVE FUND

DEVELOPMENT

p'r;',gsasea cmam‘g ﬁ‘r‘mapies-‘

e Fees should be reglonally competltlve whlle allowmg for timely, hlgh-quahty services
- 'Permxt appllcants should pay for the dlrect services that they receive, adjusted fo

account for broader community benefits

s Fiscal management should be deve]opment—serwces wide, not department by

e 'department

. The fundlng structure should support the management of land use services as a line

* of business, through economic: cycles and fiuctuations in workload
Fees shou}d be predictable and understandable to the customer:
. The fee system should be effi c1ent and cost—effectlve to manage

Figure 2 below shows a proposed model for setting cost recovery
objectives based upon the type of service.

FIGURE 2: PROPOSED MODEL FOR COST RECOVERY OBJECTIVES

Policy - | Public “* | Pre- "~ Dlscretlonary Engineering Inspection” .
Developm nt" lnformatlon : Submlttal Revxew " | Review X‘; ‘
x% e x% Coh A x% X% (X% o

Central Support Functlons f' .

The proposed goal of a reserve and workload management strategy

would be to:

» Ensure that all functions can respond effectively to economic cycles,

both up and down.

o Further insulate the General Fund from dramatic cost swings,
especially as land use activity increases.

» Establish core staffing levels to retain institutional knowledge and core

service levels.

Summary of Best Practices

The above four elements are often found in cities with a reputation for
providing excellent land use services. Other attributes not described
above can also enhance top-notch agencies. One of the most important is

the effective use of information technology (IT).

IT allows service

organizations to dramatically improve their communication processes
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across departmental and divisional boundaries, and to meet or exceed
stakeholder expectations.

Innovation in the use of information technology also is critical in the land
use services business. Effective information technology allows employees
to more effectively manage and improve processes, and to provide up-to-
date information to stakeholders. A good permit-tracking information
system allows managers to compare performance against adopted
standards, and to provide positive and corrective feedback to the
appropriate team members. The information produced is the foundation
for a comprehensive performance management system.

Management Partners has identified opportunities for improvement in
each of these components required for an effective and stakeholder-
driven land use service. We have included recommendations for the City
of Goleta based upon these key best practices from our research and our
evaluation of other cities’ innovative practices. '

Management Partners, Inc.
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PEER COMPARISONS

“As part of this study, Management Partners conducted a review of

benchmark data from 13 peer cities selected in coordination with City
management. The purpose of this assessment is to provide general
insight into Goleta’s staffing and employee workloads for land use
services, compared with those in other peer jurisdictions.

While no comparison of cities is perfect because of the inherent
differences between jurisdictions and inconsistencies in reporting
information, benchmarking provides a reliable snapshot and general
comparison of staffing and workloads with the purpose to determine if
Goleta is within general norms or not. The goal of benchmarking is to |
identify significant variances, if they exist.

Methodology

In total, 13 municipalities were chosen as comparative benchmarks to the
City of Goleta. Criteria for selection included population size, coastal
community, college towns, and high quality land use standards, among
others. The 13 benchmark communities (with population) included:

= Aliso Viejo 62,817
=  Dana Point 36,765
= Encinitas 62,774
= Manhattan Beach 36,843
= Monterey 30,641
=  Mountain View 72,242
»  Poway . 50,675
= Redondo Beach 67,325
»  San Bruno 45,215
= San Clemente 65,338
= San Juan Capistrano 36,078
= Santa Barbara 94,154
= Santa Cruz 56,451

Benchmark surveys were sent to all 13 peer jurisdictions, and responses
were received from nine. The four jurisdictions that did not participate in
the survey were Aliso Viejo, Monterey, San Bruno, and San Juan
Capistrano.

Management Partners, Inc. 19
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Management Partners collected benchmarking data and demographic
information from municipal websites, budget documents, the U.S. Census
Bureau, and the State of California Controller's Local Government Annual
Financial Report. In addition, information was self-reported by the
benchmark jurisdictions, so the information provided is accurate as
reported to Management Partners. Cities did not always complete all
sections of the survey, thus individual cities may not appear in each
comparison below. Data in this assessment is from the 2006 calendar
year — the last full year for which information is available.

Municipal Comparisons

To illustrate the relative size of the benchmark jurisdictions, Figure 3
below highlights the 2006 population in each jurisdiction. The City of
Goleta, with a population of 30,679, falls below the overall average of
55,299 and below the median of 53,563. As can be seen, Santa Barbara
is an “outlier” with population significantly above the rest; if Santa Barbara
is excluded, the average falls to 50,982. In summary, Goleta’s population
is slightly less than average for the peer cities.

FIGURE 3: YEAR 2006 POPULATION OF BENCHMARK JURISDICTIONS
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Source: League of California Cities
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Staffing and Workload

A review of staffing and workload is useful in determining whether the City
has the resources necessary to provide timely service.

Table 1 below shows staffing in full-time employee equivalents (FTEs) for
various land use functions of peer cities. The overall peer average is then
compared against Goleta’s FTEs, with the far right column showing how
Goleta compares to the peer average.

TABLE 1: LAND USE STAFFING BY POSITION

Manhatian | Mountain Redondo | Santa | Santa San PEER

Dana Point] Encinitas Beach View Poway Beach Cruz | Barbara |Clemente |AVERAGE| GOLETA | VARIANCE
Current Planners 5 11 i 8 4 4 contract 14 4 7.0 7 0.0
Advance Planners 5 3 3 3 1 1 3 2 3.0 3 0.0
Engineers {private devt
review} 2 4 5 3 3 varies 1 2 29 2 0.9}
Building Plan Checkers 2 3 2 2 1 3 4 29 0.5 (2.4}
Does City contract - .
huilding plan chackers? Yes Yes Mo Mo Mo No Ho Ho Mo Yes
Building Inspectars 2 3 4 4 2 4 . 5 § 8 42 0.5 (3.7}

As can be seen, both current and advance planning functions have
exactly the same staffing levels as the peer average. Goleta is aimost one
FTE lower than the peer average in number of engineers reviewing
private land use projects. Goleta is 2.4 FTEs lower for building plan
checkers and 3.7 FTEs lower for building inspectors, but this makes
sense as the City contracts for those services. However, the City should
continue to review engineering and building plan check and inspection

resources to ensure adequate staff is available for the work; this can be -

done, in part, through use of performance standards noted later in this
report.
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Figure 4 below illustrates the number of land-use applications that were
processed in 2006 as a ratio to the number of planners in each
jurisdiction. Because San Clemente's total number was extremely high
compared to the other cities, it was excluded and considered an outlier.
The data with remaining cities shows that each planner in Goleta
reviewed an average of 67 land-use applications in 2006 while the peer
average was 58.7.

FIGURE 4: LAND-USE APPLICATIONS PER PLANNER
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Figure 5 below illustrates the number of land-use applications that were
approved in 2006 as a ratio to the number of planners in each jurisdiction.
The data shows that for each planner in Goleta, 40 applications were
approved in 2006 while the peer average was 56.1. Again, given the
complexity of the Goleta zoning code and process and the limited use of
administrative approvals, this is not surprising.

FIGURE 5: LAND USE APPLICATIONS APPROVED PER PLANNER FTE

Management Partners, Inc.
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Figure 6 compares building permits issued to plans examiner positions.
By comparison, plans examiners in Goleta processed 750 permits per
FTE, as compared with 737.2 among the peer averages. The Building
and Safety Division operation appears to be quite efficient.

FIGURE 6: BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED PER PLANS EXAMINER

*Contruct Services
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Figure 7 below shows the number of inspections per building inspector
positions. Building inspectors in Goleta conducted 4,372 inspections per
FTE in 2006. This figure is below the benchmark median of 4,589
inspections per FTE.

FIGURE 7: BUILDING INSPECTIONS PER BUILDING INSPECTOR
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In general, Goleta appears to have adequate staffing levels for planning -
and building plan check and inspection work and runs just below peers in
terms of workload. Staffing levels for the engineering review function
should be examined more closely.

Processing Times

One of the primary concerns for any land use function is turnaround time;
many applicants care more about the timing (an expeditious process)
than the fees and costs involved. Management Partners compared
turnaround times of certain application types for Goleta against its peers.
It should be noted that all information is self-reported by the jurisdictions
and that times are in calendar days.

Many cities have developed performance standards or targets for
processing planning entittement applications. Fewer cities have actually
measured actual results against the standards, and fewer still have
published or reported this information. This is especially true for smaller
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cities such as Goleta. Planning permits are not uniform, and each
application raises different questions which have implications for
processing time and the process itself. For this reason it is notoriously
difficult to establish meaningful standards and it often requires years of
data to begin to draw meaningful inferences from the results of measuring
the processing times.

This is particularly true in an environment like Goleta that is complex and
where development projects are often contentious. On the other hand,
efficient processing is consistently noted as the number one concern of
the development community and the public and it is virtually impossible to
improve efficiency without measuring results. Therefore it is an accepted
“best practice” for planning departments to establish processing
standards and make meaningful measurements.

A common performance standard is that a City makes a commitment to
processing applications for “permit type X” within Y number of business
days 80% of the time. A policy like this benefits developers and the
community by providing some meaningful estimate of how long
processing will take.

It also benefits staff to have such a standard because it can reveal clearly
to applicants and the community the complications that can arise in
processing an application (for the 20% of cases that are not processed
within Y number of business days). Some of these complications can be
easily remedied, such as a lack of understanding of the constraints or
policies affecting development on a specific site, an unwillingness to work
with other stakeholders, or an application that is submitted with
incomplete information. This provides a good incentive and feedback loop
for the development community as well. (Management Partners has often
found that the developers complaining the loudest about poor processing

are submitting the most incomplete applications; but without a’

measurement system in place, a city cannot prove this point.)

While Goleta’s turnaround times appear longer than those in peer
jurisdictions based upon limited information available, this is indicative of
many issues and not a direct reflection upon staff commitment. As noted
earlier in this report, the City is a very sensitive environmental setting.
The City has adopted an exceptionally complex process designed for a
County government dealing primarily with new development (rather than
infill). This process is also weighted toward the public input and appeals
process, providing many means by which to delay project processing.
There is no automation or central permit tracking software in place to
assist staff and track status. As a new city, Goleta operates with land use
policies and regulations that are in flux, with the General Plan being
reopened for amendments, and a new zoning code deferred until the
General Plan is finalized. Goleta’s turnaround and processing times must
be examined within this context.

In addition, planning permits and processes are not uniform among cities
and it is not always possible to make a strict apples-to-apples
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comparison. Nonetheless, it is instructive to see how Goleta compares in
a general sense to its peers.

As Figure 8 below shows, planning applications for new single family
residences averaged 48.1 days from start to finish for the peer agencies,
well below the 120 days reported for Goleta.

FIGURE 8: TURNAROUND TIME FOR PLANNING APPLICATION FOR NEW SINGLE
FAMILY RESIDENCE IN 2006

Number of Days

*Average

The Cities of Redondo Beach, Santa Cruz and Encinitas self-reported a
range of days when asked, “What is the standard or average review time
that is provided to customers for....new single family home construction.”
Their answers spans several days (e.g. 12-21 days), so they were
averaged for the purposes of the above comparison.

One reason Goleta may take longer is that the Design Review Board is
involved and reviews all new single family residences. Depending on the
quality of initial submittal, this process can take at minimum four
meetings. The DRB meets only every other week, which means that the
review calendar for projects can be backed up from time to time, and
applicants also need time to make revisions between meetings. This can
lead to some delay and increase in turnaround times.

Management Partners also surveyed the peer cities to find out how long
they reported that it took to process a typical development application.
The plan was to compare this information against actual data collected for
Goleta to get a feel for what a good standard might be for Goleta. While
actual data was available for Goleta, peer data was self-reported and
unverified. When comparing the results, we found that Goleta’s actual
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processing times were much longer than the self-reported processing
times in other jurisdictions, and the peer jurisdictions did not have strong
measured data to support the estimates they provided. Actual processing
times in Goleta for development plans ranged from 300 to over 700
business days, while self-reported data from the other cities indicated a
broad range of from 30 days to 700 days, with most not exceeding 180
days. Given the planning complications in the peers and the lack of
supporting data, conclusive findings are not available regarding
development plan turnaround times.

As Figure 9 below shows, applications for Conditional Use Permits were
processed by peers an average of 107.5 days compared against 140
days in Goleta.

FIGURE 9: TURNAROUND TIME FOR PLANNING APPLICATION FOR
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IN 2006
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Again, the Cities of Santa Cruz, Encinitas and Santa Barbara self-
reported a span of days for review. In the above comparison, an average
was used.
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As can be seen in Figure 10 below, the peer average to process a
building permit for a residential room addition from start to finish was 16.3
days, as compared with 42 days in Goleta. This chart has been adjusted
to remove Redondo Beach, whose data was extremely high and excluded
as an outlier. The City of Encinitas self-reported a span of days for
building permit review; in the below comparison, an average of this span
was used.

FIGURE 10: TURNAROUND TIME FOR BUILDING PERMIT FOR RESIDENTIAL -
Room ADDITION IN 2006

*Average

Poway does not track data

Goleta’s processing times are generally longer than those in other cities,
for the numerous reasons noted throughout this report. The City's
contract service provider recently committed to reducing this process

‘turnaround to 21 days, so improvements should be forthcoming.

Municipal benchmarking is a complicated and often perplexing task —
largely because there is no such thing as a perfect comparison. When
examining performance and service level, however, benchmarking is an
invaluable tool for highlighting areas that represent significant variances
and should be examined in greater detail.
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

e L e

In undertaking this review, it has become obvious that the City of Goleta
is a unigue environment in which to work and conduct business. In an
effort to protect its residents, the City has developed numerous complex
regulations with which stakeholders must comply and employees must
enforce. The highly participatory nature of the Goleta community adds
greater intricacy and time delay to many processes. The peak volume of
land use occurring in the community due to the opening up of
development since incorporation and a change in City Council has served
to strain existing resources. Given this environment, the City will derive
great benefit by continually striving to move toward a consistent,
streamlined and methodical approach to doing business. With
improvements to the organization and processes, limited staff resources
can be better utilized.

A variety of interests and stakeholders play a role in the future land use in
Goleta:

o City residents are interested in what gets built in the community,
with some desiring more retail variety and others content with the
current mix of services, amenities and level of land use. Many are
concerned about maintaining the residential flavor of the
community and minimizing impacts of second stories and
accessory dwellings. .

o City officials are interested in quality design and land use that will
enhance the tax base and foster continued vibrancy of the
community.

« Developers have an interest in predictable, timely processes, with
clear guidelines and expectations, so they can make prudent
investment decisions about where and when to build.

It is the City staff's role to interpret policy direction contained in hundreds
of pages of documents, and balance sometimes competing interests. This
section provides analysis and recommendations on the following:

Organizational Structure
Management Issues
Financial Issues

Policy Issues

Process Issues

Service Issues

Technology Issues
Physical Workspace Issues

O0O000O0O0O
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As noted earlier in the Executive Summary, existing positive aspects of
the City’s processes are considered to be givens for the purposes of this
review; our purpose is to look for ways of improving services. Readers
should be reminded that there is a dedicated and loyal group of
employees working in the City who, on a daily basis, attempt to provide
good service to the public. Past practices, regulations, and the very
nature of regulatory functions can be expected to create some tensions
between the City and stakeholders. The best public agencies are able to
create an atmosphere in which the agency works with applicants to meet
the city’s regulatory requirements (however detailed they might be) and to
respond to other stakeholder concerns. This customer service approach

of helping to comply (“saying yes”) rather than using regulations to throw

up roadblocks (“saying no”) and having standards for the timely provision
of service are critical to improving overall stakeholder satisfaction.

Organizational Structure

A review of each City’s organizational structure with regard to land use
services, code enforcement, and economic development/redevelopment
is also instructive.
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Figure 11 below shows Goleta’s current organizational structure with the
exception that an additional Senior planner has since been added to the
Advance Planning Division.

FIGURE 11: CURRENT CITY OF GOLETA ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
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Goleta’s Planning and Environmental Services (PES) Department is
comprised of three divisions: Current Planning, Advance Planning, and
Building & Safety. In the recent past, code enforcement (which was
formerly a part of the Building & Safety Division within PES) was rolled
out to a new department of Redevelopment and Neighborhood Services,
and includes the City’s redevelopment efforts and public safety contract.
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Table 2 below shows a comparison of three organizational structure
components for the peer organizations, based upon publicly available
information. Black squares denote that the jurisdiction “has” that
component (is affirmative).

As can be seen, all cities but Goleta and Mountain View include their
code enforcement efforts within a community development, planning, or
building department. Five cities included economic development and
redevelopment under one of those departments. Four peer cities and
Goleta have a segregated division or work unit for advance or long-range
planning.

TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE ACROSS PEERS

Has Economic Development/RDA within
Community Dev't/Planning/Building

Has Code Enforcement within Community
Dev't/Planning/Building

Has separate Advanced Planning
section/division

Code enforcement is the implementing arm of the land use function;
without it, the zoning ordinance and the permits issued lose purpose. As
can be seen above, the majority of peer communities link code
enforcement and land use services in a single department because there
is benefit in having a close working relationship between them. In many
cities, code enforcement is directly linked via software with land
development functions so that violators’ addresses can be flagged to
ensure no future permitting is allowed. Code enforcement officers are
often co-located near building inspectors so that there is free flowing
dialog about various sites and cases throughout the community. The
creation of sign codes and other ordinances can and should reflect input
from those charged with enforcing their provisions.

Because the split of code enforcement and housing programs into a
separate department is a recent occurrence in Goleta, Management
Partners does not recommend changes to the current organizational
structure at this time. However, given that the majority of peer
communities link code enforcement and land use services in a single
department, it is likely that having a strong linkage between the two yields
benefit. This same benefit can be achieved in the short-term through
carefully planned and coordinated efforts on the part of the two existing
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departments, but Goleta may want to consider re-merging these functions
in the future as the City grows.

Recommendation 1: Analyze and clarify the respective
roles of the Neighborhood Services and Planning and
Environmental Services departments and streamline
processes involving both. Staff from both departments
should work together to clarify roles and process steps, to
maximize the City's best interests of having both
departments involved without burdening the stakeholder.

Recommendation 2: Build linkages between the
departments into tracking software. Automating the
linkages can provide substantial benefits. For example, if
code enforcement in Neighborhood Services can input a
“hold” for building permits on any property with unresolved
violations, this improves outcomes for the City and helps to
streamline linkages in the process.

As noted above, Goleta is fairly unique for a small-sized city in having a
dedicated Advance Planning division within Planning and Environmental
Services. Many cities do not organize with a dedicated division but rather
parcel out advance planning work to the same planners doing current
planning work, thus having planners do both advance and current work.
The Director believes Advance Planning should be a focus for the City
and, therefore, merits a division status. Given Goleta’s particular planning
issues including the need for revision of numerous policy documents that
form the foundation of planning in the City, Management Partners agrees.

Management Issues

Management of the land use services system rests primarily with the
Planning and Environmental Services (PES) Director, although the whole
system involves collaboration with other City departments (e.g., Public
Works, Redevelopment and Neighborhood Services) and external
agencies (such as the Santa Barbara County Fire Department). In
general, those interviewed were quite favorable about management,
noting that the new PES Director was hard-working and capable, but that
he had a large task to reform the system. The Current Planning Manager
is uniformly respected as a subject matter expert and dedicated
employee. The new City Manager is viewed with optimism and
considered to have an earnest desire to improve the system:.

The most basic need for current permitting operations is a requirement of
clarity, organization and accountability in the structure and the employees
tasked to complete the work. The key is to establish a framework within
which employees can function effectively and efficiently. The City has not
developed a mission statement or formalized goals for land use which
can act as a roadmap for City staff.
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Recommendation 3: Develop a statement of overall
goals and objectives for the land use function. For the
land use permit processes in particular, the role of
employees should be to help applicants pursue their
projects in concert with the City’s values, as promulgated
in the General Plan and zoning ordinance, and to invite
applicants to play a collaborative role with other
stakeholders in the planning process.

Probably the primary management issue for land use services in Goleta is
the lack of data-driven performance standards. Aside from state-
mandated timeframes, Goleta has no specific turnaround time standards
in place. Tracking does occur but is limited, in part due to problems with
technology (more below). Turnaround times for routed reviews (how long
Public Works Engineering will have to review a project, for example) have
not been formalized and agreed upon by all parties, resulting in frustration
on both sides as timeframes are considered either unreasonable or are
not met.

Most best practices organizations in land use have established specific
performance standards and turnaround times that increase the
predictability and timeliness of the process for stakeholders (an interest
more important than cost to many developers), but it builds accountability
for results at the City, department, division, and individual employee level.

Recommendation 4: Establish performance
expectations and timelines for land use processes,
identify the data to be collected and methods for
collection, and regularly review the data for
continuous improvement. Organizational and work
program goals, as well as service delivery (primarily in
terms of turnaround times), should be included in the
review of performance expectations for the departments
and divisions involved in the land use function. Once clear
goals for the land use function are established for
turnaround time, quality and other issues, they must be
measured. If expected performance is not achieved, the
data should be sufficiently informative to pinpoint the
source of the problem and the manager should take steps
to improve the process accordingly. The results should be
used as one means of input on employee performance
evaluations, but not be used as a hard standard or as the
sole criterion for an employee’s review.

While the City has set some broad goals for review
turnaround times, they are not clearly documented, and
accountability for meeting these goals is limited.
Performance standards should be developed jointly by all
the regulatory review disciplines (e.g., planning, building,
engineering, fire, utilities), as well as stakeholders. Once
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performance standard and turnaround time fracking is
under way, staff will be able to assess process issues and

~ problems more readily, and take steps to address them on
an ongoing basis. This will encourage an organizational
culture of continuous improvement, which is critical to
delivering service in a regulatory environment.

Sample performance standards are provided in Attachment
B in this report.

In reviewing an organization, analysis of the management span of control
(ratio of staff to managers) is important. The Director of PES currently has
four direct reports including the Current Planning Manager, Interim
Building and Safety Manager, Advance Planning Manager, and an
Administrative Assistant. This is reasonable for a department head.

The Interim Building and Safety Manager has one staff report plus
oversight of the Willdan contract, a lower span of control than normal due
to the City’s contracting out the vast majority of building permit functions.
The City's new Advance Planning Manager, hired in April 2007, has
recently added a second planner report to her operation.

Span of control is an issue, however, in the Departiment’s largest division,
Current Planning. At present the Current Planning Manager has seven
direct reports plus two contract staff reports, for a total of nine direct
reports. This is sizeable in number and even more so when one considers
that the Planning Manager in Goleta also is actively involved in
processing daily workload. The result is a lack of time on her part for
proactive management and process improvement. It also does not assist
in developing the knowledge and skill sets of planning staff. A large
reason for this is the City’s use of the County of Santa Barbara’s zoning
code, which requires greater subjectivity in processing of applications -
and, thus, greater involvement required on the part of the Planning
Manager.

While the Current Planning Division is not of the size to merit an Assistant
Current Planning Manager, the level of daily oversight by the Planning
Manager can and should be reduced. Currently, Senior Planners have
been assigned to supervise various office functions such as the front
counter operations, Design Review Board, and new case review. This is
an excellent first step, but can be taken further.

Recommendation 5: Train and empower senior
planners to supervise junior planner work. In most
planning agencies, senior planners act as “mentors” and
make decisions when necessary on behalf of more junior
planners. This is done as a part of their work as senior
planners, in lieu of having the Planning Manager make all
judgment calls. Senior-level planners should be
responsible for, and evaluated on, supervision of the work
of other planners. The need for a supervising Principal

Management Partners, Inc. 37



City of Goleta

Land Use Function Improvements

Planner position should be considered in the future. For
now, the Planning Manager should meet regularly with the
senior planners to track workload and to act as advisor for
those tough calls that require her input and assistance. But
in general, decision-making should be pushed down in the
planning division.

Another key aspect of management is planning for development, training,
and succession of staff. This is particularly important in the land use
function, where competition with the private sector for qualified staff is
high and the learning curve long — a new staff member in land use
services often can take multiple years to get a true handle on local
ordinances and regulations. The need for succession planning is well
documented as both private and public sector organizations face the
approaching baby boomer retirement wave with fewer workers in
subsequent generations to take their place.

Government pension systems also contribute to the problem, as there
can be disincentives to working years beyond the typical retirement date
in a defined benefit plan. In the private sector, which has moved largely to
defined contribution plans, this disincentive does not exist.

Additionally, an anti-government bias that has been evident in the last 20
years has discouraged young people from selecting public service
careers. Other factors include that government organizations are often
viewed by younger generations as slow, technologically behind the
private sector, bureaucratic and not competitive in terms of salaries and
benefits. College students and others are still selecting public service
careers, but simply not in the numbers as before.’

The government sector in California is being affected by some other
factors as well. Since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, and the anti-"
government sentiment represented by its passage, local governments
and elected officials have been hesitant to increase fees, assessments or
special use taxes as the cost of providing services increased.
Consequently, cities and counties have had to reduce personnel to live
within their means. One common strategy over the years has been to thin
the middle management level so that direct service delivery positions are

' As noted by the International City/County Management Association (Preparing the Next
Generation: A Guide for Current and Future Local Government Managers,” ICMA 2003):

New generation employees are most attracted to organizations with current
technology and a collaborative working environment. Young people in
Generation X (born 1964—1977) and Generation Y (born 1977-1997) exhibit
values different from older, baby-boomer managers. The younger generations
emphasize a balanced life and are less willing to sacrifice family and other
personal activities in the interest of career advancement. Focus groups report
that current Generation X local government employees often perceive chief
executives to be singularly focused on work and overwhelmed, abused, and
attacked. To exacerbate matters, city and county managers have done a poor job
of promoting the benefits and rewards of their work.'
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preserved. The result today for many local government organizations is a
lack of bench strength at the upper middle management level —
particularly at the assistant department director level, where successor
department directors would normally be found. :

Recent awareness of the higher pace of retirements, and the smaller pool
of people to replace retirees, has led cities and counties to explore new
ways of ensuring they have the talent and skills necessary to provide
service in the future.

The traditional approach of filling positions is the “just in time” method of
beginning a recruitment process once someone has announced his/her
retirement. It worked well in the past because there was a large pool of
people interested in working for local government and enough employees

in the middle ranks who were interested in moving into leadership
positions. But that is not the case now.

A new approach is to engage employees several years before they
expect to retire in the process of planning for succession. That could
prevent significant institutional knowledge from disappearing as larger
numbers of people leave in a more compressed period of time.
Organizations also should document institutional knowledge where
possible, provide for overlap from the incumbent to the new person in a
position, and mentor candidates in advance so they will be ready to take
on higher-level responsibilities.

Goleta’s PES Director and supervisors have been proactive in employee
development and, according to staff, have routinely supported employee
training and development. This best practice can be improved and
expanded into the future.

Recommendation 6: ldentify employees interested in
career development and create individual development
plans for each of them. Plans should include skills
inventories, training objectives, possible career ladders
and “destination” jobs. Responsibility for career
development is shared by the employee and the
organization.

Recommendation 7: Require all managers and
supervisors to include “talent development” as part of
their primary job responsibilities, and evaluate them
on the basis of their performance on that indicator,
among other key performance indicators. Al
supervisors and managers should have development of
staff and preparation for promotion within the City as main
responsibilities. " '

Training for line employees and supervisory/management staff is also a
critical part of this program. Employees require general training to
improve personal and technical skills so they can successfully compete
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for promotions. Supervisors and managers need training on how to
coach, mentor and develop staff.

Recommendation 8: Create a training goal for each
employee and implement it. PES and other City staff
should be encouraged, and given the time and opportunity
to participate in outside training and coaching sessions to
develop their skills. A specific goal such as sixteen hours
of training per year per employee (for example) should be
established and funded.

By the very nature of land use services being a regulatory process with
stakeholders required (and not desiring to) participate, it is normal that
management will often hear negative feedback from policymakers and the
public. These complaints tend to get much more attention than the good
things done by staff, which are often taken as a matter of course. The
workplace environment and employee retention can both be improved by
ensuring that managers constantly praise, recognize, and (if possible)
reward good performance.

Recommendation 9: Formalize a program by which’
staff are regularly praised, recognized, and rewarded
for good work. Creating some formalized program by
which employees are “caught being good” can be a
motivational tool and help in creating a more balanced
view of the operation. Some departments in other cities, for
example, review and read aloud any positive stakeholder
comments or “thank you notes” about specific staff
members during staff meetings and shared with
policymakers and the public as a way to recognize their
efforts, give public kudos, and ensure a balanced
. perspective on performance.

In interviews, City staff members were divided as to the quality of
communication within the City and within the PES Department. While
some staff felt that communication was fine, others felt that as the City
had grown from a few employees to a larger staff, communication
protocols had not yet been developed accordingly. The result is that
sometimes more people than necessary are involved in discussions, and
at other times key persons who should be involved are left “out of the
loop.” Some employees felt that communication had gotten worse in the
years since incorporation. In particular, PES employees expressed some
concern that the City Manager and PES Director engaged in meetings
and negotiations with stakeholders but did not always share the outcome
of those meetings with staff, resulting in embarrassment when
stakeholders knew more than staff and an impression that “the right hand
doesn’t know what the left hand is doing” within the City. The PES
Director acknowledges that this has happened in the past during periods
of rapidly evolving development which necessitated swift action. He
agrees that it is not the preferred manner of doing business and that staff
must be kept “in the loop” as much as possible.
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Recommendation 10: Establish communication
protocols to determine who should be involved in
various discussions within the City organization. As
this relates to the land use process, posting of notes on
project discussions on a shared intranet for now and, later
on an automated fracking system, will ensure that
everyone knows the status of an application and/or
proposed future project.

Financial Issues

The PES Director and Current Planning Manager agree that the
Department is not covering its costs and hopes to improve cost recovery.
According to the City’s budget, FY06 actual revenues for plan check fees

“and building permits and planning fees totaled just over $1 million;
conversely, the PES Department had $2.1 million in expenditures. Thus,
the City can be said to have subsidized land use in Goleta to the tune of
approximately $1.1 million in the recent past.

It must be recognized that, being just seven years old, Goleta is in the
transition phase from its capital-intensive “startup” phase to a more
mature phase as a city. In recent years, the City has had to provide
service while also funding the costs of the land use function infrastructure,
including various policies and procedures, and these costs are likely
reflected in the financial peer comparisons. As Goleta matures, the costs
of refining and maintaining this infrastructure are not as great and
financial comparisons should fall into line. To summarize, the City has
subsidized its land use operations to a greater extent in the past than it
should need to in the future.

Full cost recovery is usually not truly attainable, but is a common goal for
land use function operations. Many cities operate them as an enterprise
fund (like a utility) which must cover costs to operate. The goal is to
ensure that development pays for itself and residents are not paying for
someone else to build in their community, that land use services is a
“charge for service” system.

As noted earlier in the Land Use Best Practices section of this report,
having a financial model in place to establish cost recovery goals and
manage the peaks and valleys of land use cycles is appropriate to proper
operation of the system. During this review, Management Partners was
unable to identify any targets or goals for overall revenues for the land
use function though we recognize that the PES Director meets regularly
with the Finance Director on system finances.
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Recommendation 11: Develop and adopt a financial
model that includes appropriate fees, a reserve fund
and core staffing that will sustain quality land use
services through all land use cycles. The City Council
should adopt cost recovery objectives for key services and
an appropriate reserve fund policy to support services for
all land use cycles. (See the Land Use Best Practices
section of this report for more information). Once the policy
is established, Department management will be held
accountable to monitor expenses and meet the targets for
cost recovery of the operation from development revenues. -
The City also should adopt a core level of staffing required
to meet customer service expectations and standards,
even during periods of low land use activity and workloads.

As a part of this review, Management Partners compared Goleta’s
expenditures and revenues against peer jurisdictions. As Figure 12 below
shows, in terms of total community development expenditures, Goleta
comes in well below the peer average. While the peers average $4.8
million in expenditures, Goleta is at $2.4 million. Given variations in
population size, residential versus commercial, etc., this is not surprising
and shows that Goleta’s overall expenditures are not out of line.

FIGURE 12: FY 2006 TOTAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES
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As Figure 13 below illustrates, total expenditures per employee for Goleta
are just below the average of peer cities. Goleta spends $171,000 per
employee as compared with an average of $188,000 for peers.

FiGURE  13: TOTAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES PER
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FTE
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Another comparison that can be illustrative is total community
development expenditures as a percentage of total City General Fund
expenditures. As Figure 14 below shows, the peer city average is 8.85%
while Goleta is at the top of the peer cities at 16.68%. This is not
surprising given that Goleta is fairly unique in having a separate fire
district and not funding fire services through its General Fund budget,
which greatly reduces the overall General Fund budget size and,
consequently, increases the proportion spent on community development.
Goleta is also paying the “startup costs” of creating a full set of land use
policies (including a complete General Plan and zoning ordinance) and
has a high volume of applications being processed due to pent-up
demand following incorporation.

FIGURE 14: FY 2006 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES AS
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
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It can be useful to review spending on non-personnel costs in order to
see relative priorities for an operation. Figure 15 below shows that Goleta
is just below the peer average in spending on equipment and services per
employee. While the peer cities on average spend $76,500 per
community development FTE on equipment and services, Goleta spends
$61,000.

FIGURE 15: EQUIPMENT AND SERVICES BUDGET PER COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT FTE
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PES management and the City’s Finance Director both express concern
that fees and charges are too low and are not at local market rates. Data
from peer jurisdictions seems to confirm this.

Figure 16 below shows that Goleta is well below the average permit fees
and charges for service revenue (not including development mitigation
impact fees) of the peer jurisdictions. This includes planning charges for
service plus building permit fee revenues. While the peer average is $2.4
million, Goleta brings in roughly $728,000, or just 30% of the peer
average revenues.

FIGURE 16: FY 2006 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FEES AND
CHARGES FOR SERVICE REVENUE
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Similarly, when this amount is converted to a per employee ratio, Goleta
continues to be low. Peers average revenue of $83,000 per community
development employee, as compared with $52,000 in Goleta. This is 37%
less revenue per employee than in peer jurisdictions.

FIGURE 17: PERMIT FEES AND SERVICE CHARGE REVENUE PER COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT FTE
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The City is in process of two fee studies for User Fees and Development -
Impact Fees (DIF) and should act upon the recommendations therein.

Recommendation 12: Increase fees based upon
recommendations of the User Fee and Development
Impact Fee studies.

While increasing revenues is one method of bolstering an operation’s
fiscal stability, another is to reduce leakage that already exists. Staff in
the PES, Public Works, and Finance Departments of the City agree that
the lack of automation between PES and Finance has resulted in
“leakage,” with fees not collected when due and other items dropping
through the cracks. A primary reason for this is the lack of integrated
technology between PES and Finance.

In the past, some confusion occurred as to which department — PES or
Finance — was responsible for tracking charges against developer deposit
accounts. PES and Finance have recently met to resolve this issue and
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the Finance Department is now reconciling the accounts and invoicing
stakeholders to collect fees due to the City.

At present there is no direct electronic link between Planning and
Environmental Services and the City’s Finance Department software. This
is @ major obstacle to automation, causing redundant entry of similar
information, as well as inability to easily balance revenues and cash
collection. The process by which time is accounted for and billed to the
stakeholder is manual and time intensive. By all accounts, there likely is
considerable “leakage” as revenues that are entitled to the City are lost in
the manual system and not billed for, fee schedules are not updated in
the software system, and other calculation errors are made.

Planners enter time spent on accounts into the computer along with the
appropriate account number. The Finance Department backs out payroll-
related costs, and then multiplies the hours by the billing rate to invoice
the stakeholder. The Finance Director is in the process of setting up
separate accounts so that each project can be individually reconciled. In
July, the City Council approved a change such that revenues associated
with these invoices would be deposited into the appropriate project
account (as opposed to the General Fund, as was done previously).

Recommendation 13: Hold a workshop with City
Finance staff, IT staff and land use departments to
‘agree upon the best course for ensuring automation of
financial information between the systems, and move
forward with implementation. This high-priority issue
must be resolved to ensure consistent and accurate entry
of financial information for the City’s land use function
operation, real-time monitoring of developer account
activity (done by Finance but available to PES staff), and
the provision of regular monthly statements for developer
accounts.

There are fees available to the City that are not currently being charged.
California state law provides that cities can charge an advance planning
surcharge on all building permits in order to raise funds to help pay the
cost of preparing these documents. Typical advance planning fees in
California run 4-6% of building permit fees. The City of Los Angeles
currently charges 6% while the City of Santa Barbara charges 11%.
According to the State Controller's Report for FY05, Goleta had building
permit revenues of $376,000 which would result in $22,560 annually if a
fee of 6% were adopted by the City.

Recommendation 14: Adopt an advance planning
surcharge on building permits in order to raise funds
to pay for advance planning and policy document
preparation.

Similarly, California state law provides that cities can charge a technology
surcharge on all building permits in order to raise funds to help pay for the
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cost of technology improvements for land use services. As will be noted
further in the Technology lssues section of this report, the City is in dire
need of technology improvements for this business. Typical technology
surcharges in Southern California run 4-6% of building permit fees. The
City of Los Angeles currently charges 6% while the City of Santa Barbara
charges 2.95%. As with the advance planning fee above, Goleta could
gain an additional $22,560 per year from a 6% technology surcharge.

Recommendation 15: Adopt a technology surcharge
on building permits in order to raise funds to pay for
advance planning and policy document preparation.

Policy Issues

Goleta is a young city, having been incorporated only six years. In order
to begin business upon incorporation in 2001, the City contracted to
continue for land use services with the County that had already been
providing the service previously. In doing so, the City also adopted the
County's zoning code. Six years later, the City continues to use the same
County zoning code which is an earlier version than what the County
currently uses; in recent years the County revised and improved the code,
leaving Goleta behind.

Contractors hired to provide land use services were too busy processing
daily workload to set up systems or proactively plan the new City's
operation. Since in-house staff has been hired, they too have been busy
processing the pent-up demand for land use in the new City. As a result,
they are unable to take the time necessary to conduct a “big picture”
review of the system; hence, the purpose of this review and report.

The PES Department is greatly hampered by the lack of a policy"
infrastructure in terms of updated codes and regulations. These
documents are critical to PES operations in providing a vision and
framework within which staff can process applications. Managers are too
busy dealing with daily workload to prepare these (sizeable and complex)
documents in-house and have not been provided the resources
necessary to contract out for the work. The result is continued use of an
archaic policy infrastructure.

This is not to insinuate in any way that current staff is unfamiliar with, or
unable to process within, current regulations; on the contrary, the Current
Planning Manager is considered a subject matter expert on this particular
zoning code and all staff were professional and knowledgeable in

interviews. The issue is that the code itself is not specific to Goleta’s
needs, nor the best model available for modern cities.

Similarly, the lack of specific design guidelines makes aesthetic review of
projects more subjective by providing 2 much broader context in which
the applicant must work. Many cities in California have established design
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guidelines that articulate aesthetic requirements such as architectural
type (“mission style,” for example), paint colors, signage, lighting
standards, etc. Having such guidelines in place ensures there is a
consistent vision as to what the community wants to look like and against
which projects can be reviewed. Such guidelines also allow applicants to
know upfront what the requirements will be. Finally, such guidelines can
be built into the review process; in some communities projects that meet
all established design guidelines are then exempt from appearing before
the Design Review Board.

Some of the documents noted in interviews as needing to be revised or
written include:

Amending the new General Plan (in process)

Revising the Zoning Code (budgeted for FY08)

Creating a Local Coastal Plan

Creating a new sign ordinance

Streamlining regulations governing the use of

appeals

Creating formalized design guidelines

» Creating ordinance/design guidelines for lighting

» Creating ordinances regulating solar panels and
units

* Creating calculations to limit size and scale of

projects (Note: Floor Area Ratio (FAR) guidelines

were adopted in Summer 2007)

In general, Goleta’s review of projects, both for staff and policymaking
bodies, would be improved by a sound infrastructure of policy documents
that reflect the community’s vision for quality land use.

Recommendation 16: Identify and prioritize policy
documents to be revised and updated and budget
accordingly. PES should prepare a work plan to prioritize
and then ensure new policies and standards are
developed and timelines and budgets established. While
the Advance Planning Division should have primary
responsibility for many of these items on its work plan,
some will require leadership on the Current Planning side.
Both Advance and Current Planning Divisions should have
input on all documents. The City will likely need to utilize a
combination of in-house and contracted expertise to
ensure timely completion of this work. Since many models
and examples are available in other jurisdictions, there is
no reason for Goleta to “recreate the wheel.”

As noted earlier in the Financial Issues section of this report, the City can
pay for such documents in part through adoption of an advance planning
building permit surcharge.
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Process Issues

One of the most difficult aspects of the land use function, as opposed to
many other municipal processes, is the need for involvement by multiple
agencies within, and outside of, the City. Process issues often arise in the
‘handoff” of project applications between parties, when lack of
coordination about deadlines, review quality, and method of reporting can
result in glitches between parties.

In this section we present process issues regarding each division within
the PES Department, as well as issues relating to other City departments
or divisions.

Current Planning

Goleta’s land use function is fairly unique in that it is “planning-centric,”
with an unusual focus on the planning side (as opposed to the building
permit side, commonly the focus in other jurisdictions). There is good
reason for this, steeped in the region’s history. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was literally borne out of the
Environmental Studies program at the University of California — Santa
Barbara (UCSB) in Goleta, and both the City of Santa Barbara (adjacent
to Goleta) and Santa Barbara County have extremely strong
environmental advocates which came to being, in part, from the offshore
oil operations and California Coastal Commission involvement in the
area. The natural beauty of the region, coupled with this historical interest
in environmental protection and the fact that many of Goleta’s planners
came directly from the County upon the City’s incorporation, results in a
delicate political environment for land use and a focus upon the planning
aspects of design and aesthetics which must occur prior to actual
construction (i.e., the building aspects).

Upon incorporation in 2001, the City contracted with the County of Santa
Barbara to continue its planning services. Soon after, a few key staff were
hired to become permanent City employees, the Willdan firm was hired as
a contract service provider for building department services, and the
Hogle-Ireland firm was retained for contract planning department
services. The City adopted the County’s zoning ordinance in order to
rapidly begin moving. While this allowed for the City to continue to
immediately process incoming workload, the zoning ordinance was not
particularly apropos to a City but was, instead, a County document with-
County land use standards. Staff has continued to work using the
documents but recognize that a new zoning ordinance is among many
“foundational” documents which are necessary in order to create a firm
foundation for the City’s work, as noted in Recommendation 16 above.

During its review of the process, Management Partners noted a
significant difference in the process used by the City of Goleta and that of
" many other cities and counties for which it has performed reviews. Aside
from the County and the City of Santa Barbara, Goleta’s land use process
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is quite unique in its approach. While the basic concepts remain the
same, the difference is that the zoning code in use has created very
broad classifications of permit types, while other jurisdictions have
segmented these into more specific types. For example, in Goleta the
‘Land Use Permit” (LUP) permit type is essentially a “catch all” that
covers everything not specifically excluded in the zoning code. In other
cities, many of the same project types covered in the LUP would have
their own, specific application type and process broken out.

As one example, Management Partners has done work for the City of
Novato, California. It is roughly similar in population to Goleta with the
same desire for high quality design and an involved and active citizenry.
Novato’s primary planning application types include:

» Design Review (to evaluate architectural, landscape, and site
design aspects of project)

» Single Family Design Review

= Accessory Dwelling

All three of these application types would fall under an LUP application in
Goleta. While the end result is likely very similar, the process is
considerably different. Management Partners wants to stress that the
Goleta process is very unique. The concern is such a broad application
type has several challenges associated with it. First, a broad application
type makes it more difficult for the process user/stakeholder to
understand the system and determine which permit type they will need to
apply for any given project. Second, the uniqueness of the process
provides a built-in barrier to new developers and system users who would
not have experience with, or understanding of, this unique system. Third,
the current process places a considerable strain upon senior planners
who must make many “‘judgment calls” on how to handle individual
applications, making the system more subjective than if a narrower set of -
requirements were placed in writing to limit the need for interpretation.
This, in turn, makes it more difficult for junior staff to learn the system
and, conversely, apply their knowledge from Goleta to other workplaces
should they choose to work elsewhere in the future.

In addition, broad application types create an inherent barrier to setting
and maintaining performance standards. Using the above City of Novato
example, processing times for Single Family Design Review and
Accessory Dwelling reviews can vary significantly and are accordingly
measured individually. Under Goleta’s LUP classification, both processes
are tracked together and distinguishing the processing times by type is
difficult (if not impossible).

At present, the success of the Goleta system rests considerably upon the
historical and technical knowledge of the Current Planning Manager, who
is extremely familiar with the current zoning code and can make decisions
based upon past interpretations in a rapid manner. if she were to leave
the City's employment, the uniqueness of the Goleta system would make
it difficult to replace her.
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Recommendation 17: Break the Land Use Permit
classification into smaller application types with
specific thresholds, applications, and processes. Since
this task must coincide with a complete revision of the
Zoning Code, staff should, in the interim, enact
administrative changes to current systems for these
specific permit types under the umbrella of the existing
LUP process. In particular, establishing specific thresholds
for single family projects would be of particular benefit.

It should be noted that the County of Santa Barbara, with
the same zoning code, has already taken similar steps in
its own improvement efforts and had worked to break out
accessory sfructure and one-story structures into more
specific streamlined processes.

The process of “LUP clearance” is also unique to this zoning ordinance.
In its experience in many other cities, Management Partners had never
seen a similar process. In essence, the Goleta ordinance requires that
after an applicant receives a discretionary approval with conditions, s/he
must resubmit for an LUP clearance in order to show how conditions will
be met. The LUP clearance process is a means to enforce planning
conditions. ~

Goleta staff members have already worked to minimize redundant
noticing and appeals loops in its processes, which is an improvement.
Santa Barbara County recently identified four specific application types
that are exempt from the clearance process (as their data showed
minimal neighborhood involvement or appeals for those types), including
new home in tracts approved since 1990, applications following
Conditional Use Permits, applications following Land Use Permits, and .
projects in a specific community plan area.

The clearance process is done differently elsewhere; the Goleta process
is unique to the Santa Barbara County zoning code. In other cities, once a
project has received land use approval with conditions from planning, the
applicant may move forward and submit for grading and/or building
permits. In many cases, building permit applications are routed to
Planning so that construction drawings are reviewed by planners for
compliance with planning conditions prior to building permit approval; if
Planning does not sign off, a permit cannot be issued for construction.
The costs of the Planning review are included in the building permit fee.
In many communities, planners also make regular site visits throughout
construction and just prior to final building inspection to ensure conditions
are met in the field. This process eliminates a separate clearance
submittal by the applicant and encompasses planning clearance within
the building permit process.
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Recommendation 18: Review the LUP clearance
process and determine the best method to streamline
the process. The clearance process is straightforward to
Goleta staff but confusing to applicants and may not
provide enough value to merit the time and effort spent on
a separate submission and application. City staff should
review the intent and purpose of LUP clearance and revise
the process.

Nomenclature of the application types is confusing in Goleta. There is a
LUP submittal, LUP clearance, Modification with “Big M” (in zoning code)
and Modification with “Little M” (allowed for use with land use plans,
development plans, and conditional use permits). Having similar names
for distinct processes is confusing to system stakeholders.

Recommendation 19: Review and revise names to
differentiate and clarify various application types. The
stakeholder should be able to review application types and
clearly understand which processes are required for
his/her project. As with other code-related changes,
internal steps will need to be taken administratively in the
interim prior to adoption of a new zoning code.

One of the consistent concerns with the City’s land use review was that
the review process appears to be the same level of complexity for both
large and small projects. For example, there is little differentiation
between the review process for large developments and small single
family homes. The Planning Division does not offer over-the-counter
reviews and the use of administrative (i.e., Director or staff approved)
approvals is rare. Many applications must move to a public hearing
involving the Design Review Board, Planning -Commission, and/or City

Council. This is contrary to the process in many other jurisdictions, which -

attempt to increase the volume of over-the-counter reviews as much as
possible, for two reasons: first, customers like immediate response/action
(“l walked in and got my permit/approval”) and second, applications taken
in behind the counter are inefficient in requiring multiple staff members to
handle them, add to the work queue, etc. Utilizing administrative
approvals as much as possible helps to reduce overall work queues and
waits by the customer, allowing staff to spend an appropriately greater
portion of their work time on larger, more complex projects which should
require greater scrutiny.
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Table 3 below shows the project types that peer jurisdictions use
administrative/ministerial approvals.

TABLE 3: PEER USE OF MINISTERIAL (ADMINISTRATIVE) APPROVALS

dministrativelMinisterial Planning ApE .

Single family homes; remodels; tenant improvement.

Minor variances; minor use permits; time extensions; certificate of
compliance; lost line adjustments; tentative parcel maps; coastal
development permits for single family residences

Minor land use function permits, temporary use permits, sign
permits, single-family homes in R-1 zoning district.

Minor land use, notin a Hillside/Ridgeline; Land Use Function in the
business park.

Modifications; Administrative Design Review.

Attachment #2 (rooftop equipment; door changes; simple color
changes; first 1-yr extension; temporary soil remediation systems;

| outdoor/sidewalk dining/seating; small ground equipment; minor
residential window/door additions/alterations; small fencing; small
awnings; small wood decks: minor outdoor lighting alterations; minor
concrete/paving).

First floor additions on substandard lots. Sign permits, fence
permits, lot line adjustments.

The Land Use Permit is used for minor additions to residences and
commercial/industrial buildings; new single-family and duplex
residences; and follow-up compliance to development plans and
conditional use permits. J

The desire to streamline process timing by reducing the number of public
hearings must be balanced against the City’s willingness to allow public
and open debate on a project’s design and is a policy decision. However,
public hearings are time consuming, requiring agenda noticing and
preparation, public noticing, staff report preparation, and more. Such
processes can utilize a disproportionate amount of staff time that could be

used for review of submittals.

Recommendation 20: Increase the use of
administrative and over-the-counter approvals. Staff
should review the data to determine when a hearing is truly
needed, versus when projects go through with few issues
and can be approved by staff. Administrative reviews
should save a minimum of one month processing time.

The City of Goleta does not have formalized pre-application meetings.
While many applicants discuss their vision with counter staff that walk
them through the application checklist, there is no multi-agency review of
the preliminary concept before an actual application is submitted. After
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submission, the Development Review Committee (an internal staff
committee) will meet on some projects to ensure their comments are
coordinated.

Many cities utilize a formal pre-application process. This is similar to the
current in-house Development Review Committee except that it occurs at
the front end, prior to application submittal, with the applicant present. In
this way an applicant can present general concepts and layouts for their
plan and receive initial (non-binding) advice and suggestions from those
agencies who will be conducting the review, including Planning, Building,
Engineering, Fire, Sanitary Districts, and others. Such input at the front
end can be extremely valuable to applicants to help them understand the

pros and cons of their concepts, have some idea of what reviewers will be

looking for, and to assist them in submitting better plans, leading to fewer
re-submittals later on. Applicants generally appreciate the pre-submittal
process, which can be implemented on a voluntary or mandatory basis for
projects over a specific threshold.

Recommendation 21: Create and implement a formal
pre-application process for projects over a certain
threshold. The City should determine whether to make it
voluntary (at the applicant’s request) or mandatory. Many
cities charge a flat fee to recover the time staff spent at the
meeting. The meeting is scheduled, the applicant presents
his/her concept, and reviewers react.

City staff and various stakeholders have indicated that the City’s appeals
process is used quite frequently. While appeals are a standard provision
in land use processes to ensure due process and opportunities for
decision-making, checks and balances should exist to ensure the process

is not used for frivolous purposes to delay a project or aggrieve the’

applicant.

The process in Goleta for an appeal is quite easy and the fee extremely
low at just $200, with no criteria or threshold as to which appeals might be
heard or who might apply for one. Applicants of discretionary projects
who wish to appeal a decision on their own project are charged at the
same hourly rate as for application processing. Staff in Goleta and board
members took pride in noting recent improvements to the appeals
process which eliminated the ability for a project to go through multiple,
redundant appeals loops. These changes have definitely improved the
process but, based upon peer jurisdictions, the City can go further.

A review of other communities shows that many have placed restrictions
on the appeals process to ensure that only those with legitimate concerns
and a true vested interest will pursue an appeal and that they will not be
used for frivolous purposes. Fees for appeals processes elsewhere show
fees four to five times higher than those in Goleta.
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TABLE 4: APPEALS FEES AND CRITERIA OF OTHER COMMUNITIES

uris

Calabasas N/A Appeal can be made by applicant, property
owner within 500 feet, or anyone who
participated = on the record previously.
Appellants must provide radius map and
stamped/addressed mailing envelopes for all

radius properties for noticing.

Stbmitte

Goleta

1010

P

Thou‘s“and Oaks

Sy

Santa Barbara County  NIA - Filed-'by anyone who has participated
previously in the process (is on record)

At the very least, appeals should provide for cost recovery such that the
full cost of staff time associated with the appeal is paid for by the fee
charged. Goleta’s current fee of $200 is insufficient to cover even the time
of one planner for the process.

Recommendation 22: Increase the appeals fee to
recover costs and set criteria to define who may
appeal and what constitutes valid grounds for an
appeal. The City should increase the fee to recover its
costs and set specific criteria o define who may appeal.
New fees should more closely resemble the actual cost of
staff time spent on the appeal process.

The County of Santa Barbara found it useful to move the appeals process
to the front of the review process to ensure early input for applicants.

Recommendation 23: Review the timing of the appeals
process to ensure it occurs at the earliest possible
point in the process. Hold appeals earlier in the review
process rather than having appeals occur at the end of the
process when applicants have spent large sums on design
work and architectural drawings,
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During process mapping and interviews with planning staff, Management
Partners noted a cumbersome process used for the preparation of
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). Currently, if staff determine an EIR
is required for a project, they will put forth an RFP to .consultants for
preparation of the EIR. Consultants will bid on the RFP, staff will select
the firm, the contract will be approved, and after an approximate one
month delay, work will begin. Stakeholders interviewed also noted that
this process takes a long time. This is an unnecessarily cumbersome
process which can be streamlined.

Recommendation 24: Hire EIR consultants under
blanket purchase orders/contracts. Other communities
routinely do a blanket RFP every year or two years for EIR
preparation services to consultants, take in all bids, and
hire the top three consultants to perform the work. Each
time a project is at hand, a brief summary is prepared to
the three consultants with a request for a quote. Each
consultant submits a quote for the work and staff selects
the lowest one. Since all three are already under contract
through a blanket purchase order, the one-month hiring
process can be reduced to a week or less. The ability to do
this is dependent upon the local market and availability of
contractors to do this type of work.

Design Review Board and Planning Commission

Goleta has two policymaking boards outside of the City Council for the
land use function, the Design Review Board (DRB) and the Planning
Commission. The DRB has been in existence for many years while the
Planning Commission is new, having only just begun to meet in July .
2007.

The DRB is comprised of seven members, of which three must be
residents of the City. At least two members must be licensed architects
and two licensed landscape professionals. The Planning Commission is
comprised of five members of the public. The City has bylaws and
guidelines regulating the role and function of each review body, and
adopted by resolution of the City Council. These were recently amended
and updated with the creation of the Planning Commission. In essence,
the DRB reviews projects for aesthetic appeal and neighborhood “fit” and
the Planning Commission ensures compliance with the General Plan and
zoning code. The thresholds for project review are in process of being
amended such that the DRB now reviews projects over 750 square feet,
an increase from the previous threshold of 500 square feet. ‘

Planning staff express respect for, and some reliance on, the professional
expertise of DRB members to review the aesthetic components of
projects. Most persons interviewed for this project were generally positive
about the role of the DRB, but noted that in the past, its review at times
would conflict with that of City Council and applicants could be bounced
between the two bodies with project changes. According to the PES
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Director, the recent creation of a Planning Commission is intended, in
part, to address this issue and to ensure a more consistent vision in
overall goals and roles and responsibilities between the bodies, as well as
reduce the workload requiring City Council review.

Members of the DRB and Planning Commission felt existing training was
good and that they were clear about their separate roles and
responsibilities. They were respectful of staff's capabilities and felt that, in
general, the process worked well. Stakeholders interviewed agreed and
were surprisingly positive about the boards (which are often a point of
contention in other jurisdictions). The primary complaint of stakeholders is
that, in the past, they have been unclear about the criteria being used by
the boards to review projects; in short, it would be helpful for applicants to
know ahead of time the criteria for what these boards are reviewing. Both
bodies have clearly outlined duties in the City’s ordinances, but this
information is apparently not shared with applicants before hearings.

Recommendation 25: Provide all applicants with user-
friendly handouts and specific information on the
criteria and purpose of each body’s review at the
beginning of the process. In this way, applicants will not
be “shooting in the dark” and will have some idea of how to
prepare and present their application for success.
Applicants in general are happy to comply with local
regulations and ideals when they are presented in a clear,
easy-to-understand manner.

The City is lacking specific design guidelines. Many communities adopt
specific design guidelines that provide guidance to applicants as to the
aesthetic qualities required/desired by the City. A nearby example would
be the “Spanish mission” style desired and encouraged by the City of
Santa Barbara. Some communities provide manuals of design guidelines -
and a literal menu of choices for items such as paint colors, roofing
materials, and outdoor lighting; if an applicant’'s project utilizes these
menu items, they are exempt from Design Review Board review and only
appear before DRB if they choose other alternatives. It is apparent that
the City of Goleta seeks high-quality, aesthetically pleasing land use to
complement the area’s natural beauty. Preparing specific design
guidelines to help applicants comply with the City’s vision should be
considered.

Recommendation 26: Create specific design
guidelines to assist applicants in preparing land use
applications that comply with the City’s vision.

Advance Planning

Goleta’'s Advance Planning Division is staffed by three FTEs. The
Advance Planning Division was involved in the creation of the City’s new
General Plan which, at this time, is being reopened and revised due to
Council, staff and constituent concerns. There is some question among
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staff regarding the quality of linkage between current and advance
planning staff members; for obvious reasons, it is imperative that any
advance planning work takes into account Current Planning’s ability to
carry out and enforce the work. Conversely, Current Planning should
consult with Advance Planning on projects of particular interest that are
forthcoming or which might require amendments to the General Plan or
other policy-related matters.

The City's second Advance Planning Manager was appointed this year
and has two direct planner reports. This staffing level should be sufficient
for the City for coming years and will provide coverage for both creation of
policy documents in-house, oversight of consultants preparing
documents, and representation of City interests on regional planning
boards and commissions.

Advance Pianning has created a work plan of items to be addressed,
including:

* Oversight of regional planning efforts and participation on
committees that plan for long-term water availability, regional
housing needs, demographic forecasts, transportation planning,
sphere-of-influence studies, etc.

- » Amendments and revisions to the new General Plan

* Preparation of the City’s housing element as required by State law
(though enforcement will be the jurisdiction of the Neighborhood
Services Department)

* Monitoring and tracking of affordable housing in coordination with
the Redevelopment Agency (being transferred from the County).

* Revision/redo of the zoning code for consistency with the General
Plan

* Review of environmental documents from neighboring jurisdictions

such as the University of California Santa Barbara (UCSB) and

Santa Barbara Airport
» Oversight of energy development projects
= Oversight of environmental programs
* Oversight of a Citywide GIS program

In August, PES requested approval for a detailed work plan in Advance
Planning for amendments to the General Plan. In addition, Advance
Planning staff regularly attend various regional planning committees and
commissions including the Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO),
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), and Santa Barbara Council of
Governments, which makes growth projections. Other special projects
include the Ellwood Mesa improvement plan, well-abandonment project,
energy project, biological survey (Snowy Plover), and census updates,
among other work.

One criticism of policy makers is that Advance Planning does not provide
a strong enough coordination function among regional players such as
UCSB, CalTrans, Amtrak, and sanitary districts. The PES Director and
Advance Planning Manager agree that this role can be strengthened and
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hope to reach staff capacity with the recent addition of a second planner
in the Division.

Recommendation 27: Ensure Advance Planning
presence at regional boards and commissions so that
Goleta is an active participant in regional planning.

The linkage between Advance and Current Planning can be
strengthened. Advance Planning has some concern that its comment is
not requested by Current Planning when appropriate; for example, when
an application was considered for a General Plan amendment on the
Housing Element, Advance Planning was not consulted. Conversely,
Current Planning does not feel its comment is requested in preparation of
Advance Planning documents such as the new (soon to be revised)
General Plan, which Current Planning staff must understand and enforce.
Matters that should be formally coordinated between Current Planning
and Advance Planning include: amendments to the General Plan (both -
City-initiated and applicant-proposed); projects that involve affordable
housing units; components of applications that effectuate General Plan
implementation actions; and Development Agreements.

Coordination between both planning units can be improved and clarified
by clearly stating the application types and actions requiring each other’s
input. Staff members in both divisions agree that the routing and
coordination process needs to be formalized. Routing is currently done on
an informal, ad hoc, basis with many “shades of gray” as to what is given
to the review agencies and what is not. By formalizing which project
application types in Current Planning require Advance Planning review
and vice versa, all parties can be “in the loop” as appropriate.

Recommendation 28: Create a routing matrix/table that
clearly shows which agencies receive routings based
upon the type of application. PES should prepare
specific threshold agreements with all divisions and other
reviewing agencies (internal to the City and external)
receiving routings as to what application types they need
to review, for both land use and building applications.
Formalized memorandums of understanding or contracts
between PES and external agencies can help define the
scope of projects necessitating external review and
reimbursement mechanisms for external agency review
costs.

Agencies will need to determine the threshold with which
they are comfortable; to minimize risk and ensure they
review everything necessary, the number of applications
routed will increase. Many reviewing agencies prefer to
look at more applications and simply mark “no comment” if
they have no relevant issues than to be excluded from the
review process. Others may choose not to see some
application types.
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Building and Safety Division

As noted above, the City of Goleta’s land use process is unusually
focused upon the land use and planning side. Nonetheless, the Building
and Safety Division is at work processing building permit applications,
inspecting, and ensuring health and safety of construction in the
community. Stakeholders and policymakers were surprisingly quiet on the
topic of the Building and Safety Division, with the vast majority of
comments and concerns reserved for the planning and land use
operations. Stakeholders praised the helpfulness of counter staff and
noted improvements in that area. :

The Division is comprised of two full-time employees, the Interim Building
and Safety Manager, who divides his time between plan checking and
building inspections, and a permit technician who works at the front
counter. The Interim Building and Safety Manager provides plan check for
tenant improvements and some remodels, while Willdan, a private firm, is
contracted for remaining plan check work. The Interim Building and
Safety Manager also provides most inspection services in the field but
can call in Willdan for specialty inspection of larger projects on an hourly
charge basis. Over the counter plans review is possible on small projects
(re-roof, window change-outs, patio covers, etc.) if the Interim Building
and Safety Manager is in the office and available.

According to the Interim Building and Safety Manager, who has served in
the position for two years, the City currently pays approximately $90,000
to Willdan for plan check services and $30,000 for inspection services,
with inspection services paid on an hourly rate based upon calls for
service. While in-house staff provide the majority of daily inspections,
Willdan is called in to assist with more complex cases or those requiring
specialty knowledge. The $120,000 being spent annually by the City "
approximates the loaded cost of one FTE; however, the City also benefits
from the specialty expertise and flexible staffing backup that Willdan
offers as a contractor. During the course of this review, Management
Partners heard very few comments regarding the building process and, in
general, stakeholders seem satisfied with the service. For these reasons,
we do not recommend changing the existing contract arrangement.

Because the majority of the work is contracted out, and because staff
numbers are low due to the contract arrangement, it might be easy for the
Building and Safety Division to be overlooked. Because a face-to-face
linkage with residents is valued, most cities find contracting works best in
a hybrid arrangement including both in-house and contract staff, versus
contracting out all the work. For this reason, it is important to ensure in-
house Building and Safety Division staff receive ongoing training as noted
in Recommendations 6 and 8 above and that they are considered valued
members of the City’s operation.
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Engineering

The City's Community Services Department provides engineering
services for private development as a part of the land use services
process through PES. PES staff will route planning and/or building
applications to Public Works for engineering response. Encroachment
permits for land use and other work are a stand-alone permit applied for
and issued by, the Community Services Engineering Division.

Many current coordination issues can be resolved through
implementation of Recommendation 28 above, the creation of a
formalized routing matrix. Another common issue in routing is that
timelines are either unknown or not agreed upon by both parties. There is
evidence that this is the case in Goleta. PES staff complain that
Community Services/Engineering response is slow. Engineering staff
complain that there are no specific timelines given on items routed 1o
them and would like them, in order to manage workload (which consists
of items other than private land use). Review timelines must be realistic in
order to be valuable; PES must engage the review agencies in the
process of setting these review time goals to ensure they are practical
and can be met the vast majority of the time.

Recommendation 29: Agree upon review timelines and
have the timeline clearly noted on a routing transmittal
sheet. Both Planning, and Building and Safety should
provide plan sets to reviewing agencies with a transmittal
cover sheet. The cover sheet should have a box for “Date
Due:” and clearly note the date the review is required to be
returned.

Similarly, review agencies need to be given the opportunity to outline the
various components they require for each application type. A table
outlining application requirements should be used as an intake checklist
by staff o ensure all necessary components are taken in at the beginning.
For example, Engineering must determine which project types require a
title report and convey this to intake staff; intake staff can then ensure a
title report is included in the submittal before taking in the application.

Recommendation 30: Agree upon the components of a
complete application set and screening at counter
intake. It is more efficient to screen submissions at the
counter for missing items than to accept the package and
request missing items in a piecemeal fashion later on. PES
should work with review agencies o determine all
necessary physical components of a submission by
application type.

The Engineering Division contracts with a private consultant for traffic
analysis work. The iterative process involved in receiving materials
through PES, sending them to the contractor, receiving a response, and
transmitting back to PES can result in time delays. Community Services
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has made some recent changes to its method of tracking traffic study
work; this should be monitored to ensure improvement.

Service Issues

A high point in Goleta’s organization is the level of service provided by
staff at the counter. Despite policy disagreement in the community as to
the approach toward development (pro-growth or no-growth), the majority
of those interviewed agreed that Goleta City staff were extremely polite,
helpful, intelligent, and respectful. Stakeholders noted that they were
welcomed, offered a place to sit and provided glasses of water. These
reviews were extremely positive as compared to other cities in which
Management Partners has done reviews. Goleta should be proud of its
staff’s customer service skills.

Counter to this, the level of written educational materials on the land use
services system in Goleta are minimal. The City lacks even basic
brochures on various application types (a standard in the business) and
virtually no information in other languages. The likely reason is that staff
are extremely busy processing current applications and have little time to
draft educational materials describing a process that does not quickly
translate into written text. For this reason, the City has relied primarily
upon verbal explanation to stakeholders to describe how the system
works.

Best practices organizations in this field offer a wide variety of educational
materials to stakeholders, including considerable information on the
Internet site, brochures, sample building plans, and more. In particular,

such agencies attempt to help the layperson or “mom and pop” users who -

are not professionals in the construction industry navigate and
understand the components of the system and how they fit together.
Many users are not accustomed to the professional jargon often used nor
do they understand the difference between planning, building plan check,
and inspection. Best practice agencies allow stakeholders to log in online,
enter their application numbers, and determine the status and timeline of
their applications. Goleta can improve customer service by increasing
access to self-service tools for the stakeholder, as noted further below in
the “Technology Issues” section of this report.

Recommendation 31: Improve application forms so
they pertain to specific types of projects, explain what
applicants should bring, the fees they are expected to
pay, etc. Diversified written materials that cater to specific
project types will provide a great benefit to both the
stakeholder and staff. This sort of “special treatment” will
reduce confusion, providing the applicant a concise
overview of his or her project type.
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Recommendation 32: Create informational materials to
be available during the pre-application process and in
the Permit Center. Inventory stakeholder issues not
currently documented and then create an action plan for
developing the written materials that are needed. Include a
process by which designated staff regularly reviews the
materials for accuracy.

In addition to general information about the process and what to expect,
there are often instances in which changes in the code or requirements
are poorly communicated to the public. Development professionals who
are accustomed to the existing process have no way of knowing what
changes have occurred or when the changes will go into effect.

Recommendation 33: Establish procedures to
regularly review application forms to identify needed
updates and improvements. Staff indicated that although
they already have some written materials, these items are
often out of date and not useful. The City should adopt a
process to ensure that all written materials are kept up to
date, particularly the stakeholder-facing items. This will
reduce confusion and frustration for both stakeholder and
staff. The Senior Planner overseeing permit center
operations or the Current Planning Manager would be the
natural positions to spearhead this effort.

According to staff, there is no consistent format used by all City agencies

in preparing review letters back to the applicant. Letters to the applicant

can be lengthy and are mailed separately by each reviewing agency.

While a minor issue, use of a consistent letter template by all agencies

and coordinated mailing of all comments together can improve customer

service to the applicant by providing all necessary information together in .
one clear, consistent package. This ensures that applicants will not begin

to make “piecemeal” changes to their plans based upon one set of

comments, only to have to change it based upon the next set; the

applicant can integrate all City requirements into a single resubmission.

Recommendation 34: Create one consistent template
to be used in preparing letters to applicants. Some
cities use a single format in order to prepare comments
and response to applicants. For example, an indented list
of comments/conditions, -each with a text space and/or
checkbox below, can then be used by the applicant to
check off and note comments or plan locations as each
comment is addressed. A copy of this completed letter can
then be resubmitted back to the City with resubmittal plans.

Recommendation 35: Coordinate the mailing of all
comments back to the applicant for each review cycle.
For the Planning and Building and Safety routings, all
reviewing agencies should submit their comments back to
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a single contact person who will then transmit them as a
package to the applicant.

Technology Issues

Technology is a sizeable weakness for the City of Goleta. As noted
previously, the City at first contracted with the County for continued
services, then used a private contractor, then hired permanent staff. The
contractor's legacy is a Microsoft Access database by which project
applications were tracked. At present, the City uses a combination of
Microsoft Excel spreadsheets, carbon copy forms and ad hoc status
requests to track building permits, planning applications and engineering
permits.

There is no centralized permit tracking system in place in Goleta that is
used by all players in the process. In best-practice cities, information
technology plays an integral role and serves as a “backbone” for the land
use function. The City has no easy way to ascertain review times by
project type, individual employee performance as pertains to review
times, overall workload and financial status. City staff cannot easily share
project status information nor notes or documents about a given address
or application across departmental borders.

The primary purpose of software for the land use function is:

e To tie the work of employees in the multiple departments and work
units together in a single location, linked to the property address
or parcel numbers; and

e To create one library of all-related information on a given
site/address/parcel.

Purchasing a new application package is a time-consuming and costly
endeavor that should not be taken lightly. The market for land use
packages is limited, with few choices for purchasers. It is common for
software developers to introduce new versions of existing products and
purchase competing companies, thereby consolidating choices available
to purchasers. Management Partners’ experience in helping
municipalities to decide on the optimal permit tracking system suggests
that an open RFP process is the best method to assess the current
market for such products.

Recommendation 36: Choose and implement a permit
tracking software application. The City should convene
a multi-department committee to ascertain user needs,
determine requirements for a future system, prepare a bid
document (i.e., RFP), invite potential vendors to
demonstrate products and implement a new system.
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It should be noted that financial software developers frequently offer add-
on software components for permit tracking. Our experience is that such
add-ons provide basic permit tracking functionalities but rarely provide the
technological “backbone” that is necessary for a best practice land use
operation. At present, the City uses financial software from INCODE Inc.,
which offers an add-on for permit tracking. The add-on should be
reviewed against current standalone permit tracking systems on the
market.

Recommendation 37: Provide software training to all
staff, even occasional users and managers. All staff
should be trained on proper usage of the system, including
consistent data entry, addressing and usage of the system.
It should be mandatory for staff {o know how to properly
enter information into the permit system to ensure accurate
and current recordkeeping. Training should focus not only
on the specific application, but also on the City’s
responsibilities, policies and deadlines for land use
projects, the importance of calculating and implementing
impact fees, and tracking the labor spent on land use
projects.

Recommendation 38: Establish policies for the
consistent entry of data and use of the permit tracking
system. To provide the kind of reliable information
necessary to manage the process, the City must establish
policies and procedures for use of the system. All involved
departments must utilize the system and enter data in a
consistent manner so that management reports are
accurate. This information also will ensure accurate
tracking of project status, provision of accurate information
to the stakeholder, as well as guarding the City against
stakeholders who might “shop for yes” by going to various
parties within the City and asking the same question until
they receive the desired response. The information in the
tracking software will serve as the general repository of all
information on a project or address.

Another area for future improvements is providing more online content to
stakeholders. Goleta’s public website provides information on the land
use function on the PES Departiment web page. The site provides
explanatory information on the functions and services of PES, and allows
stakeholders to obtain electronic copies of land use forms that are
available at City Hall.

The City is currently considering revisions to its public website and is
interested in the addition of electronic government services. Specific to
online land use services and information, there are a myriad of options
available to the City. Management Pariners has found that stakeholders
and, in particular large developers, increasingly want to be able to submit
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permit applications and track project review status online. In many
jurisdictions, a stakeholder can enter the permit or application number
and learn immediately the status of the City's review (e.g., Building plan
check is done, but Engineering is not). Further, reviewing agencies, such
as the fire or sanitary districts, often appreciate the ability to access the
software over the Internet to submit comments and approvals.

Best practice cities provide an “online permit center” that introduces
stakeholders to the land use function — from the initial planning stage
through final building inspection. In addition to providing electronic copies
of paper forms, online permit centers can provide answers to commonly
asked questions, list land use fees, and allow stakeholders to apply for
permits and forward submittals to the City electronically. Such web pages
are often linked from or advertised on the municipal home page. Land use
services are presented as a single municipal service, without the
organizational distinctions of the involved agencies and departments.

Recommendation 39: Establish a workgroup of
technical and land use staff to evaluate
implementation of an online permit center. This should
be done simultaneously with the City’s current effort to
improve its public website and in conjunction with
decisions about the purchase of a permit tracking system.

To assist the City with website revisions currently underway,
Management Partners conducted a brief survey of the land use function
components on peer city websites. The survey examined six online
components, which are outlined in Table 5 below. Black squares denote
that the jurisdiction “has” a component (is affirmative).

TABLE 5: PEER SURVEY OF LAND USE FUNCTION WEBSITE COMPONENTS

Website Components

Link to permit information on the municipal homepage

Development review process introduction

Information on ordinances and regulations on the permits page

Online permit application

Fee information

Handouts and applications

As can be seen, all cities have handouts available online. Many have a
link to permit services from the City’'s main webpage and many others
have information on fees for service; Goleta does not. PES staff are now

68

Management Partners, Inc.



City of Goleta

Land Use Function Improvements

working on a City-wide committee to improve the website . and are
reviewing other city websites to identify improvement ideas.

Geographic information system (GIS) software and archival storage of
electronic (as well as paper) documents are issues that will have to be
addressed by Goleta in the near future. Both items are not only critical
components of a best practice land use operation, they are also important
aspects of municipal government, in general. During our review, land use
staff expressed an interest using GIS more effectively and adding a web-
based GIS application to the City’s public website.

The City owns a software license for the ESRI ArcGIS application. The
City provides access to' its GIS data to a small subset of employees.
ArcGIS is fundamentally a GIS or analyst's toolset. To be effective in its
use it requires a fair training commitment. Commonly, cities create
internal web-based GIS applications that contain property and occupancy

‘information, zoning, land use, utility, demographic, crime and emergency

response, and other community data that relates to geographic elements.
The web-based applications require litte or no training. These
applications require a few months for GIS staff to develop, but can pay
substantial dividends by pushing more information to each employee’s
fingertips, or even making it directly accessible to the public.

The City has made significant improvements in the area of GIS, including
assigning responsibility to the Advance Planning Division, providing all
staff access, and hiring a contract GIS specialist to maintain GIS data
servers and software and provide training. Continued expansion and
improvement of the GIS system will yield benefits to both staff and
stakeholders.

Recommendation 40: Develop a web-based GIS
application for use by land use staff to allow easy
access to property ownership, occupancy information,
prior permit history, planning, zoning and land use
information. In conjunction, obtaining and importing
parcel-based information from Santa Barbara County in the
GIS application will limit (and possibly eliminate) the need
for continual data requests for permit history data from the
County.

Integrating GIS web applications with document management is a logical
and generally fairly easy next step, making access 1o historical records
faster. Recordkeeping, archives and file storage will become increasing
important as Goleta ages. Goleta has processed approximately 1,000
planning permits and 6,600 building permits since incorporation. The
complexity and expense to archive records is likely to increase as the
number of historical records grows; moving quickly to electronic storage
will minimize the costs of converting old documents to electronic form.
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Recommendation 41: Evaluate implementation of a
City-wide document management system, and provide
sufficient funding to digitize and microfilm existing
paper documents. Electronic document storage offers
multiple benefits - reducing space requirements,
decreasing the time it takes for staff to respond to
stakeholder research requests, reducing legal liability as
the City is able to quickly provide documentation when
challenged, and the ability to “group” documents from
various reviewing bodies together around a central project
name, address or parcel number.

Recommendation 42: Create a comprehensive
document retention policy. All City departments should
work under one comprehensive document retention policy
that dictates length of retention and form of storage.

In addition to a technological solution to document management, the City
must also develop a comprehensive document retention policy. This
policy would not be enforced through PES, but rather through the
department that maintains oversight to the system (e.g., City Clerk). The
current setup for retaining documents involves storage of poorly
catalogued files on insecure shelving with no safeties (such as
fireproofing) available for use. With a sound City-wide system in place,
the current document management issues should be resolved.

Physical Workspace Issues

Physical workspace in the City is adequate, but not ideal. In the last year -
the City remodeled the PES offices, creating a separate entrance directly
to the counter. One counter exists and is staffed by a Building and Safety
Technician and a Planning Permit Technician.

PES staff are almost universally negative in their reviews of the remodel.
While a welcoming lobby exists with sofas and reading material for
waiting stakeholders, views of individual workspace (in the form of cubicle
partitions) has decreased. Privacy and noise control is a primary
complaint of Planning Division staff, who all sit close to the front counter,
as they find it difficult to concentrate on detailed application review work.
Staff members complained they have limited privacy to discuss sensitive
stakeholder and environmental issues. Physical workspace in the
cubicles is below standard for this profession and most staff do not have
a drafting table, common practice to ensure adequate space for laying out
plans. PES shares the wing of the building with the City’'s Police
Department (through a contract with the County Sheriff). PES does not
have a library of documents, common in many such departments, nor
does it have adequate storage space for archival documents. During this
review, cardboard boxes with storage documents were stacked in the
hallways.
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The front counter, while welcoming, is not sized appropriately for laying
out plan sets for discussion. Land Use Services counters are traditionally
much wider for such purposes. Many best practices cities have moved to
a “banking/loan officer” model of physical layout, ensuring the stakeholder
and staff member may sit down in a more relaxed manner to review plans
and discuss their respective needs.

Recommendation 43: Increase individual staff
workspace to ensure adequate room for efficient
review of plans.

Recommendation 44: Widen the front counter to
ensure it is adequately sized for the intake of plans.

Recommendation 45: Provide space for a library and
archival storage.

A best practice in many cities is the creation of a physical “one stop shop”
for stakeholders. This concept brings representatives from all reviewing
agencies to a single physical location. In this way, an applicant can
discuss their needs not only with PES staff, but also with Fire, Public
Works, Code Enforcement, and other staff needed for processing. Most
one stop shops incorporate a single, centralized cashier to collect
payments and issue receipts for a wide variety of transactions. Many
cities color code or number the various reviewer “stations” so that a
receptionist can properly direct stakeholders. Cities such as Pasadena,
Long Beach, and Santa Barbara have such one stop shop centers in
place and can be viewed in site visits.

Recommendation 46: Move toward a one stop shop
concept as the City considers building a City Hall
and/or leasing or acquiring more space. As Goleta
contemplates the construction of a City Hall in the future,
the one stop shop concept should be given consideration.

The counter is staffed by a permit technician from the PES Department.
In addition to PES payments, the technician must also process payments
for the Parks & Recreation Department, which were previously handled
by the main receptionist at the other office entrance, as well as page
Engineering staff for their permit stakeholders. The result is the use of
PES professional staff for general cashiering or clerical functions. This is
an inefficient use of staff time and results in distractions from their
professional work. It is also somewhat confusing from a stakeholder’s
perspective.

Recommendation 47: Create a central cashier station
in the City to process payments from all departments
and have it staffed by the Finance Department. The City
should establish a cashier station at the PES counter
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and/or have the main receptionist at the other entrance
accept all payments.
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CONCLUSION

The City of Goleta has a land use services operation in place. Enough
time has passed in the City’s six-year history, for the community to shed
its borrowed policy documents. indeed, a primary benefit of being an
independent, incorporated City is the ability to create standards to meet
specific community needs and set the bar high to ensure quality projects.

Since incorporation, PES staff members have been busy processing daily
workload and have been unable to prepare policy documents in-house or
contract for outside assistance to prepare them due to the lack of financial
resources. The current planning manager’s span of control has been too
large and her involvement in daily workload too high for her to focus on
proactive management of the operation as she would have liked. The City
is fortunate to have a reputation as a desirable residential location, and to
have a staff of skilled, knowledgeable, and hard-working employees with
a focus on customer service and a commitment to the community.

Management Partners has made several recommendations that will allow
Goleta to build upon its already strong values of customer service and to
make improvements in its land use function. The key recommendations in
the use of information technology, specific land use application types,
coordination between reviewing agencies, improved educational materials
for stakeholders, and a new performance management system will, when
implemented, allow staff to make significant system improvements.

It was stated at the outset of this report that, because the many positive
aspects of the organization are not detailed here, the conclusions and
recommendations could easily be construed as a negative assessment of
current operations. That is not the case. We found City staff most
knowledgeable and helpful in the preparation of this report, with a wealth
of good ideas to improve the system.

The recommendations herein are designed to bring about improvements,
and represent a means of utilizing the obvious talents and competencies
of a very qualified staff. They will match with an expressed desire of an
organization to provide quality services to its stakeholders within the
parameters of the rules it is required to administer.

Careful, thoughtful and reasoned implementation of the recommendations
in this report will have a positive impact on the City's organization, its
employees and its stakeholders. Care should be taken fo educate
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stakeholders on any changes taking place so that they are aware and
included in the transition process.

Management Partners wishes to thank the City Council, the City
Manager, PES Director, and all City staff for their involvement in, and
assistance with, this report. The employees who participated in the
process revealed an earnest desire to improve the systems and a wealth
of creative ideas to do so. The City is ready to take the next steps in
bringing about those improvements:
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ATTACHMENT A - LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS
m

Recommendation 1: Analyze and clarify the respective roles of the Neighborhood
Services and Planning and Environmental Services departments and streamline
processes involving both.

Recommendation 2: Build linkages between the departments into tracking
software.

Recommendation 3: Develop a statement of overall goals and objectives for the
land use function.

Recommendation 4: Establish performance expectations and timelines for land
use processes, identify the data to be collected and methods for collection, and
regularly review the data for continuous improvement.

Recommendation 5. Train and empower senior planners to supervise junior
planner work.

Recommendation 6: Identify employees interested in career development and
create individual development plans for each of them.

Recommendation 7: Require all managers and supervisors to include “talent
development” as part of their primary job responsibilities, and evaluate them on
the basis of their performance on that indicator, among other key performance
indicators.

Recommendation 8: Create a training goal for each employee and implement it.

Recommendation 9: Formalize a program by which staff are regularly praised,
recognized, and rewarded for good work.

Recommendation 10: Establish communication protocols to determine who
should be involved in various discussions within the City organization.

Recommendation 11: Develop and adopt a financial model that includes
appropriate fees, a reserve fund and core staffing that will sustain quality land
use services through all land use cycles.’

Recommendation 12: Increase fees based upon recommendations of the User
Fee and Development Impact Fee studies.

Recommendation 13: Hold a workshop with City Finance staff, IT staff and land
use departments to agree upon the best course for ensuring automation of
financial information between the systems, and move forward with
implementation.
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Recommendation 14: Adopt an advance planning surcharge on building permits
in order to raise funds to pay for advance planning and policy document
preparation.

Recommendation 15: Adopt a technology surcharge on building permits in order
to raise funds to pay for advance planning and policy document preparation.

Recommendation 16: Identify and prioritize policy documents to be revised and
updated and budget accordingly.

Recommendation 17: Break the Land Use Permit classification into smaller
application types with specific thresholds, applications, and processes.

Recommendation 18: Review the LUP clearance process and determine the best
method to streamline the process.

Recommendation 19: Review and revise names to differentiate and clarify
various application types.

Recommendation 20: Increase the use of ministerial and over-the-counter
approvals.

Recommendation 21: Create and implement a formal pre-application process for
projects over a certain threshold.

Recommendation 22: Increase the appeals fee to recover costs and set criteria
to define who may appeal and what constitutes valid grounds for an appeal.

Recommendation 23: Review the timing of the appeals process to ensure it
occurs at the earliest possible point in the process.

Recommendation 24: Hire EIR consultants under blanket purchase
orders/contracts.

Recommendation 25: Provide all applicants with user-friendly handouts and
specific information on the criteria and purpose of each body’s review, preferably
at the beginning of the application process.

Recommendation 26: Create specific design guidelines to assist applicants in
preparing land use applications that comply with the City’s vision.

Recommendation 27: Ensure Advance Planning presence at regional boards and
commissions so that Goleta is an active participant in regional planning.

Recommendation 28: Create a routing matrix/table that clearly shows which
agencies receive routings based upon the type of application.

Recommendation 29: Agree upon review timelines and have the timeline clearly
noted on a routing transmittal sheet.
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Recommendation 30: Agree upon the components of a complete application set
and screening at counter intake

Recommendation 31: Improve application forms so they pertain to specific types
of projects, explain what applicants should bring, the fees they are expected to
pay, etc.

Recommendation 32: Create informational materials to be available during the
pre-application process and in the Permit Center. '

Recommendation 33: Establish procedures to regularly review application forms
to identify needed updates and improvements.

Recommendation 34: Create one consistent template to be used in preparing
letters to applicants.

Recommendation 35: Coordinate the mailing of all comments back to the
applicant for each review cycle. -

Recommendation 36: Choose ‘and implement a permit tracking software
application.

Recommendation 37: Provide software training to all staff, even occasional users
and managers.

Recommendation 38: Establish policies for the consistent entry of data and use
of the permit tracking system.

Recommendation 39: Establish a workgroup of technical and land use staff to
evaluate implementation of an online permit center.

Recommendation 40: Develop a web-based GIS application for use by land use
staff to allow easy access {0 property ownership, occupancy information, prior
permit history, planning, zoning and land use information.

Recommendation 41: Evaluate implementation of a City-wide document
management system, and provide sufficient funding to digitize and microfilm
existing paper documents.

Recommendation 42: Create a comprehensive document retention policy.

Recommendation 43: Increase individual staff workspace to ensure adequate
room for efficient review of plans.

Recommendation 44: Widen the front counter to ensure it is adequately sized for
the intake of plans.

Recommendation 45: Provide space for a library and archival storage.

Recommendation 46: Move toward a one stop shop concept as the City
considers building a City Hall and/or leasing or acquiring more space.
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Recommendation 47: Create a central cashier station in the City to process
payments from all departments and have it staffed by the Finance Department.
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ATTACHMENT B — SAMPLE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

City of Santa Monica, CA

DiViSiOn 266 CITY PLANNING
210 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Program Highlights 01 GENERAL FUND
2005-06
2003-04 2004-05 Estimated 2008-07 2007-08
PERFORMANCE MEASURES Actual Actual Actual Target Target
OUTPUT AND EFFICIENCY:
Customer Service )
Telephone Information Requests and Responsiveness:
Number of Calls Received 33,903/yr 33,777lyr 35,000/yr 35,000/yr 35,000/yr
Performance Target: .
Return 95% of Calls within 24 Hours N/A 95% 85% 95% 5%
% Retumed within 24 Hours * :
FTE Required 15 15 15 15 15
Counter Information Requests and Responsiveness:
Number of Counter Customers 9,545/yr 9,345/yr 8,000/yr 9,000/yr 9,000/yr
Performance Target: .
Serve Customers within 30 Minutes N/A 81% 80% 90% 90%
% Served within 30-Minutes
FTE Required 1.5 15 1.5 15 1.5
Customer Complainis and Inquiries:
Number of Complaints/inquiries 37 18 30 30 30
Performance Target:
Process 85% within 10 Days . : 95% 100% 85% 85% 85%
% Responded fo within Target
FTE Required 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Department Work Program
Planning Division Priorities: )
Number of Policy Projects - 8 5 3 3 3
FTE Required 09 3.0 40 40 40
Development Review/Project Manager
Administrative Applications:
Number of Business & Home Occupation 1,450 2,308 2,000 2,000 2,000

Licenses Reviewed
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DiViSion 266 CITY PLANNING
210 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Program Highlights 01 GENERAL FUND
2005-06
2003-04 200405 ' Estimated 2006-07 2007-08

PERFORMANCE MEASURES ' Actual Actual Actual Target Target
Performance Target*;

Process 85% within 2 Weeks N/A 86% 85% 85% 85%

% Processed within Target

FTE Required 0.9 0.9 05 05 0.5

Number of Other Administrative _ 198 186 175 175 175

Applications Reviewed:

Performance Target*: -
Process 85% within 8 Weeks N/A 86% 85% 85% 85%

% Processed within Target
FTE Required ] 29 25 1.6 1.6 1.6
Discretionary Applications: , '
Number of Planning Commission Projects : 35 42 39 38 39
Reviewed -
Performance Target*; .
Process 85% within 26 Weeks N/A 89% 85% 85% 85%
% Processed within Target
FTE Required 2 2 1 1 1
Number of Zoning Administrator Permits 33 30 40 40 40
Reviewed
Performance Target*: :
Process 85% within 10 Weeks N/A 80% 85% 85% 85%
% Processed within Target
FTE Required 0.8 04 0.4 04 0.4
Number of Architectural Review Board 135 119 125 125 125
Permits - Board Approved
Performance Target*:
Process within 8 Weeks N/A 89% 85% 85% 85%
% Processed within Target
FTE Required 16 16 16 16 1.6
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Division 266 CITY PLANNING
. . 210 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Program Highlights 01 GENERAL FUND
2005-06
. 2003-04 2004-05 ' Estimated 2006-07 2007-08
PERFORMANCE MEASURES : Actual Actual Actual Target Target
Number of Landmark Commission Permits 23 H 26 26 26
Performance Target*:
Process 85% within 12 Weeks N/A 85% 85% 85% 85%
% Processed within Target
FTE Required ‘ 0.3 03 03 0.3 03"
Environmental Review S
Number of Documents Prepared ' 8 8 8 8 8
Performance Target": )
Process 100% within 12 Months N/A 85% 100% 100% 100%
% Processed within Target
FTE Required 06 0.6 06 0.6 0.6

*

Performance standard is notJ applicable to applicant delay or applicant approved processing extensions.

254
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City of Goleta
Land Use Function Improvements

DiViSion 321 BUILDING AND SAFETY
210 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Program Highlights 01 GENERAL FUND
2005-06
2003-04 2004-05 Estimated 2006-07 2007-08
PERFORMANCE MEASURES Actual Actual Actual Target Target
OUTPUT:
Plan Check Activity:
Number of Plan Checks Completed 1,486 1,713 1,950 1,950 1,950
Percentage of Plan Checks Péerformed 65% 55% 58% 58% © 58%
at Counter
Valuation of Plan Checks (in Milliops) . 245 % 2719 % 198 § 198 § 198
Permit/Inspection Activity:
Permit Valuation (in Millions) 169 § 180 § 251 % 251§ 251
Number of Building Inspection Performed 12,147 12,791 16,585 16,000 16,000
Complaint/Code E‘nforcement Activity:
Zoning Cases Filed/Initiated: =
Auto Repair 23 12 193 200 200
Sign/Outdoor Merchandise 277 43 234 200 200
Noise Ordinance 73 57 60 60 60
Fences/Hedges 140 23 25 25 25
Nuisance Cases 65 114 166 170 170
Other Zoning Cases 52 84 123 125 125
Subtotal Zoning Cases Filed/initiated: 630 333 801 780 780
Building Cases Filed/Initiated:
City-Mandated Retrofit Orders 3 1 5 5 5
Housing 102 247 283 280 280
Construction Work Related 340 358 453 450 450
Other Building Cases 517 309 147 150 150
Subtotal Building Cases Filed/Initiated: 962 815 888 885 885
Total Complaints/Filed/Initiated 1,502 1,248 1,689 1,665 1,665
257
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City of Goleta
Land Use Function Improvements

DiViSion '321 BUILDING AND SAFETY
. 210 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Program Highlights 01 GENERAL FUND
v 2005-06
o ; 200304 200405 ' Estimated  2006-07  2007-08
PERFORMANCE MEASURES Actual Actual . - Actual Target Target
Compliance Inspections
Proactive Monitoring 121 177 0 125 125
Response to Complaints 3,670 3,687 5000 5,000 5000
Total Compliance lﬁspections , ' 3,791 3,864 5,000} 5,125 5,125
Records/Information Actvites: | i
Residential Building Records -~ 3 1,290 1,043 1,071 1,100 1,100
Administrative/Judicial Process: _
Administrative Citations 129 33 62 60 60
Administrative Hearings S 28 e 3 3 3
Criminal Cases Referred R - 3 0 0 0 0
Nuisance Abatemént Board 7 ~ 1 0 0 0 0
Building and Safety Commission : 2 3 S0 0 0
EFFICIENCY:

Average Time Spent to Perform:

Plan Checks:
First Review . 5 weeks - 3weeks 6 weeks 6 weeks 6 weeks
Resubmittals ' 2.5 weeks 2 weeks 3 weeks 3 weeks 3 weeks
Building {nspections 40minutes 34 minutes  35minutes  35minutes 35 minutes
Percentage of Building Inspections 29% 22% - 60% 85% 85%
Performed Next Day \
Average Number of Calendar Days
from Receipt of Complaint to: . .
First Inspection j i1 T 4 4 4
thain Voluntary Compliance - : ; 45 76 69 70 70
Transfer fo Admin/Judicial Process ‘ 64 128 232 230 230
Obtain Compliance through Admin/Judicial Process 83 , 454 - 528 530 530

Number of Outstanding Complaints - - - 690 734 632" 630 T 630

258
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City of Goleta
Land Use Function Improvements

City of Fremont, CA

Review Process

The extent of the review required to issue permits for a project depends upon the
use or occupancy type of the structure, as well as its location and the impact of its
construction on the environment. The timetables listed below are intended to give
you an example of how long it might take to review various types of plans.

» Major Project Review Flowchart
s Standard Project Review Flowchart

Plan Review Timetables

‘s New Residential & Commercial Construction
_e Residential Additions & Modifications
. Tenant_,Impr_ovements

New Residential & Commercial
Construction

Preliminary Review 17 Business Working Days

First Working Drawings Review 23 Business Working Days

Revisions Review of Re-squittal 12 Business Working Days
Back to top.

Residential Additions & Modificatiornis

Single Story Additions less than 501 Same Day By Appointment

square feet and less than $30,001

valuation . . .

Interior improvements or alterations Same Day By Appointment

less than $30,001 valuation

Accessory buildings and structures Same Day By Appointment
Back to top.

Tenant Improvements

Office space less than 3,000 square Same Day By Appointment
feet, warehouse space less than 50,000
square feet, retail space less than 1,500
square feet or 49 occupants, or
restaurant and deli spaces less than 49

occupants ’
Less than 100,000 square feet Approximately 5 Business Working Days
100,000 to 200,000 square feet 10 Business Working Days for first

review and 5 Business Working Days
turnaround for subsequent review cycles

Back to’t_o,g;

A small residential addition may be reviewed and permits issued in one visit (Over-
the-counter plan review) by appointment. Minor interior improvements of commercial
space may also be processed in one visit by appointment, See Standard Review
Process.
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