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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-7724
Fax No. 415) 5547854
TPD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

SUNSHINE ORDINANCE
TASK FORCE

MEMORANDUM

Date: Feb. 20, 2009
To: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
From: Chris Rustom

Subject: Administrator’s Report

Requests from community persons

e From January 21, 2009, to February 17, 2009, the Task Force's office responded to
approximately 250 calls/e-mails/office visits from individuals requesting information.
regarding the Sunshine Ordinance, or to mediate request for records.

Complaint Log 2008

Complaint Log 2009

Submissions from DBI regarding #08054

Submissions from Peter Witt regarding #08053
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DATE

21-Jan
21-Jan
21-Jan
21i-Jan
21-Jan
22-Jan
22-Jan
23-Jan
23-Jan
24-Jan
24-Jan
24-Jan
25-Jan
26-Jan
27-Jan
27-Jan
23-Jan
27-Jan
27-dan
29-Jan
28-Jan
30-Jan
30-Jan
30-dan
1-Feb
1-Feb
6-Feb
7-Feb
7-Feb
7-Feb
9-Feb
9-Feb
9-Feb

Communications are avaifable for review in Cify Hall, Room 244. Contact the Administrator at 554-7724 or SOTF@sfgov.ory

FROM

Anonymous Tenants
Allen Grossman
Mpetrelis

Kimo Crossman
Kimo Crossman
Matt Dorsey
Ray Hartz

Kimo Crossman
Peter Witt

Kimo Crossman
Ray Hariz’

Ray Hariz

Peter Witt
Tamara Odisho
Matt Dorsey
Matt Dorsey
Mpetrelis
Richard Knee
Micki Callahan
Mpetrelis

Lynn Kaw
Hermann Chu
CFAC

Mpetrelis
Cynthia Servetnick
Christina Olague
Erica Craven
Allen Grossman
Kimo Crossman
Richard Knee
Mark Brennan
Mpetrelis

Kimo Crossman

COMMUNICATIONS RECEIVED LOG
January 20, 2008, through February 17, 2009

DESCRIPTION

Request for disciplinary action
SOTF referral letter (3)

Prop 8

Obama on FOIA (3)

MSNBC whistieblower (3)
IDR extension

IDR extension (3)

Shall v must

Req for info

CPRA on SSN, birthdate, address (2)

index to Records (2)
IDR (2)

DVD player
Response to Witt
Response to IDR (2)
Llorente timesheet
gay marriage fight

‘draft letter

Ordinance training

Prop 8 donations
Disclosure requirements
Rec & Park rules:
Newsletter (3)

Prop 8 audit

HPC meeting (7)

HPC meeting

New electronic records decision
Recap of 07077

Size of SOTF file

Size of SOTF file

SFPD IDR

Prop 8 meeting

Rule of reason(2)
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unty of San Francisco ' Gavin Newsom, Mayor

0
it of Building Inspection Vivian L. Day, C.B.0., Acting Director
MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 27, 2009
TO: Members of Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF)
FROM: Department of Building inspection (DB1)

RE: DBI PUBLIC RECORDS’ PROCEDURES

Because of the volume of public documents generated annually at the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) — please see FY 07-08 statistics below-- and upon the advice of the City Attorney’s
Office, DBI digitizes and/or micro-films all documents. We do not retain original hard copies.

We make every possible effort to be immediately responsive, prompt and courteous to every
customer’s request for public documents — which is why we encourage everyone to visit the DBl web
site, www.sfgov.org/dbi, where we provide easy public access to the overwhelming majority of all our
public records — and why we established long ago the following departmental procedure:

When a request is made for permit applications and related materials, the Custodian of Public
Records locates the requested document(s) on micro-film, and offers the customer the opportunity to
come in to view them at our offices at 1650 and 1660 Mission Streets. If the customer wants a
printed copy of the micro-filmed record, our staff will then print from that micro-film to provide this
record, once a records’ request form has been completed and we have had sufficient time (two
business days) to fulfill it.

Given the volume of work and requests upon our public records’ staff, our procedure makes it
transparently clear to everyone that a request to print a single document from micro-film records is a
two-day turnaround, and the clock begins after the customer has filled out our Records Request form.
The minimum records’ charge, as published and made clear in DBI's fee schedule, as adopted
unanimously by ordinance in July, 2008, by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, is $6.50 (prior to
Sept. 2, 2008, when fees changed, that fee had been $3.50.) As noted in my earlier emails to the
SOTF, the DB web site is www.sfgov.org/dbi, and the Home Page has a link for the Fee Schedule,
as well as to the detailed analyses behind the Fee Schedule (Matrix Report).

This is long-established departmental procedure, and has been reviewed and approved by the City
Attorney’s Office. In fact, when discussing this again on January 28, 2009 with Deputy City Attorney
Judy Boyajian, she made it clear to me that making an exception to this established procedure would
mean we no longer have a procedure and thus open the Department to demands by any complainant
for the delivery of public records at the whim of the complainant. Would it be reasonable, she asked,
if the complainant demanded delivery of the requested public record by messenger or hand-delivery?

Ms. Boyajian also asked if the complainant was disabled or out of the City and thus unable to follow

our established procedure? We know that the answer to both questions is no. Since providing a PDF
version of the requested document is not ‘easily available’ through the department’s existing
computer system, this was fully and repeatedly disclosed to this customer in Mr. Whiteside’s email to
the customer dated the same day the request was received, Nov. 13, 2008. Mr. Whiteside repeated
the information on Nov. 14, and again on Nov. 20. The customer continued to insist upon

1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6088 — FAX (415) 558-6401
Website: www.sfgov.org/dbi
289



Page Two/DBI Response to SOTF re: Complaint No. 08054 =
contesting DBI's established procedure and demanded a separate process that is not available to all :
customers, specifically, an e-mail with a PDF attachment, even though Mr. Whiteside made it clear
that that is not DBI records’ procedure, nor within our existing technical capacity.

Because DBI's eiectronlcaily archived public records files are not readily available in a PDF format, it
is a hardship and unfair to every other customer who follows our established procedure to meet this
single demand from one complainant — and what’s more, from a complainant who requests public

- records on a frequent basis and who is thus not only completely familiar with the procedure but who
also has followed the procedure on numerous occasions.

As reported during our testimony fo the Task Force on January 27, 2009, to fulfill this specific request
would have required our staff to find the requested document on micro-film; then print a copy from the
film; then scan the printed version in order to convert it to the PDF format; and then rename and
restore this same document that already exists as a micro-film record. With the volume of records’
request received, and with existing staff resources, this departure from our established procedure is
simply not practical, not fair to all other customers who do follow the depaﬂment s established
procedure, and not reasonable.

‘We offered an immediate response, per Sunshine requirements, to this customer and explained
clearly what our procedure is, the timeline to produce the document and the fee established by law.
This customer demanded separate, customized, treatment which we do not believe is reasonable and
which, based upon the City Attorney’s advice given to us, is not required by the Sunshine laws. <

We appreciate the Task Force’s finding of no violation, and respectfully offer the above background in
the hope that your members are fully apprised of DBI's established procedures in managing
voluminous public records’ requests and understand the Depariment’s complete commitment to
providing the public with all public records upon request and in meeting both the spirit and legal
requirements under the Sunshine ordinance.

SUMMARY STATISTICS (FY 07 -08 Numbers)
¢ Received a total of 11,713 microfilm requests.
s These micréfilm requests produced a total of:
0106,286 copies of applications/job cards/CFC's

o 54,020 copies of plans
0 22,729 diazos

Thank you for your attention, and for your consideration.

ST
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

City & County of San Francisco
{415) 558-6088 General Information (415) 558-6401 Fax
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103-2414

RECORD RETENTION AND DESTRUCTION POLICY

The Department of Building Inspection Record Retention and Destruction Policy is adopted
pursuant to Chapter 8 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, which requires each
department head to maintain records and create a records retention and destruction
schedule, This policy supersedes all previous record retention and destruction pohcles
issued by the Department of Bu:ldmg Inspection.

This policy covers all records and documents, regardless of physical form or characteristics,
which have been made or received by the Department of Building Inspection in connectzon
with the transaction of public business.

PART |- POL[CY AND PROCEDURES
A. RETENTION POLICY

The Department of Building inspection shali retain records for the period of their immediate
or current use, unless longer retention is necessary for historical reference, or to comply
with contractual or legal requirements, or for other purposes as set forth below. For record
retention and destruction purposes, the term "record” is defined as set forth in Section 8.1 of
the San Francisco Administrative Code. Documents and other materials that do not
constitute “records” under that section, including those described below in Category 4., may
be destroyed when no longer needed, unless otherwise specified in Part Il. The records of
the Department of Building Inspection shall be classified for purposes of retention and
destruction as follows:

Category 1: Permanent Retention. Records that are permanent or essential shall be
retained and preserved indefinitely.

» Permanent records. Permanent records are records required by law to be permanently
retained and which are ineligible for destruction unless they are microfilmed or placed on
an optical imaging system, and special measures are followed. Admin. Code Section
8.4. Once these measures are followed, the original paper records may be destroyed.
Duplicate copjes of permanent records may be destroyed whenever they are no longer
necessary for the efficient operation of the Department. Examples of permanent records
include: records of meetings, and agendas, Board decisions.

« Essential records. Essential records are records necessary for the continuity of
government and the protection of the rights and interests of individuals. Admin. Code
Section 8.9. Examples of essential records include poilcy memoranda, interpretive
materials such as manuals, and building permits.

Date Revised 12/28/05 1
\assistant dirfretention destruct policy.doc ’
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Catedory 2: Current Records. Current records are records for convenience, ready
reference or other reasons are retained in the office space and equipment of the
Department. Current records shall be retained as follows:

« Where retention period specified by law. Where federal, state, or local Jaw prescribes a
definite period of time for retaining certain records, the Department of Building Inspection
will retain the records for the period specified by law. Examples of records required to

be maintained for a specific period are; Statement of Economic Interest, Form 700 must

be retained seven years pursuant to Government code Section 81009(e); Accident/injury
Reports must be retained five years pursuant to 29 CFR 1404.6.

» Where no retention period specified by law. Where no specific retention period is
specified by law, the retention period for records that the Department is required to retain
shall be specified in the attached Record Retention and Destruction Schedule. Records
shall be retained for a minimum of two years, although such records may be treated as
“storage records” and placed in storage at any time during the applicable retention
period. Examples of current records include: invoices for purchases of supplies,
departmental memoranda, and budget documents.

Category 3: Storage Records. Storage records are records that are retained offsite.
Storage records are subject to the same retention requirements as current records.
Examples of storage records include official records of Board action and calendars and
minutes of hearings.

Category 4: No Retention Required. Documents and other materials that are not
“records” as defined by Admin. Code section 8.1 need not be retained unless retention is
otherwise required by local law (or by the attached Retention and Destruction Schedule).
Documents and other materials (including originals and duplicates) that are not otherwise
required to be retained, are not necessary to the functioning or continuity of the Department
and which have no legal significance may be destroyed when no longer needed. Examples
include materials and documents generated for the convenience of the person generating
them, draft documents rendered moot by departmental action, and duplicate copies of
records that are no longer needed. Specific examples include telephone message slips,
miscellaneous correspondence not requiring follow-up or departmental action, notepads, e-
mails that do not contain information required to be retained under this policy, and
chronological files. With limited exceptions, no specific retention requirements are assigned
to documents in this category. Instead it is up to the originator or the recipient to determine
when the document’s business utility has ended.

B. RECORDS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE RECORD RETENTION SCHEDULE

Records and other documents or materials that are not expressly addressed by the
attached schedule may be destroyed at any time provided that they have been retained for
the periods prescribed for substantially similar records.

C. STORAGE OF RECORDS

- Records may be stored in the Department of Building Inspection’s office space or equipment

if the records are in active use or are maintained in the office for convenience or ready
reference. Examples of active files appropriately maintained in the Department’s office

Date Revised 12/28/05 2
\assistant dirvretention destruct policy.doc : ‘



space or equipment include active chronological files, research and personnel files, and
calendars. Inactive records, for which use or reference has diminished sufficiently to permit
removal from the Department of Building Inspection’s office space or equipment, may be
sent to the City's off-site storage facility or maintained in the Depariment’s storage facility.

D. HISTORICAL RECORDS

Historical records are records that are no longer of use to the Department of Building
inspection but which because of their age or research value may be of historical interest or

significance, maybe not be destroyed except in accordance with the procedures set forth in

- Administrative Code section 8.7.
E. PENDING CLAIMS AND LITIGATION

The retention periods set forth in the attached record retention schedule shall not apply to
materials that are otherwise eligible for destruction, but which may be relevant to a pending
claim of litigation against the City. Once a departmant becomes aware of the existence of a
claim against the depariment, the depariment should retain all documents and other
materials related to the claim until such time as the claim or subsequent litigation has been
resolved. Where a department has reason {o believe that one or more other depariments
aiso have records relating to the claim or litigation, these departments should also be
notified of the need to retain such records.

Date Revised 12/28/05 3
\assistant diretention destruct policy.doc :
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APPROVALS:
Approved by Building Inspection Comumnission:

A mun

Ephraim Hirsch
President

Approved as to Records Relating to Financial Matters:

HEd Harrington
Controller

“Controller Staff /

Approved as to Records of Legal Significance:

Dennis J. Herrera

City Attorney '
Q‘ .ﬁw@j‘ 7an
(%uty City Attorney ﬂ V4

Approve to Records Relating to Payroll Matters:

Clare M. Murphy v U
Hxecutive Director,
Retirement System

l g'gc [ O
ate Approved

2//4 ,_/dlé

Date Approved

/2-258-05
Date Approved

3/l6jos
Date Approved
by the Retirement Board

Ci\Documents and Sesingsfboyafial ocal Scitiogetfempnotcs 1 BFIRSIGNPG. DOC
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The report, which follows, presents the results of the Cost of Servibes (User Fee)
Study conducted by the Mafrix Consulting Group for the City and County of San
Francisco. This report provides the Ciiy with the findings and conclusions resulting from
the analysis of the Department of Building Inspection.

1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF WORK

The.City and County of San Francisco’s Department of Building Inspection is
responsible for overseeing the effective, efficient, fair, and safe enforcement of the
City’'s Building, Housing, Plumbing, Electric, and Mechanical Codes, along with
Disability Access regulations.

As part of the City/County’s periodic review and update to existing fees for
service, the Matrix Consulting Group has conducted a study to determine the total cost
of services provided by the Department of Building Inspection. The results of this
analysis provide a tool for understanding current service levels, the cost and demand for
those services, and what fees for service can and should be charged.

2, GENERAL PROJECT APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The methodology employed in establishing the full cost of providing services is a
widely known and accepted “bottom up” approach to cost an_alysis, where time spent
per unit of fee activity is determined for each position within a department. Once time
spgnf for a fee activity is deterr-nined, all applicable costs are then considered in the
calculation of the full cost of providing each servicé. A more detailed discussion of all

costs considered for San Francisco’s Department of Building Inspection is included in

Matrix Consulting Group Page 1
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Final Report on the Department of Building Inspection’s User Fee Study

Chapter 3 of this report. However, the following table is a summary of typical costs

included in the calculation of total service costs:

Cost Component Description
Diréct Salaries, benefits and allowable departmental expeﬁditures.
Departmental Overhead Departmental administration / management and clerical support,
City/County-wide Overhead Central service costs such as payroll, human resources,

budgeting, city/county management, efc. Often established
through a cost allocation methodology or plan (In this case, the
City/County provided these costs).

Cross-Departmental Support Costs associated with review or assistance in providing specific
services. For example, costs associated with the Planning
Department's review of construction plans..

Off-budget items General Plan Update, code enforcement, and technology related
costs, where applicable.

The work accompliéhed by the Matrix Consuiting Group in the analysis of the
proposed fees for service involved the following steps:

. Initial Interviews: Key project management staff for the City and County of San
Francisco were interviewed to solidify the mutual understanding of the objectives
of this study and potential issues with the implementation of user fees.

. Department of Building Inspection Staff Interviews: The project team
interviewed staff in each of DBl's divisions regarding their needs for clarification
to the structure of existing fee items, or for addition of new fee items,

. Data Collection: All essential data components were entered into the Matrix
Consulting Group's user fee analytical software model, including all budgetary,
staffing level, time estimate, and volume of activity assumptions.

. Cost Analysis: The project team applied all applicable City/County costs toward
the calculation of the full costs of providing each service included in the model.
Resulting costs were presented on a unit and annual level, compared to revenue
reports, and provided information about cost recovery surpluses and deficits.

. Review and Approval of Results with City/County Staff: Because the analysis
of fees for service is based on estimates and information provided by the
Department’s staff, it is extremely important that all participants were comfortable
with our methodology and with the data they provided: Department staff and
management reviewed and approved these documented results.

Matrix Consulting Group Page 2
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. Comparison Survey of Markef Rates and Fees: The Department of Buiiding
Inspection wished to consider the local “market rates” for services as a means for
assessing what types of changes in fee levels their community can bear. The
Matrix Consulting Group will worked together with Solem and Associates, a
Human Rights Commission-certified Local Business Enterprise, to conduct a
comparison survey of rates, fees, and cost recovery practices.

In the detailed report, which follows, the full cost of sefvices for items included in
the Study are presented from both a unit and annual cost perspective. A more detailed
description of user fee methodology and policy considerations are provided in the
Chapter 2 of this report.

3. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table shows a three year picture of cumulative expénses versus

revenue for the Department of Building Inspection:

$60,000,000

$50,000,000

$40,000,000

# Revenue

30,000,000 - <
$ | HExpense

$20,000,000

$10,000,000

As shown above, cost recovery for the Department of Building Inspection has
shown a steady decrease, where expenses are typically exceeding revenues.

The cumulative resuits of this User Fee Study, based on budgeted expenditures

for fiscal year 2007/08, also identified an overall subsidy provided to the fee payer,

Matrix Consuliting Group ‘ ' Page 3
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where the annual revenue collected for all fee related services is, on average, less than
the estimated frue cost of providing those services.

From a detailed, fee-by-fee perspective, the results demonstrate that while ‘some
charges for services are set ‘at levels higher that the true costs of providing services,
other charges for service are generating much less than their estimated true cost;
However, as stated previously, the net result of the Study found an overall undercharge
for services by the Department of Building Inspection. The project team _aiso combined
and annualized the costs for each service by using actual p'efmit volumes provided by
the Department’s financial and permit tracking system, as well as estimates of activity
volume provided by Citleounty staff.

The table on the following pages identifies the potential revenue impacts

associated with the implementation of fees at 100 percent recovery of full cost:

Matrix Consulting Group : . Page 4
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
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At full cost recovery, the potential additional revenue obtained from implementing
these revised and/or additional fees for services is approximately $10.8 million abové
what is correntiy collected for these services. However, in some cases, recovery of the
full cost of providing each service may be limited by economic, policy and even State
law fimitations {as in the case of the California Public Records Act, for example). The
remainder of this report provides a detailed discussion of the approach, methodology,

and results of the Matrix Consulting Group’s study.

Matrix Consulting Group Page 14
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2. LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND POLICY
CONSIDERATIONS

A “user fee” is a charge for services provided by a governmental agency to a
public citiien or group. In California, séveral constitutional laws such as Propositions 13,
4 and 218, State Government Codes 66012 and 66014, and more recently the Attorney

General's Opinion 92-506 set the parameters under which the user fees typically

administered by local government are established and administered.

1. GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND PHILOSOPHIES REGARDING USER FEES
Local governments are providers of many types of general services to their
communities. While all services provided by local government are beneficial to
constifuents, some services can be classified as globally beneficial to all citizens, while
others provide more of a direct benefit to a specific group or individual. The following
table provides examples of services provided by local government within a continuﬁm of

the degree of community benefit received:

Services that Provide Both Services that Provide a
“Giobal” Benefit and also a Primary Benefit to an
Services that Provide General | Specific Group or Individual Individual or Group, with less
“Global” Community Benefit Benefit “Global” Community Benefit
+ Police « Recreation / Community + Building Permits
Park Maintenance Services « Planning and Zoning
» Fire Suppression Approval
+ Site Plan Review
« Engineering Development
Review

Funding for local government is obtained from a myriad of revenue sources such
as taxes, fines, grants, special charges, user fees, etc. In recent years, alternative tax

revenues, which typically offset subsidies for services provided to the commuhity, have

Matrix Consulfing Group Page 15
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become increasingly limited. These limitations have caused increased attention on user
fee activities as a revenue source that can offset costs otherwise subsidized (usually) by

the general fund. In the table above, services in the “global benefit” section tend fo be

funded primarily through voter ap'proved tax revenues. In the middle of the table, one

typicaily finds a mixture of taxes, user fee, and other funding sources. Finally, in the

“individual / group benefit” section of the table, lie the services provided by local

government that are typically funded almost entirely by user fee revenue.

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

. Fees should be assessed according to the degree of individual or private
benefit gained from services. For example, the processing and approval of a
land use or building permit will generally result in monetary gain to the applicant,
whereas Police services and Fire Suppression are examples of services that are
essential to the safety of the community at large; and,

. A profit making objective should not be included in the assessment of user
fees. In fact, California laws require that the charges for service be in direct
proportion to the costs associated with providing those services. Once a charge
for service is assessed at a level higher than the actual cost of providing a
service, the term “user fee” no longer applies. The charge then becomes a tax
subject to voter approval.

Therefore, it is commonly accepted that user fees are established at a level that
will recover up to, and not more than, the cost of providing services.

2, GENERAL POLICY CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING USER FEES
Undoubtedly, there are programs, circumstances, and services that juslify a

subsidy from a tax based or alternative revenue source. However, it is essential that

jurisdictions prioritize the use of revenue sources for the provision of services based on
the continuum of benefit received.

Within the services that are typically funded by user fees, the Matrix Consulting

Group recognizes several reasons why a jurisdiction's staff or decision making authority

Matrix Consulting Group ) Page 16
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rhay not advocate the full cost recovei'y of services. The following factors are key policy

considerations in setting fees at less than 100 percent of cost recovery:

Limitations posed by an external agency. The State or other agency will
occasionally set a maximum, minimum, or limit the jurisdiction’s ability to charge
a fee at all. Examples include Transportation Permits commonly issued by Public
Works departments, many types of Police records and processing fees, as well
as charging for time spent copying and retrieving public documents in the City
Clerk’s office.

Encouragement of desired behaviors. Keeping fees for certain services below
may provide a better compliance from the community. For example, if the cost of
a permit for changing a water heater in a residential home is higher than the cost
of the water heater itself, many citizens will avoid pulling the permit.

Affect on demand for a particular service. Sometimes raising the "price”l
charged for services might reduce the number of participants in a program. This -

is largely the case in Recreation programs such as aquatics or sports leagues,
where participants often compare the jurisdiction’s fees to surrounding agencies
or other options for leisure activities.

Participation for individuals or groups that typically cannot afford services.
Policy makers may decide to fully subsidize or set fees at a level that will allow
participation for certain segments of the community, such as Senior programs.

Benefit received by user of the service and the community at large is
mutual. Many services that directly benefit a group or individual equally benefit
the community as a whole. Examples include Recreation programs, Planning
Design Review, historical dedications and certain types of special events, to
name a few. -

The Matrix Consulting Group recognizes the need for policy that intentionally

subsidizes certain activities. The primary goals of a User Fee Study are to provide a fair

and equitable basis for determining the costs of providing services, and assure that fees

charged for services are in compliance with State law.

Once the full cost of providing services is known, the next step is to d_eterfnine

the “rate” or “price” for services at a level which is up to, and not more than the full cost

amount. The Council or Board is responsible for this decision, which often becomes a

Matrix Consulting Group Page 17
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question of balancing service levels and funding sources. The placement.of a service or
activity within the continuum of benefit received may require extensive di_scuésion and at
times fall into a “grey area’”. However, with the resulting cost of services information
frorﬁ a User Fee Study, the Council or Board can be assured that the adopted. fee fou;

- service is reasonable, fair, and legal.

Matrix Consulting Group Page 18
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3. METHODOLOGY AND APPLICATION OF

- RESULTS

The Matrix Consulting Group utilizes a cost allocation methodology, commonly

known and accepted as the “bottom-up” approach to éstablishing User Fees. The term

means that several cost components are calculated for each fee or service. These

components then build upon each other to comprise the total cost for providing the

service. The components of a the full cost calculations for the City and County of San

Francisco’s Department of Building Inspection’s services are shown in the table below:

Cost Component

Description

Direct

Fiscal Year 2007/08 budgeted salaries, benefits and allowable
deparimental expenditures.

Departmental Overhead

| support.

Division and Department administration / management and clerical

City/County-wide Overhead

City and County costs associated with central service costs such
as payroll, human resources, budgeting, City/County
management, eifc. )

Cross-Departmental Support

Costs associated with review or assistance in providing specific
services from other depariments.

Oft-budget items

Additional costs identified in support of the Building permit process

that are aliowable under State Government Code, including:

« Technology for acquisition, enhancement and replacement of
for the Department's permitting operation.

These costs should be designated and set aside on an annual

basis specifically for the purposes noted above.

The general steps utilized by the project team to determine allocations of cost

components to a particular fee or service are:

. Develop time-estimates for each service included in the study;
. Calculate the direct cost attributed to each time estimate;
. Utilize the comprehensive allocation of staff time to establish an allocation basis

for the other cost components; and,

Matrix Consultihg Group
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. Distribute the appropriate amount of the other cost components to each fee or
service based on the staff time allocation basis, or other reasonable basis.

The result of these allocations provides detalled documentation for the
reasonable estimate of the actual cost of providing each service. The following are
critical points about the use of time estimates and the validity of cost allocation models.

1. TIME ESTIMATES ARE A MEASURE OF SERVICE LEVELS REQUIRED TO
PERFORM A PARTICULAR SERVICE

One of the key study assumptions utilized in the “bottom up” approach is the use
of time estimates for the provision of each fee related service. Utilization of time
estimates is a reasonable and defensible ‘approach, especially since these estimates
are developed by experienced staff members who understand service levels and
processes unigue to the City and County of San Francisco.

The project team worked closely with the Department of Building Inspection’s
staff in developing time estimates with the following criteria:

. Estimates are representative of average times for providing service. Extremely
difficult or abnormally simple projects are excluded from the analysis;

. Estimates provided by staff are reviewed and approved by the department, and
often involve multiple iterations before a Study is finalized;

. Estimates are reviewed by the project team for “reasonableness” against their
experience with other agencies. ‘

The Matrix Consulting Group agrees that while the use of time estimates is not a
perfect approach, it is the best a[femative available for selting a standard level of
service for which fo base a. jurisdiction’s fees for se&ice, and it meets the requirements
of California law.

The alternative to time estimating is actual time tracking, often referred to billing

Matrix Consulting Group : Page 20
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on a “lime and materials” basis. Except for in the case of anomalous or sometimes very
large and complex projects, the Matrix Consulting Group believes this approach not to
be cost effective or reasonable for the following reasons:

. Accuracy in time tracking is compromised by the additional administrative burden
required to track, bill, and collect for services in this manner;

. Additional costs are associated with administrative staff's billing, refunding, and
monitoring deposit accounts;

. Customers often prefer to know the fees for services in advance of applying for
permits or participating in programs;

. Applicants may begin to request assignment of faster or less expenswe
personnel to their project;

. Departments can better predict revenue streams and staff needs using
standardized time estimates and anticipated permit volumes.

~ Situations arise where the size and complexity of a given project warrants time
tracking and billing on a “time Vand materials” basis. However, the Matrix Consulting

Group discourages this practice whenever possible.

| 2. CROSS CHECKS ENSURE THE VALIDITY OF OUR ANALYTICAL MODEL

In addition to the collection of time estimate data for each fee or service included
in the User Fee Study, annual volume of activity data assuhptions are also a critical
component. By collecting data on the estimated volume of activity and estimated
amount of revenue collected for each fee or service, a number of analyses are
performed which not only provide useful information to departments regarding allocation
of staff resources, but also provide valuable cross checks that ensure the validity of
each cost allocation model. This includes assurance that 100% of staff resounl*ces‘are
accounted for and allocated to a fee for service, or “other non fee” related category.

Since there are no objectives to make a profit in establishing user fees, it is very
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important to ensure that services are not estimated at a level that exceeds budgeted
' resource capacity. If at least and not signiﬁdantly more than 100% of staff resources are
accounted for, then no more than 100% of costs associated with providing servfces will
be allocated to individual services in the Study.

- 3. INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF THE STUDY’S RESULTS

Many.jurisdictions nationwide, including the City and County of San Franc-isco,
use traditional sliding scale fée tables applied to project valuation calculations for
estab!ishmént of bﬁilding permit fees.

The results shown in Chapter 1 can be utilized to expand upon and update the
Department’s existing sliding fee tables so that they reflect up to, and not more than
100% cost recovery of services. To accomplish this, the Department of Building
lnspecf-ion can utilize the resulis presented in. this report to make the appropriaie
adjustments.

Other services included in this User Fee Study, such as Electrical, Plumbing,
Sign, Housing, etc., can be identified and considered on a unit-by-unit basis, as “flat’ or

non-scaled fees for service.

Matrix Consulting Group Page 22
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4. CONCLUSION

' The motivation behind a cost of services (User Fee) analysis is for the jurisdiction
to maintain services at a level that is boti"_: accepted and effective for the community,
and also to maintain control over the policy and management of these services. |

The display of 100 percent éost recovery levels for each fee in Cha_pter 1is
meant to provide a basis for policy development discussions, and does not represent a
recommendation for where the City/County should set the “price” of each fee. The
setting of the "rate." or “price” for services, whether at 100 percent full cost recovery or
lower, is a decision to be made only by the necessary decision making authority, often
in conjunction with input from Department staff. Common reasons for adopting fees at
less than 100 percent of full cost recovery are presented in Chapter 2 of this report.

The presentation of results in this report are intended as summaries of extensive
and voluminous cost allocation documentation for the Department of Building
[nspection’s analytical model. The full analytical results were provided to the
Department’s staff under separate cover from this summary report.

It'should'be noted that these results are not a precise measurement. Changes to
the structure of fee names, along with the use of time estimates.and annual volume and
revenue estimates allow only for a reasonable projection of surpluses, subsidies and
revenues. Consequently, the reader should rely conservatively upon these estimates to

gauge the impact of implementation going forward, while, at the same time, remain

confident that the data, conclusions, and results presented in this report represent the

estimated, reasonable cost of providing the Department’s fee related services,

Matrix Consulting Group Page 23
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ATTACHMENT A:
SURVEY OF MARKET RATES AND FEES

As part of a cost of services (fee study) for San Francisco’s Department of

Building Inspection, the Matrix Consulting Group worked with Solem and Associates (a

San Francisco HRC certified subcontractor) to conduct a comparative survey of fee

calculations for typical project sizes, as well as of generaf‘questions related to the

administration of fees and cost recovery policy. The following is an outline for the

survey, in accordance with the contract and proposed scope of work.

1.

JURISDICTIONS INCLUDED IN THE SURVEY

The City/County desired fo compare itself against the following seven

jurisdictions:

-*

2.

San Diego
Los Angeles
San Jose |
Anaheim
Oakland
Seattle

Sacramenio

PROJECT TYPES AND SIZES FOR THE FEE COMPARISON SURVEY

For the following scopes of work, we identified both the Plan Check and Building

Permit (aka. inspection) fees, separately:

Matrix Consulting Group Page 24

328



330

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

_Final Report on the Department of Building Inspection’s User Fee Study

Type of Project Size (s.f) Type of Construction Other
Office Tenant 5,000 : Existing Type | building Include
Improvement _ sprinklers
Retall Tenant 2,000 Existing Type V building
Improvement
Hi Rise Office Building - | 120,000 Steel Frame Tybe | building Include
New Construction - sprinklers
Hi Rise Residential 150,000 Concrete Shear Wall Type |

Condominium Building - huilding
New Construction :

Mixed Use Building ~ Includes: Residential = Type V One-Hour Include
New Construction 80,000 Residential Retail = Type V One-Hour sprinklers
10,000 Retail Parking = Type | '

(pedium construction) 10,000 Parking Garage

Single Family Home —~ Home = 2,400 Type V building
New Construction (arage = 600

Single Family Home ~ 1,000 Type V building
Addition {Vertical or

Horizontal)

Single Family Home — Value of approx Type V building
Remode! (bathroom $30,000

and/or kitchen space)

Important to note for this part of the survey was which plan review and inspections
the permit fee covered. For example, did the fees provided cover building permits as
well as mechanical, electrical, plumbing permits.

3. ADDITIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONS

In addition to a comparison of Plan Check and Building Permit fees for the projebt
types and sizes listed above, Solem and Associates also surveyed the chosen
jurisdictions on responses to the following questions pertaining to cost recovery
practices, fees, and policies:

1. Do you charge a separate fee for Disabled access plan review and/or inspection?
In additional to above fees, what other fees are assessed for these permits?

Matrix Consulting Group . | Page 25
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(such as application fee, filing fee, records fee, processing fees, etc.)

2. Do you use the valuation method to determine your permit fees? If not, what
method do you use? ‘

3. Has the jurisdiction's decision making body adopted a formal cost recovery policy
for Building and Safety fees?

4. Do the Building and Safety fees for service recover for costs associated with
technology improvements, records management, office space, code
enforcement, review of subdivisions... etc. '

5. What type of increase mechanism (CPI or otherwise) is utilized to update the
Building and Safety fees for service and how often?

6. Does the jurisdiction increase multidear project fees by a CPI?

7. Do you have premium express, or expedited plan review? If s0, what are the
related fees?

8. What is your hourly rate for additional services provided by inspeciors,
engineers, and support staff?
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1. SUMMARY OF SURVEY

According to a major California cost management/cost estimating firm (Cumming
Corporation), plan check and building permit fees are typically 2 to 2.5 percent of project
cost. Some jurisdictions’ fees can be higher if they had a sewer improyement bond
recently that raised sewer fees. All information was received from VSan Diego, Los
Angeles, Anaheim, Oakland, Seattle Sacramento and San Jose.

1. SUMMARY OF FEE COMPARISON RESULTS FOR EACH PROJECT TYPE
AND SIZE . .

The following presents a summary of survey findings for plan check and building

permit fees by project type listed in section 1.2 above:

. Office Tenant improvements: Results were all over the board, ranging from
$2,000 to $13,000. San Francisco’s current fees are in the low end of this range,
at $3,469.

. Retail Tenant Improvements: Results were pretty close here, avéraging about

$2,000 among all jurisdictions. San Francisco’'s current fees are the second to
highest of jurisdictions responding for this project type, at $4,149.

. Hi Rise Office Building — New Construction: Resulis varied greatly here,
ranging from $50,000 to $400,000. Most jurisdictions submitted about a $100,000
fee, while Oakland’s jumped to $400,000. San Francisco’s current fees are in the
middle of this range, at $155,976.

. Hi Rise Residential Condominium Building — New Construction: Most
- jurisdictions were in the ballpark here, with a fee of about $100,000. Again,
Oakland submitted the highest fee at $500,000. San Francisco’s current fees are

in the middle of this range, at $174,417.

. Mixed Use Building — New Construction (podium construction): Everyone
was in the ballpark again with about a $50,000 average except for Oakland, at
over $200,000. San Francisco's current fees are in the middle of this range, at
$118,321. ‘
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. Single Family Home — New Construction: The average was about $4,000
here. San Francisco’s current fees are in the middle to low end of this range, at
$3,484. _ :

. Single Family Home — Addition (Vertical or Horizontal): Everyone was in the

ballpark here at about $2,000. San Francisco’s current fees fall in the middle of
the range at $2,603. ‘

. Single Family Home — Rerﬁodel (bathroom and/or kitchen space): The
average was about $1,000. San Francisco’s current fees are the lowest of the
range, at $517. '

While determining fee calculations shown in ’ghe appendix 1o this report, Sdiem and
Associates asked jurisdictions which plan review and inspections each permit fee
covered. Responses indicated that these fees generally cover all inspections related to
architectural, structural, energy and disabled access compliance.

Solem also asked each jurisdiction if the fee calculations included inspections and
plan review fees related to mechanical, electrical and plumbing items. Most jurisdictions
- said that their plan check fees cover building mechanical, electrical and plumbing review
in addition to architectural, structural, energy and disabled access. However, most
building permit fees only cover inspections related to architectural, structural, energy
and disabled access compliance. When jurisdictions were asked to provide a separate
estimate for mechanical, plumbing, and electrical permit fees for each project type, data
was not provided, except for in the case of San Jose. Surveyed jurisdictions felt it waé
too time intensive and cumbersome to iry and estimate these fees, given tﬁat most of
these jurisdictions base these permit fees on unit counts of fixtures, etc. per project.

2, SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR ADDITIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONS

The following is a summary of results for each additional question noted above in

section 1.3 of this report, in the same numerical order:

Matrix Consulting Group : Page 28

333



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
Final Report on the Department of Building Inspection’s User Fee Study

1.

Most jurisdictions do not charge a separate fee for Disabled Access plan review.
Los Angeles, however, does. Other fees assessed could include Mapping Fee,
General Plan Maintenance Fee, Hazmat Fee, and Permit Issuance Fee and/or a
fee for parking facilittes outside of buildings; floodplain approvalllicense fee;
demolition/relocation fee; site review fee (hourly fees for certain employees that
are drainage or geotechnical engineers); standard plans; factory built structures;
single-family earthquake retrofits; swimming pools.

Most jurisdictions do use the valuation method. If not, jurisdictions generally
either based their fees on the time it takes to perform each plan check and
inspection or developed some type of development fee index (DF1) method.

Half of surveyed jurisdictions said yes, the other half said no to whether a formal
recovery poiicy had been adopted.

All ;ur;sd[ctlons surveyed, except San Franc:sco answered yes to whether their
fees for service attempted to recover for costs associated with technology
improvements, records management, etc.

Most jurisdictions review or update their rates by CPI or otherwise, annually.

Most jurisdictions do not increase multi-year project fess by a CPl or other
adjustment factor. Fees may be modified to a current fee subtitle when the permit
is not issued within 12 months of the start of the initial review uniess there is
reasonable and continuous progress on the completion of the permit
requirements. Otherwise, the fees are based on the fee subtitle in effect at the
time of application.

Most jurisdictions said they do have an expedited plan review service and the
additional cost is 50% of the normal plan check fees they assess.

Hourly rates varied by jurisdiction, averaging about $100. They start at $7’5 and
go up to $165.
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3. DETAILED RESPONSES TO ADDITIONAL:
SURVEY QUESTIONS

The following presents each surveyed jurisdiction’s responses to additional survey

questions presented by Sclem and Associates:

1.

DO YOU CHARGE A SEPARATE FEE FOR DISABLED ACCESS PLAN
REVIEW AND/OR INSPECTION? IN ADDITIONAL TO ABOVE FEES, WHAT
OTHER FEES ARE ASSESSED FOR THESE PERMITS, SUCH AS
APPLICATION FEE, FILING FEE, RECORDS FEE, PROCESSING FEES,
ETC.?

San Diego: No. Other fee examples include: Mapping Fee, General Plan
Maintenance Fee, Hazmat Fee, and Permit Issuance Fee.

Los Angeles: There is a separate fee for disabled access plan review and
inspection. There is also a fee for Energy review.

Anaheim: No, we do not charge a separate plan check and permit fee for
reviewing plans and providing inspection on disabled access compliance. We do
not have application, filling and processing fees. We do charge $1 imaging fee
per sheet of approved blue print.

Oakland: No. Application fee, fiing fee, records fee and technology
enhancement fee are included in the estimate.

Seattle: DPD does not charge a separate fee for disabled access plan review nor
for it's inspections. The review and inspection of any code required accessibility
upgrades would be done under the permit & plan review fees. However
depending on the type of permit, there are a multitude of additional fees that may
be incurred to apply for the permit (or for the permit to be issued) that may not be
related to the fee based on valuation or may be in addition to the fee based on
valuation. Some of those include: a fee for parking facilities outside of buildings;

floodplain approvalficense fee; demolition/relocation fee; site review fee (hourly .

fees for certain employees that are drainage or geotechnical engineers);
standard plans; factory built structures; single-family earthquake retrofits;
swimming pools. These additional fees are listed in Table D-2 of the fee subtitle.

San Jose; Disabled review and inspection is included, no separate fee. Records
fee is also included.

Sacramento: Disabled access, NO. Technology Fee and General Plan Fee, Yes.
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. San Francisco: Does not currently charge separate fees in this area.

2. DO YOU USE THE VALUATION METHOD TO DETERMINE YOUR PERMIT
FEES? IF NOT, WHAT METHOD DO YOU USE?

. San Diego: Our fees are based upon the time it takes to perform the plan check
and inspection for various project types

. Los Angeles: Yes. We use the valuation method to determine our building ptan
check and permit fees.

. Anaheim: No, we do not use the valuation method to determine our plan check
and permit fees. Instead, our fees are based on square footage, cccupancy and
type of construction of the projects.

. QOakland: Yes.

. Seattle: Valuation method is based on the determination of a development fee
index (DFI). The fees associated with the permit fee and plan review fee are
based on the DF!. The DFI is based on a sliding scale and is shown in Table D-1
in the fee subtitie.

. San Jose: Service fees are based on several criterion attributed to the type and
scope of the work proposed but fees are no longer associated with value. They
are based on primarily the following: :

- Fee tables are separate for each of the categories of
Commercial/industrial, Multi-family, and Single Family.

- Base fees are intended to compensate for hours spent of 80% of like
projects based on historical data.

- Additional fee increments added to a base fixed fee are proportional to the
square feet of the area of work.

- Criterion for the base hours assessed for single family detached work is
based on the type of work. Multi-family hours assessed are based
primarily on the number of units and the average size of each unit.
Commercial/Industrial finish/alteration fees are modified by occupant use,
while type of structural system modifies the assessment for the shell
portion of a new commercial/industrial building.

. Sacramento: New Construction, Yes. Not new - Contractor Value.

. San Francisco: Currently uses the valuation method, and establishes their own

PR
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table based on the Marshall and Swift Consfruction indices.

3. HAS YOUR DECISION MAKING BODY ADOPTED A FORMAL COST
RECOVERY POLICY FOR BUILDING AND SAFETY FEES?

. San Diego: Our department is an Enterprise Fund, so our fees must be cost
recoverable.
. Los Angeles: Our fees are to recover the cost of work associated with plan

check and permits. There is a separate surcharge fo deal with technoiogy
improvements and building improvements to our construction services centers.

. Anaheim: Yes.
. Qakland: No.

. Seattle: The decision making body for DPD’s fees is the City Council. There
does not appear to be any formal cost recovery policy for Building & Safety fees.

. San Jose: The City Manager and Council expect proposed service fees to
provide full cost recovery for the Building Division.

. Sacramento: No.

. San Francisco: The Building Fund is a Special Revenue fund and therefore
established as a 100% cost recovering operation.

4, DO THE BUILDING AND SAFETY FEES FOR SERVICE RECOVER FOR
COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH TECHNOLOGY IMPROVEMENTS, RECORDS
MANAGEMENT, OFFICE SPACE, CODE ENFORCEMENT, REVIEW OF
SUBDIVISIONS, ETC.?

. San Diego: Yes. .

. Los Angeles: Building permit fees cover only work re!ated to mspectson A
separate fee covers technological improvements.

. Anaheim: Yes, it does However, code enforcemeﬁt and review of subdivision
are under separate departments and they have their own fee structures.

. Qakland: Yes.

. Seattle: The permit and plan review fees do cover the costs associated with
technology improvements, records management, office space. However, some
code enforcement fees are recovered through the use of a "special investigation
fee”. This fee is added to permits that are associated with Notice of Violations.
The fee is a stepped fee based on the value of the work and can be seen in
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Table B-2. This analysis has not discussed any fees that would be incurred with
Land Use permits for projects such as, administrative conditional uses, design
review, SEPA, shoreline, short subdivisions, variances, council conditional uses,
full subdivisions, and zoning map changes and rezones.

San Jose: Building Division Service fees are intended to be based on hourly
rates that are inclusive of our entire budget including overhead, though recent
studies indicates the rates are undervalued. Code enforcement that is building
code related and occurs within our Division is structured to charge the same type
of fees as typical permit applications to achieve cost recovery. Division fees are
not structured to subsidize other development services such as entittements.

Sacramento: Yes.

San Francisco: Surcharges exist on alteration permits and apartment house and
hotel license fees for such structures constructed prior to 1979. The surcharges
are intended to fund lead abatement regulation.

WHAT TYPE OF INCREASE MECHANISM (CPlI OR OTHERWISE) IS
UTILIZED TO UPDATE THE BUILDING AND SAFETY FEES FOR SERVICE
AND HOW OFTEN?

San Diego: N/A
L.os Angeles: Our fee schedule has not been changed in many years.

Anaheim: The hourly rates are reviewed on annual basis based upon our full
cost recovery program.

Oakland: Annual fee schedule change.

Seattle: As discussed previously, the permit fee and plan review fee for new
construction projects are based on determining the value of construction by
determining the construction fype and occupancy. Each construction type and
occupancy would have a different value associated with it, multiplied by the
square footage. This value is based on the Building Valuation Data (BVD). The
current BVD is based on ICC August 2007 BVD and modified for the Seattle area
to keep the fees in line with current market conditions by increasing the ICC BVD

- by 9%. This update is done once a year and is effective January 1.

San Jose: Service fees are based on estimated hours of service given fixed
project parameters. Thus only a periodic review of historical data of time reported
is required for updates.

Matrix Consulting Group Page 37



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
Final Report on the Department of Building Inspection’s User Fee Study

. Sacramento: Valuation calculated based on ICC (iCBO/Caiifomia UBC) tables.
Updates must be adopted by City Council. Building Fees currently based on
2007 rates.

. San Francisco: The current fee schedule does not have an increase mechanism
included.

6. DO YOU INCREASE MULTI-YEAR PROJECT FEES BY A CPI?

. San Diego: We are currently involved in a fee study, and we intend to include
this factor as part of the fees.

. L.os Angeles: The permit fee is assessed at the time of the permit issuance. This
fee is the same regardless of the duration of the project.

. Anaheim: No.
. Oakland: No.

. Seattle: Fees may be modified to a current fee subtitle when the permit is not
issued within 12 months of the start of the initial review unless there is
reasonable and continuous progress on the completion of the permit
requirements. Otherwise, the fees are based on the fee subtitle in effect at the
time of application.

. San Jose: No
. Sacramento: No.
. San Franciseco: No.

7. DO YOU HAVE PREMIUM EXPRESS, OR EXPEDITED PLAN REVIEW? IF
SO, WHAT ARE THE RELATED FEES?

. San Diego: An initial fee of $1,000, and an addition 50% added to the plan check
fee. '

. Los Angeles: The cost of expedited plan review service is 50% of the plan
check fee for a project. That fee is used o pay for off-hour plan review.

. Anaheim: We do have expedited plan review service and the additional cost is
50% of the normal plan check fees we assess.

. Oakland: Expedited plan review is provided at $173.00 per hr/1 hr min
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Seattle: DPD currently does not have any fees related to premium express or
expedited plan review, although historically that has been an option that the fee
subtitle allowed. However the current policy is that depending on the complexity
of the project, some projects have an expedited review including STFI| permits
issued over the counter while the applicant waits at application, however no
additional fees are paid for those reviews. '

San Jose: We have 4 primary types of review setvice:

1. Regular: Normal fee based on 80th perceniile of past reported time to
review work proposed.

2. Minor: Counter walk-in customer that requires minimal code review. /2
hour minimum charge with additional charge by the hour if required.

3. Express: Review for one hour appointment. Fee initially assessed for one
hour. Additional review time is charged by the hour. A 50% surcharge is
applied to the initial assessment and any additional hours expended.

4. Intermediate: As in Regular review, with a 50% surcharge applied to initial
assessment and any additional hours expended. 1st cycle review period
target reduced to 5 business days.

Note that though additional hours reported beyond those covered by the initial
fee assessment are billable o the customer, for “Regular” review, additional fees
are limited to the time spent after the 2nd hour of the 2nd cycle of review. This
limitation does not apply to other review types.

Sacramento: Yes - related fee = 1 1/2 Plan Review Fee.

San Francisco: Current fee for express plan review is 50% on top of the original
plan review fee.

WHAT 1S YOUR HOURLY RATE FOR ADDITIONAL SERVICES PROVIDED
BY INSPECTORS, ENGINEERS, AND SUPPORT STAFF?

San Diego: $99 for inspectors, $144 for engineers.

~ Los Angeles: Our houriy fee for miscellaneous services such as revisions is $75

per hour.

Anaheim: Our hourly rates for engineers (plan examiners), inspectors and
support staff are $165.92, $131.60 and $131.60, respectively.

Oakland: $157/hour applies to inspector, $173/hour'appfies to engineers and
support staff:
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. “Seattle: The hourly rate for additional services is $155/hour. This fee is the ‘base
fee’; which many of the other fees are based on. Typically, when a project is
required to be revised, the hourly fee is incurred to review the revised plan is
based on the hourly fee. Also, the base fee is paid for inspection requests not
during normal business hours.

. San Jose:
Code Review — All Staff: $191 per hour
Field Inspection $187 per hour
Permit Specialist Processing $114 per hour
. Sacramento:

Clerical: $50
Technicians: $75
Inspectors: $75
Plan Check: $85

. San Francisco: San Francisco's hourly rate for additional services is currently
$80.00 per hour.
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_ <complainis@sfgov.org> To <sotf@sfgov.org>
Lk . 02/04/2009 12:19 PM cC
bce

Subject Sunshine Complaint

Submitted on: 2/4/2009 12:19:35 PM
Department: S.C.T.F.
Contacted: President

Public Records_Viclation: Yes

+ Public Meeting Violation: Yes

Meeting Date: 1/27/0%
Section(s) Violated: not

Description: For the record ; it is my belief the S.0.T.F. has ~ as & whole-
deflected attention away from the core issues of my complaints that were filed
in 2003 and 4/1/08. ’
That being "omitting public comment and correspondance” ... blatinly!

Thus again , feel I have been preiudice by the 5.0.T.F.

This would also include the facts as follows.......

FIRST......It has been my contention from 2002 the TXC has operating outside
many laws, however there. is evidents now that this started in 1999. None the
less, as suggested by the $.0.T.F , in 2004,- these are not just minor
Sunshine violates.

However, simular to the most recent $,0.T.F. determination they failed to
explore the merits of the case.

SECOND..... In recent said date, the 5.0.T.F. order a repesentive from the
Taxicab commission to appear before the full S$.0.T.F. The Taxicab Commission
failed to adhere to the $.0.7.F. and the $.0.7.F. confirmed the fact and
suggested, that, in itself was a viclation of the Taxicab Commissiom. However
the $.0.7.F. failed to mentioned or included these facts as part of their
order of detemination issued 2/4/09.

THIRD..... . .The fact as follows:

- The Taxicab Commission failed to provide a written responce

~ The Taxicab Commission failed to provide a represenitive on 1/27/09 as
ordered by the 5.0.T.F.

- The fact the 5.0.T.F. worked out a ~so called- arrangement with Jordanna

Thigpen and the law... without my consent which I have yet to recive a copy
of.
FOUTH......... Coupled with the following facts;

- The $.0.T.F. has repetedly failed to mention or address the "missing
corrospondance”™ that Ifve repetedly submitted to the Taxcab commission -for
the expressed use in the Taxicab commission's P.C.& N. process.

- Bnd failed to take any inisitive on 1t own time to examine the video of Feb.
13th 2006, (easily found with the specific times I provided)....which clearly
shows -compaired with the minutes.

TN



Minutes do not reflect what the speakers say.

1.}

2.} 8ix (6) public speakers missing from the minutes.

3.} Public correpondance submitted by myself for P.C.& N. not inclusive / can
not be found by the Taxicab commission staff.

4.) Nor have any corrections ever been offered.

5.) While one guestion was asked of me on 1/27/09 about the 150 word

attachments.

FITH....... It was mentioned on 1/27/09 by the $.0.T.F. that the TXC days are

numbered, however it does not preclude them from their responceablily’s, nor
do I believe... should it your's.

Hearing: Yes

Pre-Hearing: No

Date:

Name: Peter Witt

Address:

City: San Francisco

Zip: 94123

Phone: (415) -

Email:

. net

Anonymous:

Confidentiality Requested: Yes
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PETERWITT To sotf@sfgov.org
Yl @sbcglobal.net> oc
02/02/2009 10:52 AM b
Please respond to ce
wittup@sbeglobal.net Subject Ref, Case # 08053
To the S.O.T.E. . 2/2/09

From Peter Witt

(Exhibit A.)
Ref. Case # 08053

Attached below .... is a e-mail from Mr. Jim Kennedy (WWII vet) which corroborates the extent
and seriousness of this case as it relates to the charges listed below, that also appear in my
preveous 4/1/ 08 complaint that re-appear in my most recent complaints inwhich, on Jan 27th
2009, the full S.0.T.F. failed to address.

1.) Misrepresentation of the minutes by the TXC's Executive Director -Heidi Machen(HM)
2005-2007- of statements given by the public.

2.) Exclusion of written statements and/or documents by the TXC's Executive Director (HM)
from the minutes, submitted by the public.

3.) Deletion of public testimony by the TXC's Executive Director (HM).

4.) Knowingly failed to correct minutes. ' :

5.) Knowing failed to disseminate or retain public information by the TXC's Executive Director
(HM) as it relates to "public processes".

6.) Failed to grant request for information -if so- TXC's Executive Director (HM) in a
responsible or timely manner.

- On Sun, 2/1/G9, acl.com @aol.com> wrote:
From: aol.com aol.com>
Subject: Re: Meeting about forming a real union.

To: (@sbcglobal.net
Date: Sunday, February 1, 2009, 10:41 PM..

I'm getting a little too old to write letters to the Sunshine Task Force, Etc...But, you can use
this email to verify that I did on two or three occasions present in writing "for insertion into
the minutes” letters of 150 words or less.....I do not believe that any of those letters were
inserted into the minutes....or acknowledged that I had made the requests in any of the printed
minutes....Jf I had to go to a court of law to verify those requests. 1 would have to review the
"tapes:"
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of the meetings first... Which would be a monumental task.....since my requests for insertion
was . ‘
made over a number of years that Heidi Machen was in charge...

My main reason for requesting the insertion of memo's was for reference in any legal actions in
the future....I can remember one instance where I had to appear before the Taxi Commission on
about 3 or 4 different occasions requesting the the Taxi Commission Office return my
"way-bills" for the previous year. I eventually had to hold up for the SFGOVTV "cameras” at
one meeting a DVD tape which I advised contained excerpts from 3 previous meetings where I
made the request to return my way-bills...The waybills were finally returned the following week
after I made the "dramatic TV request”. I believe I had previously submitted a written 150 word
request at previous meetings. (which was not mentioned or included in the minutes)...

signed/Him Kennedy, February 1, 2009......

-@sbcglobal.nep

Sent Sat ' 31 Jan 2009 6:34 pm
Subject: Meeting about forming a real union.

Hey Mr. Kennedy ..........

If you could write a letter to the Sunshine Task Force to confirm/coroberate the FACT that the
TAXI commiss never has entered your memos into the minutes .

IT WOULD HELP , my case. (their lame too , BUT BETTER) thanks.

PS. ... scuttle butt is , Heinikie is and a roll and after our medillions AGAIN.

Holding a meeting for all drivers, at the Ramp, (off of mariposia St), 1:00 pm Sunday Feb. 8th.

Iroce

Great Deals on Dell Laptops. Starting at $499.
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PETERWITT - To sotfi@sfgov.org
4l @sbcglobal.net>

cC

02/03/2009 03.29 PM b
Please respond to e
wittup@sbeglobal.net Subject Ref, Exhibit"B" ....
To the S.O.T.F. . 2/3/08
From Peter Witt
To the (5.0.T.) Force,

Wiref. to ; Requests to the TXC ...."NOT" granted
PLEASE NOTE SIX FACTS....

- The Taxicab commissiom "TXC" minutes are missing from 1999 to mid May 2000.
(Written and/or recorded records are incomplete and wide gaps appear)

- The TXC's can not account for their annual P.C.& N findings, for the year 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002 and 2004 ...as I've only recently discovered. And the TXC has failed to hold a 2008
P.C.& N hearning as required (by law).

- I have not received the log of withheld 150 statements excluded from from the TXC minutes,
as previously requested.

- I have not recieved a log of reselutions frrom 1999 to 2001, as previouély requested,.

- T have not received a copy or cost, of the one customer survey, in which the TXC claims to
have on record for 2004 for P.C.& N.,as previously requested.

-1 have not seen the "Aug.26th 2003" tape which I requested be availiable to the S.0.T.F. at the
Jan.27th 2009 hearing.

(*) Noting a early a pattern of "Excutive Director abuse”, such as, not sumerizing or omitting
public comment from the record, that includes, " w1thh01d1ng or distroyed public corropsondence
intended for goverment/public use, and /or TXC's annual P.C.&N. hearings.

Attached below ........... < "Exhibit B" >, is the responce, to my requests,

—- On Mon, 1/26/09, PETER WITT il @sbcgiobalnet> wrote:

From: PETER WITT !@sbcglobal.neP
Subject: Re: Request for info

To: "Tamara Odisho" <Tamara.Odisho@sfgov.org>
Date: Monday, January 26, 2009, 9:55 AM
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None of the materal has been received ...as was requested (last year). Please specifi what your
talking about? If there are missing documents please... reiterate.

Also with referance to the two studies, in 2003, from the controller's office. I have yet to receive
a responce about them. The ones that do not appear on line.

Thank you, Peter

- On Mon, 1/26/09, Tamara Odisho <Tamara.Odisho@sfgov.org> wrote:
From: Tamara Odisho <Tamara.Odisho@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Request for info.
To: @sbcglobal.net
Ce: "TXC" <sftaxi.commission@sfgov.org>, sotfi@sfeov.org
Date: Monday, January 26, 2009, 9:41 AM

Dear Mr. Witt:

" The Taxi Commission has received vour request. Some of the
material you

request has already been submitted to you by this office last
year. In

order to research this information for you again, it will take
time since

all of the requested information is located at an offsite
storage facility. :

Thank vou,

Tamara Odisho Benjamin

Outreach Coordinator & Executive Assistant
San Francisco Taxi Cab Commission

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 420

San Francisco, CA 94102

415.,503.2180

415.503.2186 fax

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

NEEie @skbcglobal

To
TXC
<sftaxi.commission@sfgov.org>,

01/23/2009 03:45 TXC
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<Tamara.Odisholsfgov.org>

PM
ce )
sotfl@sfgov.oxrg
Subject
. Please respond to Request for info.
wittup@sbcglobal.

net

To the TXC , 1/23/09%
From Peter Witt

Ref. Reguest for the following ............

1.} The 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002 P.C.& N. findings.

2.} A copy of M"ALL" 150 word {or less) , statements submitted,
that have

"WOT" been entered intce the minutes. I repete> ALL<
statements that do

not appear in the minutes.

3.) A log of the TXC resolutions, between March 0f 1999 to end
of Feb
2001.

4.} A list of the number of "customers surveys" received by TXC
by

the ‘ ‘

year /number of pages including any and all reports refering to
" Taxi

Service in S.F."
To be pesented at the S.0.T.F. hearing, on the 27th of Jan

2009.
Thank you, Peter Witt
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