
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

NO. 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

Recommend City Council approves development review user fees to provide full cost recovery 
to mandatory regulatory review and inspection services, and to meet service level standards. 

This activity is not a "project" and is therefore not subject to CEQA pursuant to 
Guidelines Section 15060( c )(3). 

The City's develop1nent and inspection are operated without general fund 
subsidy as an Enterprise Fund. Development Service's customers pay for the department's 
operating costs silnilar to most businesses. The level of service the department is able to provide 
is directly related to the fees charged. In addition, State law requires that the fees charged "shall 
not exceed the estimated reasonable cost ofproviding the service" (California Government 
Code). 

The Building Inspection Enterprise Fund1 was created in 1985. All development and building 
inspection related activities ~ave been included in the fund since the Council approved the 
department's last fee study in 2003. 

1 Now the "Development Services Enterprise Fund." 
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measures to meet their needs. Development review and building inspection schedules that are 
followed by these measures affect customer development costs many times more than the cost of 
the review and inspection process itself. Reduction in department's level of service can 
increase time-sensitive financing, lead to costly construction delays, and increased land carrying 
costs. Proposed fees support these specific review and inspection service levels expected by 
building owners and the industry. In addition, proposed fees support the appropriate staffing, 
resources, and training costs to meet the department's mission to protect the public safety, health, 
and welfare. 

DISCUSSION 

The last fee analysis for the deparhnent was performed in fiscal year 2003 and resulted in a 27o/o 
fee increase. Over the past 6 years, the department used this fee increase to implement computer 
system improvements such as our geographic information system mapping, project tracking 
system, interactive voice response inspection scheduling system, and handheld inspection data 
entry. The past increase also allowed the department to increase staff training, carry out 
customer service initiatives, establish a small business liaison, and return the depamnent's 
reserves to an established goal of?% of the Enterprise Fund's annual expenses. 

Following is a description of the department's current condition, adjustments the department has 
made to reduce costs and to operate more efficiently, and a description of the proposed fees to 
restore the level of service that department customers expect. 

Current Condition 

Since the fiscal year 2003 adjustment, the department's work load, as represented by the 
value of construction (valuation), increased from $2.01 billion in FY 2003 to 2.2 billion in FY05. 
Since then, overall valuation has declined to an estimated $750 million in FY 2009 as a result of 
the economic downturn. Staffing has followed this same pattern going from 435 filled positions 
in FY03 to 525 filled positions in FY 05. Filled positions, through two reductions in force and 
attrition, have been reduced to 305 filled positions at the end of FY09. Further reductions in the 
next two months are also necessary to respond to a significant decline in workload and revenues 
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over 0 on current 

The department finished FY 2009 in a negative fund balance. At the current rate of workload 
decline and lack of full cost the department, without drastic action, anticipates a 
continued loss in FY 2010. 

Data from project tracking system fully in1plemented during FY03 shows a steady increase in 
productivity by staff since the last increase. Annual reviews performed per staff person have 
grown from 107 per employee in FY04 to 179 per employee FY09. Annual inspections 
performed staff member over this same period grown 191 person to 408 
person in FY09. 

department has also been able to achieve and maintain its key performance measures 
including review and inspection schedules and customer service standards. Since the full 
implementation of the project tracking system, staff improved in meeting established project 
review times 71% of the time in FY04 to 89% of the time FY09 (where the performance 
standard is meeting established review targets 80% of the time). Inspection staff improved in 
meeting their next day inspection performance goal93o/(} of the time in FY04 to 95% of the 

(where the established goal is performing 90% ofinspections next day). 

hnprovements were made to help facilitate these efficiencies. Completion of the automated 
tracking system helped the department's employees and project customers to better n1anage their 
workloads and their projects. It also improved the department's accountability in meeting 
established performance standards for our core services. Using standard cell phone technology, 
the department has also provided inspectors with direct access to the tracking system to enter real 
time inspection results. The Department is expanding this capability into Field Engineering (in 
the Engineering and Capital Projects Department) and Neighborhood Code Compliance 
Division. This teclmology allowed the department to eliminate data entry positions and provide 
more flexibility to customers on inspection scheduling. Additional improvements have been 
made including expanded E-Pennitting options (increased from 2,700 annually in FY03 to 4,300 
issued annually in FY09) and a full range of information and forms on DSD's website (over 
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45,000 web visits per month). This helps reduce customer contacts and saves project applicants 
from downtown or to our Ridgehaven office to obtain services. In addition 
to offering and smarter these new automated have 
department to eliminate better actual workload. 

improvements over few years expanded over 
consolidated self certification, and code changes that have red.uct:~d 
process and complexity for certain project types. Many of these changes frmn 
ideas and input from our LU&H ;Technical Advisory Cmnrnittee (T AC), our employees, and 
from Business Process Reengineering (BPR) effort. improvements combined with 
our automation enhancements have allowed us to service levels, 1na1ntmn 

"'"'u.u..... ,.w. .....,, and customer the was recently 
...."""'".,,,.,..,"'rl by University ofNorth Carolina study as one 3 
development service departments the country for innovation and services. 

DSD is also committed to fully implement BPR recommendations that enhance accountability 
project management, project review, and management ofproject costs. The Department will also 
work to further enhance past improvements that include strengthening the authority of the 
development project manager, furthering quality control, expanding self certification, and 
enhancing billing statement processes. The goal of these future efforts, working closely with the 
TAC, will be to improve project review time and cost certainty for applicants and to reduce 
department overhead costs. 

Fee Proposal 

Department workload and operating costs were reviewed by Wohlford Consulting to determine 
the department's level of cost-recoverability. In order to develop a fee proposal, the fee 
consultant and the department did extensive analysis ofperformance data, operating costs, 
workload, and staffing to develop a fee proposal that would meet performance standards and 
reflect the cost of that service. Based upon this analysis, both fee increases and decreases are 
being proposed. A comparison ofprototype buildings following the model established by the 
Building Industry Association for their annual fee survey provides an overview of the changes 
(Attachment No. 3). 

One objective of the fee analysis was to simplify and reduce the number of fees currently used. 
DSD currently has 1,414 fees (Attachment No.4) and has consolidated the number of fees in the 
new fee schedule to 494 (Attachment No. 1 ). As an example, existing categories of fees such as 
offices, medical offices, public building office, banks, etc. were collapsed into one fee category~ 
Business. Fees were also created to correspond with construction practices such as the new 
Foundation and Frame category. This methodology is comparable with industry assessment of 
construction activities nationwide. 

Similar to the department's last fee study, a square footage model using hourly charges and staff 
time spent on each project type was followed. A comprehensive analysis was done by assessing 

2 Development Review in Local Government: Benchmarking Best Practices, published 4/24/09 as a joint venture of 
the University OfNorth Carolina School OfGovernment and the Alliance for Innovation. 
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5 



no sooner 

days. 

proposed 
(Attachment No.5) on 

Committee 
............................. Advisory Committee ......., ...,., .........Lf'io. 

the following mcmon 

6 



LU&H Technical Advisory Cornmittee (T AC) recomn1ends approval ofDSD's study." 

Separate from the fee motion, TAC 
............ ,.,.... ...,., .... vote: 

recommends DSD continue to be vigilant moving forward with improvernents that 
increase accountability, predictability, efficiency, and effectiveness development process.'' 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND EROJECTED JMPACTS: 

stakeholders are individuals and organizations rely on the tii!>"!"Hll"ll'+..-.... 

review, permitting, and services for development projects. Approval of this 
recomtnendation will allow the department to restore performance levels for the core services 
offered by the department. It will allow the department to increase training to established 
performance goals and continue to enhance customer service initiatives. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the last fee study and approved increase for these fees was completed in fiscal 
year 2003. Since that time, the department's labor costs and overhead have increased 
significantly. While workload is down, the department had matched this decline by eliminating 
more than 3 7% of its staffing. The department has n1et its key performance measures during this 
time while increasing staffproductivity. 

The fees proposed are necessary to maintain the quality of review and inspection; restore 
department's performance and service levels; and enhance the fiscal health of the enterprise 
fund. Alternatively, the Council may choose not to adopt some or all of the proposed fees or to 
direct that changes to regulatory requirements be made to provide additional staff capacity. If a 
no change alternative is adopted, the department will need to further cut its services, reduce 
existing workforce, and control expenditures accordingly. 

ly submitted, 

ugh ton y oldstone 
Development Services Director ChiefOperating Officer 

KGB 

Attachments: 
1. Proposed Fee Schedule 
2. Customer Service Review Standards 
3. Fee Change Comparison 
4. Existing Fee Schedule 
5. Organizations Notified 
6. Miscellaneous Fee Change Comparison 
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Cl.ERK'S FUI COPY 
RESOLUTION NUMBER R- 3 0 53 2 6 
DATE OF FJNAL PASSAGE _0~C_T_2_'1_20_09_ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 
DIEGO ADOPTJNG AND REVISING SELECTED 
DEVELOP:MENT USER FEES. 

WHEREAS, the Development Services Development is responsible for managing the 

--
land development review process from concept to completion in The City of San Diego; and 

WHEREAS, the Development Services Enterprise Fund was established in 1985 and 

funds the development project review and inspection services and is supported solely from fees 

paid by customers (fee-for-service); and 

.. . 

WHEREAS, in order to maintain the fiscal soundness of the Development Services 

Department Enterprise Fund, fee changes are proposed based on the results of a fee study 

conducted by the Department's fee consultant, Wohlford Consulting; and 

WHEREAS, overall department expenses have increased by over 6.0% while labor costs 

have increased by 4.0%; and 

WHEREAS, the fee changes are proposed to meet established levels' of service, to 

provide for full cost recoverability, and to provide sufficient resources to continue to improve the 

quality of the mandated regulatory review process; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed fees would provide for continued maintenance of information 

technology costs to improve department efficiency and enhance responsiveness to customers; 

and 

' I WHEREAS, the proposed fee changes would include an annual cost inflator at the 

beginning of each fiscal year for direct cost increases or decreases based on Council approved 
I -

I 
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(R-2010-207) 
COR. COPY 

chapges in staff salary and fringe benefit cost~ and on increases or decreases in direct overhead * 
costs being passed on to the Department as determined by the Office of the Comptroller; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed fee changes reflect the estimated reasonabTe cost of providing 

the service for which the fees are charged; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed fee changes consolidate fee types and eliminate unnecessary 
. --

fee categories; and 

WHEREAS, hourly charges will be increased by 11.4% to recover the fair share of 

department reserves per City Council reserve policy; and 

WHEREAS, on September 2, 2009 the Committ~ on Land Use and Housing voted 4-0 

to recommend approval of the proposed fee changes; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego, that the new and revised 

development user fees listed in Attachment 1 ofReport No. 09-090 on file in the office of the 

City Clerk as Document No. RR- 3 0 5 3 2 6 is approved. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the new and revised developer user fees listed in 

Attachment 1 of Report No. 09-090 shall be operational no later than the sixtieth day after the 

final passage of this resolution. 

APPROVED: JAN l GOLDSMITH, City Attorney 

By ~0-r~}A.({O 
Shannon Thomas 
Deputy City Attorney 

,ST:pev 
09/21/09 
1 0/09/09 COR. COPY 
Pr.Dept:DSD 
R!2010-207 
MMS#l0488 
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(R-2010-207) 
COR. COPY 

I hereby certify that the fore~oing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of San 
Diego, at this meeting of 0 C T 1 3 2009 . 

Vetoed:------
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 

-PAGE 3 OF 3-
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LU&H ~Attachment 1 - FINAl RESULTS WORKSHEETS -Aug 20 09 

CltyofSsn 
BUlLOING SERVICES 

structures to 
) Max 3000 sq.ft. - First 

Antennas (mounted to existing structure}- 1~10 
Antennas (mounted to exlsUng structure) tor 
each additonal 2 for more than 10 
Lighting pole, flagpole, antenna pole requiring a 
armlt- Each 

Awnings, canopies, greenhouses (supported by 
buildin ) - Each up to 5 

, canopies, (supported 
-each 5 

Commercial Shade Structures - First 300 sf 
Commercial Shade Structures - Each 

11 Additional 300 sf 
Fennetralfmgs or frees\and\ng wa\1-Masonry 

12 First 500 sf 
Fence/railings or freestanding waii~Masonry 

13 Each Additional 500 sf 

21 

$ 

$ 219.75 

s 67.99 

$ 977.48 

$ 187.45 

j$ 470.06 

471.39 

216.15 
778.5 

482.62 

478.75 

s 

$ 

s 
$ 
$ 

s 972.03 
$ 624.35 

$ 280.71 

515o8B 

85.98 

$ 343.92 

$ 73.70 

$ 540.45 

$ 73.70 

$ 

$ 

$ 85.98 

$ 135.11 

$ 270.22 

98.26 

184.24 

307.07 

$ 
$ 

$ 122.83 

22 Foundation Post tension slab - Each Type Slab $ 
Mobile modular building {commercial coach & 

23 manufactured home} ft Each Coach 
24 Partial Demo " 0 ~ 1ooo sf 
25 Partial Demo- 1,001 - 5,000 sf 
26 Partta.t Demo" 5,001 ~ 10,000 sf 
27 Partial Demo- 10,001-20,000 
2B 20,001 - 50,000 sf 
29 artial Demo - 50,001 100,000 sf 

196.53 

525.70 
135.11 
270.22 
270.2.2 
405.34 
528.17 
675.56 

Wohlford Consulting Page 11 of23 Run: 8/2012009 



LU&H • Altachmen11 - FINALRESULTS WORKSHEETS - Aug 20 09 

City ofS•n Dfego 
BUlt..DlNG COST Of SERVlCES (FEE) STUDY 

Development Services Department 

l RESULTS ANALYSts ..: MISCEL!.AtlEPUS ITEMS 

Fee Satvlce Information ""'"" -c_ -Plan Check Inspection 

II 
I 

Recommended Reoommended 
Fee# FeeFee Title Faa 

s 417.6230 $ 217.31Pe~rtltlon-commerclal - Arst 500 sf 
Partlllon-commercial- Each Additional 500 sf 


31 
 s 68.39 $ 122.83 
32 s 290.11 $ 282.51 

Partitions- residential • Each Additional 500 sf 
Partitions- re$idenllal • First 500 sf 

$ 120.79 $ 73.70 
34 
33 

s 147 ,40$ 116.86Suspended Cetnng - Atlit 200 sf 
Suspended Ceillll!l - Each Addltlonal 200 sf s 54.33 s 36.8535 

36 i{unused} s s 
s 3T l{unused} s 

$ 883.86 $ 454.47 
Retaining wall w/caJCS -Each Additional 500 sf 

39 

30 Relatnlnq Wall w/Calcs- First 500 sf 

s 319 .38 s 96.26 
$ 193.33 s 358.4940 Retainina wall· FJrst500 sf 

41 Retaining wall • Eacll Addltional 500 sf s 120.53 s 98.26 
42 s 402.63 s 208.81 

Roof structum replacement- Eacll Addilional 
Roof stnJaure replacement •Rrst2,000 sf 

43 1,000 sf $ 134.85 s 51.-41 
$ 159.6844 Siding I stucco f 11eneer - First 1.000 sf s 169.32 

Siding f stuceo 1veneer- Each Additional 1,ooo 

45 
 $ 78.59 s 24.57sf 

Skylight - without si!Uctural modification - Each 
for nrst 3 $ 121,33 s 233.3846 

$ 48.5347 Skylight - Each Additional 3 s 38.85 
Skylight- wlth structural modiflcatlons requiring 

$ 253.71 s 393·.0548 calculations - Each for first 3 
Skylight - with structural modificalions requiring 


49 
 cetcutaUons • Each Addltlona1 3 $ 120.79 s 85.98 
$ 253.71 s 159.68 

51 
50 WindOW/Door (new} • First 3 

Window/Door (new) - Each Additional 3 $ 120.79 s 24.57 
Stairs lllnhts between landings - Each Flight $ 290. 11 s 267.9452 

s -470.48 s 233.3853 Storage raclts ~s· (each type) - First 100 If 
Storage racks ~s· (each type) - Each Addilional 
200 If $ 138.72 s 85.9654 
Sauna/spa/hoi tubs - Each s 145.59 s 38o.n55 
SWimming PoOl / Spa; Custom and lnJUal 

56 master plan - Each s 824.58 s 442.19 
SWimmfng Poof I Spa; Master plan production -
Each s 121.33 $ 442.19 
Swimming Pool/ Spa - with lJllU&ual above 
ground features grotto, slide, raised bond 

57 

s 1,057.35 s 700.1358 beams. waterfalls, rocks - Each 
SIGN FEES: s  s -
Awning, Directional or Wall Sign, Non-Electric 

$ 97.06 5 135.1159 or Electric SelfContained - FIT'S! Sign 
Awning, Directional or WaR Sign. Non-Electric 

$ 60,6660 or Electric setrContained - Addillonel 2-5 Sions $ 73.70 

Wohlford Consulting Page 12 of23 Run: 8120/2009 
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LU&H- Attachment 1 -FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS- Aug 2.0 09 

City ofSan 
BUILDING STUDY 

70 

71 

72 

Non~Electric 

$ 93.03 

$ 80.89 
$ 256.15 
$ 

$ 114.59 

$ 41 

49.13 
98.26 

562.55 
221.09 

$ 98.26 

$ 
s 
$ 

$ 

61.41 
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City of San Diego 

BUILDING SERVICES {FEE) 
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LU&H Attachment 1 - FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS 20 09 

City of San Diego 
BUILDING SERVICES 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 158 
$ 
$ 
$ 504.85 
$ 654.34 

$ 16.00 $ 
$ $ 

$$ 9.07 
$ 20.00 $ 
$ 45.00 

$ 90 

$ 60.00 
$ 90.00 
$ 515.00 
$ 250.00. 
$ $ 

$ 1,016.33$ 370.32 

$ 89.69 $ 139.46 

$ 237.48 $ 961.64 

$ 132.84 $ 302.20 

$ 52.32$ 29.90 

$ 340.42 $ 621.04 

$ 44.85 $ 74.74 

$ 134.54 $ 331.24 

$ 58.09 44.85 
$ 325.47 452.53 

377.79$ 325.47 
$ 162.73 303.05 
$ 537.36 332.94 

Wohlford Com~t..dting Page 15 of23 Run: 8/2012009 12:11 PM 
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LU&H - Attachment 1 - FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS - Aug 20 09 

OFSERVlCES 

Development Servh::es Department 

Title 

Alternate Methods and Materials Request
le} 
Monitoring + Elevator Recall - Each 

$ s 

$ 171.22 $ 144.00 

$ 81. 72.00 
$ 109.54 

$ $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

$ $ 

$ 261.71 $ 
$ 261.71 $ 
$ 432.01 $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 196.00 
$ $ 196.00 
$ $ 196.00 
s 

$ 196.00 
$ 17B.OO 
$ 196.00 
$ 442.00 

pora Certificate of Occupanc 241.55 $ 
ction-Public ROW {Combo) $ 159.68 

Demo Permit- Each 97,06 $ 122.83 
Damage Assessment Fee - hri 265.64 $ 

Stormwater violation notice- each $ 
Stormwater inspection (high priority) • Up to 4 
High Priorit Ins eclions $ $ 233.38 

79 


80 

81 


82 


83 


84 


Wohlford Consulting Page 18 of 23 Run: B/20/2009 12:11 PM 
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LU&H ~Attachment 1 - FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS ~Aug 20 09 Results Other 

SERVICES 

De\lel{lipment Services Department 

:" 

:··.· 
: 

•....· .·····.·:· ·.·.: ::.::.-·: 

t >>.·.··· 
· .....·.·.··.•. 

:·.· 
·.. ··•· 
•.··· 

f 
< ........ ······ 

:.: ........·.·, 

·.... •', .... ··,::·. ;.;.;, :. ' ::, :. · .. 

Fee# Fee Title 
•.·.. 

Fee • < ·.·.·•··.·... <.Fii!e 
•. 

fee for Special Inspection 
106 ,,.. " - Each application $ - s 80.23 

Certlftcation~pecial Inspector- Each category 
107 $ - $ 126.08 

Special inspection certification renewal (every 
108 three years) - Each category $ - $ 126.08 

Application fee and Certification for 
Construction Materials Testing Lab each 

~ 
$ - $ 171.93 

and Certification for Special 
11 0 Inspection Agencies~ each agency $ - $ 183.39 

Relnsper:::tion fee {deposit @ staff hourly rates) 
111 $ - $ -
112 Mitigation Monitoring (hourly) $ ~ -

": $ - -;t.: 

113 Board of Appeals (deposit@ staff hourly rates ) $ - $ -
114 Express plan check admin fee $ 365.02 $ -

Express Plan Check (no cost analysis1 50% of Pian 
115 (Currently an additional 50% of plan check fee) Check Fee $ -

116 Alternate Materials Application Review (flat fee) $ 924.27 $ ~ 

~Materials Research (Hourly) $ - $ -
Methods or Materials Request simple 
er item) $ 1,445.34 $ -

Alternate Methods or Materials Request 
complex- (deposit @ staff hourly rates) min 

119 deposit $2500 $ - .$ -
120 Technical Study Reviews: Simple Each $ - $ -

Technical Study Reviews: Complex {Deposit 
121 with charges @ staff hourly rates) $ - $ -
122 URM administration Fee $ 154.05 I$ -
~retrofit Plan check (actual time 

rates) $ . $ -
c retrofit inspection (actual time 
rates} $ - $ -

125 0 $ - $ -
Historic Review: >45 years (deposit @ staff 

126 hourly rates ) $ ~ $ -
Single Discipline Prelim review (up to 4 hours 
of service}- Rat fee with Additional Hours@ 

· 127 staff hourly rate $ 640.81 $ -
~scipline Preliminary Review (deposit@ 

urly rates) $ - $ . 
Project Management: Active Ministerial 

129 Projects (deposit @ staff hourly rates ) $ ~ $ -
Building Restricted and other easements 

130 (deposit@ staff hourly rates ) $ - $ . 
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City ofSan 
BUILDING 

Development Services Ds~Jartma1r~t 

@ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
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lU&H ~Attachment 1 FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEI:ETS -Aug 09 Results 

SERVICES 

MP&E Travel & Doc: 

Replaoement/Remodel!Addltion ·Per Floor (1 


$ 49.13 
MP&E Travel &Doe: New Building Base ~ First 
Story 

~~ s 

$ 61.41 
MP&E Travel & Doc: New Building - Per Each 

Additional Floor 


16 

18 
19 
20 

$ 
$ 

24.57 
88.91 
24.57 

126.59 

21 
22 

$ 
$ 

24.57 

24.57 
95.05 
24.57 
95.05 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
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LU&H ~Attachment 1 ~FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS- Aug 20 09 Results MPE 

OF SERVICES (FEE) STUDY 

Development Services Department 

ectr.an::r· 
.....:e· .....·• •.:: 

······· 

.·>:<.•.•.:: ·<... ·:: :c: :·.. · . ....... 

I 

.... :.: :. 

··< 
....... 

···': •:.:·.:. 
. 

r . ·. ... 
•••••• 

: ... i:::·:·: 
::: 

Fee# Fee Title 
;;,;:<•• •• \ . .:; 

3C Exhaust Fan· Single Duct {each ao(m\ona\ un\t} $ ~ $ 12.28 
37 "Exhaust System, garage {first unit) $ - $ 156.47 

38 "Exhaust System, garage (each additional) $ - $ 36.85 
"Exhaust System & hood {industrial, etc.) {first 

39 unit) $ - $ 82,77 
~Exhaust System & hood (industria!, etc.) 

40 {each additional) $ - $ 24.57 
41 *Exhaust Hood, type II &Duel (first unit) $ - $ 58.20 

"Exhaust Hood type II & Duct (each 
42 additional) $ - $ 24.57 
43 "Grease Hood (type I) {first unit} $ - $ 144.19 
44 "'Grease Hood (type I) {each additional} $ - $ 24.57 

Moisture Exhaust Duct (Clothes Dryer) {1st 
45 unit} $ - $ 45.92 

Moisture Exhaust Duct (Clothes Dryer) 
46 {additional} $ - $ 12.28 
47 *Boiler up to 500 KBTU {first unit) $ - $ 58.20 
48 "Boiler up to 500 KBTU (each additional) $ - $ 24.57 
49 *Boiler More Than 500 K13TU (first unit) $ - $ 70.49 

•Boiler More Than 500 KBTU (each 
50 additional) $ * $ 24.57 
51 Gas System - First five Gas Outlets $ - $ 70.49 
52 Gas Outlets - Each additional $ - $ 12.28 
53 Walk-in Box/Refrig Coil (first unit) $ - $ 70.49 
54 Walk-in Box/Refrig Coil (each additional) $ - $ 24.57 

Condenser for other than HVAC/compressor 
55 (first unit) $ - $ 45.92 

Condenser for other than HVAC/compressor 
56 (each additional} $ - $ 24.57 
57 Non-residential Incinerator (first unit) $ $ 9.07 

58 Non-residential Incinerator {each additional) $ - $ -
59 Dust collection $ - $ 95.05 
60 Spray booth system $ . $ 95.05 

61 Other Mechanical Fees - @ staff hourly rates $ $ . 
Gas Meter with corrugated stainless steel 

62 t outlets $ - $ 107.34 

• 

Gas Meter wrth corrugated stainless steel 
63 tubing - Each additional $ - $ 12.28 

.. Mechanical Plan Checker approval required 
64 before permit may be issued. $ ~ $ -

::::.·. $ - $ -
65 Stand Alone Plumbing Plan Check~ Per Hour $ - $ -
66 Building Drain (within structure} $ - $ 82.77 
67 Building Sewer $ - $ 58.20 
68 Private Sewer {first unit) $ - $ 58.20 
69 Private Sewer (each additional) $ - $ 24.57 
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LU&H ~Attachment 1- FINAL RESULTS WORKSHl!E:TS A~g 20 09 

OF SERViCES (FEE) 

Development Department 

s 12.28 
$ 33,64 
$ 12.28 
$ 58.20 

102 $ 12.28 

103 s 

s 12.28 
$ 58.20 
$ 12.28 

45.92 
21.36 
12.28 
21.36 
12.28 

$ 33.64 
$ i2.26 
$ 56.2.0 
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LU&H ~Attachment 1 FINAL RESULTS WORKSHEETS v Aug 20 09 Results MPE 

SERVICES (FEE) 

Development 

$ 12.26 

$ 
$ 
$ 623.22 

24.57 

131.90 
33.64 

$ 33.64 

106.52 
168.75 
193.32 
253.09 
265.37 
179.39 
131.90 

$ 168.78 $ 168.75 

$ 56.26 $ 49.13 
first 10 $ 323.50 $ 253.09 1 

$ 112.52 $ 98.26 
$ $ 107.34 
$ $ 107.34 

s s 
$ 203.14 
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Clfy ofSan otego 
Bt!IUllNG COST OF SERVICES {fEE} Sn!!JY 
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