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SUBJECT: Status Report on the Discretionary Land Use Permitting Process
Improvement Program and Related Metrics/Performance Measures

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive & File a report on the status and performance of the on-going Discretionary
Land Use Permit Process Improvement Program.

FISCAL/MANDATES IMPACTS:

There is no fiscal impact associated with the recommended action.

BACKGROUND:

In April 2008, the Board of Supervisors requested and received a consultant’s report
regarding the County’s Discretionary Land Use Permitting Process. The report made a
number of recommendations for improving the County’s discretionary land use
permitting process. The recommendations in that report were referred to a County
management committee for further review and recommendation. In June 2008, a core
group of key County staff from the 10 departments involved in the discretionary land use
permitting process conducted a Value Stream Analysis, wherein they mapped out the
permitting process, identified inefficiencies, and developed 23 recommended
improvements using Lean 6 Sigma methodology. These improvements were
summarized in a Get-To-Excellence Plan (GTEP), which was subsequently approved by
your Board in September 2008. Exhibit “1” is a copy of the GTEP, which includes the
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status and latest schedules for each recommendation. To date, 14 of the 23 (61%)
GTEP projects have been fully completed and implemented.

DISCUSSION:

One of the GTEP recommendations was to develop baseline metrics for measuring key
aspects of the discretionary permit process and then review them over time as the
process improvements are implemented. The purpose of these metrics, or performance
measures, is to assess the land use permitting process on an on-going basis to ensure
that process improvements are being realized. Baseline metrics were generated in
June 2008 and have in part been presented to the Board at various points over the past
year. Now that a number of the GTEP recommendations have been implemented and
in place for one year, the Planning Division has prepared this report which provides a
snapshot of the metrics after one year of implementation and compares them to the
originally generated baseline metrics.

Before presenting and discussing the metrics/performance measures in some detail, it
is important to note that even with an entire year of “post-implementation” land use
permitting, there is still a limited amount of data to analyze and compare. Thus, these
results should be treated less as a set of statistical data and more as a set of indicators
to be used to assess whether the County is moving in the right direction. Over time, as
we have more permits to compare to the baseline, the “statistical validity” of the metrics
will be far greater than it is today.

Metrics/Performance Measures

The two-year baseline period for the discretionary land use permit process metrics
began on January 1, 2006, and ran through December 31, 2007. The one year
comparison period summarized in this report begins March 1, 2009 and runs through
February 28, 2010. This timeframe was selected in order to capture as much change in
the discretionary land use permit process as possible. March 1, 2009, was the launch
date for several improvements to the discretionary land use permit process
implemented from the GTEP. These improvements included a new comprehensive
permit application, Development Review Committee input on complex projects, and the
date the new Discretionary Permit Coordinator began to meet with applicants and assist
them with project submittals.

The metrics below provide a comparison between this initial post-implementation year
and the baseline metrics for 2006 and 2007.

Discretionary Land Use Permit Applications - Volume and Current Status:

There were 159 discretionary land use permit applications submitted between March 1,
2009 and February 28, 2010. The current status of these permits is shown below:
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Approved and Completed Processing 90

Denied and Completed Processing 1
Withdrawn by the Applicant 5
Still in Process 63

159 Applications

It is worth noting that discretionary permits represent only a fraction of the land use
permitting activities within the Planning Division. On average, the Planning Division
processes almost 2,000 land use permits each year. Of these, less than 20% (< 400)
are discretionary land use permits which is the subject of this report.

Average Number of Days for Applications to Reach “Complete” Stage®:

One of the goals of the GTEP was to reduce both the length of time it takes for a
discretionary land use permit application to be deemed complete and the number of
times a permit application is deemed incomplete . Table 1 includes the 84 permits with
completeness dates for this analysis. Some of these permit applications have reached
the completeness stage, but are still in process and/or have not been approved or
denied. Thus, not all of the 159 discretionary land use permit applications submitted
during the comparison period can be evaluated to determine the average (mean)
number of days to reach the “complete” stage. The remaining 75 discretionary land use
permits submitted during the comparison period were either withdrawn, were
inadequate to process, or remain incomplete and cannot be represented in Table 1.

Unless an extended timeframe is agreed to by a land use permit applicant, the
California Permit Streamlining Act (Gov't Code 8 65920 et seq.) requires the Planning
Division to send a letter to the applicant within 30 days of submittal that spells out
incompleteness items (i.e., information needed by the permit processing staff to
accurately and fairly analyze the proposed project) or deems an application “complete”.
Thus, if all projects were deemed complete on their initial review, the average timeframe
would be approximately 30 days.

Although the data for some permit types is based on a small sample size, it is notable
that in every discretionary land use permit type, the new metrics reveal an improvement
in processing time of 50% or more. While this illustrates that some number of projects
continue to be deemed incomplete at least once, it does show a substantial increase in
the number of applications which are deemed complete, and therefore ready for permit
processing, on their initial application submittal.

! This is the length of time, expressed in days, from the date the initial application is formally
submitted to the County for processing to the date the application is “deemed complete” in
terms of the disclosure of relevant information for County land use processing. Formal
processing of the permit application, including the determination of the appropriate
environmental documentation, cannot begin until an application has been “deemed complete”.
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TABLE 1

MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS FOR A DISCRETIONARY LAND USE

PERMIT APPLICATION

TO BE DEEMED COMPLETE?

Permit Type

Baseline
Metric:

January 2006-
December 2007

(No. of Permits in

Sample)

New Metric:

March 2009 —
February 2010

(No. of Permits in
Sample)

Change in
Processing Time

Planned Development

Permit 217 days (37) 42 days (12) 81%

Minor Modification Permit | 159 days (26) 47 days (22) 70%
Major Modification Permit 302 days (6) 60 days (1) 80%
Permit Adjustment 73 days (57) 35 days (22) 52%
Site Plan Adjustment 83 days (6) 27 days (4) 67%
Conditional Use Permit 145 days (62) 43 days (10) 70%
Parfii'e'\":é’j WaveriLot | 162 days (47) 64 days (6) 60%
Waiee Map 205 days (12) | No Data (0) N/A
Parce:vl'\gf‘ge‘:"ai"er 132 days (22) | 45 days (5) 66%
Variance 229 (3) 36 (2) 84%

% The time when the applicant is formulating a response and gathering new reports and materials for a
resubmittal to the County was subtracted from the processing time before calculating the mean shown in
the New Metric column. The number of days the applicant was working on the application was not
previously tracked by the Permits Plus database prior to implementation of discretionary permit
improvements and, therefore, is not reflected in the Baseline Metric column.
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Quasi-legislative actions like zone changes, ordinance amendments, and General Plan
Amendments are not shown in Table 1 because there were no privately initiated
legislative actions that have reached the complete stage. Although these quasi-
legislative projects are exempt from the timeframes of the California Permit Streamlining
Act, the Planning Division is tracking these and will include them in the
metric/performance reports in the future when such applications are received and
processed.

Number of Times a Discretionary Land Use Permit Application was Deemed
Incomplete:

Since March, 2009, 22% (36 of 159) of the submitted permit applications were deemed
incomplete at least once. Only five of those 36 applicants received a second
incomplete letter. However, this percentage is not comprehensive, because
applications submitted at the tail end of the one year reporting period may not have
been in process long enough to determine whether they will be deemed incomplete.
Likewise, there may be applications that are still incomplete yet are not reflected in this
metric because they have not reached the stage where a specific number of days to
“completeness” can be identified.

In contrast, the baseline metrics revealed that 42% of all applications were deemed
“incomplete” and returned to the applicant at least once. During the baseline metrics
period, the Planning Division permitting database did not contain a field for tracking
multiple incompleteness determinations. Anecdotally, however, it was common for a
discretionary land use permit application to be deemed incomplete more than once.

Correlation Between Development Review Committee (DRC) project review and
Permit Application Completeness Determination Phase:

To date, the new Development Review Committee (composed of senior land use
planning staff and related County department and agency representatives) has
reviewed four proposed projects. Each of these projects received extensive interagency
review and feedback on potential fatal flaws. Subsequently, only one of four projects
reviewed resulted in the filing of a discretionary land use permit application, which is
currently being processed. Based on this scant data, it is premature to make
generalizations regarding the correlation between the DRC’s presubmittal review and
both the number of times the application was deemed incomplete and the length of time
it remained incomplete. However, it should be noted that prospective discretionary land
use permit applicants have verbally expressed satisfaction with the ability to receive
comprehensive comments on their project from all participating departments prior to
formal submittal.
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Average Length of Time to Process Discretionary Land Use Permit Applications®:

In the one year comparison period there were no discretionary permit applications
submitted after March 1, 2009 that were approved by the Board of Supervisors and only
one approved by the Planning Commission prior to February 28, 2010. The single
variance application that was submitted and ultimately approved by the Planning
Commission required 118 days of processing time before that matter reached the final
public hearing stage.

The average length of time (mean) from submittal to approval by the Planning
Commission for all project types in the baseline metrics was 366 days. It is important to
note that there are some discretionary projects still in process that were submitted
between March 1, 2009 and February 28, 2010 that will require Planning Commission
and/or Board of Supervisors approval. The length of processing time for these
applications is simply unknown at this early date.

Virtually all of the discretionary land use permits in the current set of metrics were
approved by the Planning Director, either after a public hearing or administratively per
the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Table 2 illustrates the change in processing
time for Planning Director approved permits that were submitted after March 1, 2009
and have completed processing.

Permit Adjustment and coastal Site Plan Adjustment permits do not require a formal
Planning Director hearing, but are administratively approved by the Planning Director.
Typically, these applications are very minor in scope. However, much like other
discretionary applications, the Discretionary Permit Coordinator meets with applicants
for Permit Adjustments and Site Plan Adjustments to review the permitting process and
assist with application submittal. The application is then assigned to a Case Planner
and key dates are entered into the permitting database so that improvements can be
tracked and measured over time.

There were 60 Permit Adjustment and Coastal Site Plan Adjustment applications
submitted between March 1, 2009 and February 28, 2010. 45 of those 60 applications
have been approved and are shown in Table 3 below. Though there was less room for
improvement, given the speed with which these permits were processed in the base
period, both the mean processing time as well as the variation in processing time have
improved over the baseline metrics collected.

3 This is the length of time, expressed in days, from the date the initial application was formally
submitted to the County to the date the permit was approved or denied by the appropriate
decision-making body.
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TABLE 2

MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS TO COMPLETE PROCESSING OF

PLANNING DIRECTOR APPROVED PROJECTS

Baseline Metric:
January 2006-
December 2007

New Metric:
March 2009 —
February 2010

Percentage

Range: 52-540 days

Range: 16-136 days

Permit Type Processing Time in | processing Time in
Days Days Improvement
(No. of Permits in (No. of Permits in
Sample) Sample)
Planned Development 291 (24) 95 (7) 71%
Permit Range: 48-659 days Range: 74-167 days
. e : 267 (18) 114 (12)
Minor Modification Permit 57%
Range: 88-561 days Range: 49-231 days
: . . 391 (1)
Major Modification Permit No Data (0) No Data
Range: N/A
o _ 189 (48) 234 (5)
Conditional Use Permit -24%
Range: 25- 738 days Range: 169-351 days
Parcel Map Waiver/Lot Line 178 (24) 77 (5) 57%
Adjustment Range: 42-583 days Range: 51-136 days
Parcel Map 487 (3)
Waiver/Subdivision Range: 324-672 days No Data (O) No Data
_ 129 days (14) 64 (5)
Parcel Map Waiver Merger 50%
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TABLE 3

MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS TO COMPLETE PROCESSING OF
ADMINISTRATIVELY APPROVED PERMIT ADJUSTMENTS

Baseline Metric:

January 2006 -
December 2007

New Metric:

March 2009 —
February 2010

Range: 2-431 days

Range: 1-194 days

Permit Type Processing Time | Processing Time FETEEIE
. . Improvement
in Days in Days
(No. of Permits in (No. of Permits in
Sample) Sample)
71 days (18 50 days (6
Site Plan Adjustment ys (18) ys (6) 30%
Range: 0-452 days Range: 1-185 days
69 days (67 43 days (39
Permit Adjustment ys (67) ys (39) 38%

CONCLUSION

The metrics/performance measures evaluated since March 2009 indicate there has
been much progress made in the discretionary land use permitting process. Many of
the GTEP recommendations that have been implemented to date were directed toward
improving the application completeness phase of the process. And the metrics point to
a high level of success in this area. Two of the GTEP projects currently being worked
on, the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the Standard Conditions/Mitigations
projects, are directed toward the post-completeness phase of permit processing. With
the implementation of those projects later this year, we are hopeful that we will see
results similar to those shown to date in the completeness phase of the process.
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This letter has been reviewed by the County Executive Office, Auditor-Controller’s
Office and the County Counsel’'s Office. If you have any questions concerning this item,
please contact either Kim Prillhart at 654-2481, or Chris Stephens at (805) 654-2661.

]
M PRILLHART
PLANNING DIVISION

CHRIS STEPlNS, DIRECTOR

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Attachment: Exhibit “1” - Discretionary Permit Process Get-To-Excellence Plan



Exhibit 1

Action Plan
Get-To-Excellence Plan
04-Mar-10
E VSA - DISCRETIONARY PERMIT PROCESS
el ITT} >
= O|s =
YW 74 Plan Dates D
_R |z . Team ate .
Nlo|g 29 Recommendation . Problem Statement Status . Additional Comments Charter
SRR Lead/Belt Start Finish Edited
Update Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (Each Bruce Smith/BB Address problem of outdated Initial Study Assessment Public review period ends 1/15; Modifications and
7 X 1 |Agency/Department Responsible for Updating Their Sean Payne,GB | 1-Sep-2008 | May-10 |Guidelines and improve policy coordination between In Process | 04-Mar-10 |responses to public comments due in Feb; EQAC X
Section) Rosa Ceniceros agencies. approval in early Mar; Board hearing late April.
Team members met on December 1, 2009 to get
. . . Winston The standardization of CEQA mitigation measures and guidance on from County Counsel on the tone
Standardize Mitigation Measures and the Conditions of TR Gt conditions of approval for all land use entitiements will In Process and content of standard conditions and mitigation
8 X 1 |Approval Used by Each Agency/Division for Development . ge GB Rosa | 15°5€p-2009 | Apr-10  minimize the potential for inconsistent application of Linked to 11-Dec-09 |measures. Formatwas also discussed. Team X
Projects Ceniceros regulations and mitigation measures from like or similar members were directed to compile a thorough list
yne, lati d mitigati fi lik imil GTEP #7 b di d il h hli
projects. of conditions and mitigation measures by January
15, 2010.
- . . . . . Individual agencies/departments would be
Update Individual Agency/Division Website Information Tricia Maier BB IMIDELD @i T e EVENETEID T Epeshils € Dependent on responsible for updating and maintaining
9 X 1 Rel d he Di . p it p Sean Payne, GB | 1-Feb-2010 Jun-10 [individual department websitesdoes not reflect current GTEP #10 08-Dec-09 Tl Feratter (e o (el o fi X
elated to the Discretionary Permit Process Jose Moreno regulations and standards. ' P g .
centralized website (above).
Permitting information on the internet is found on many
) - different webpages for various agencies and Dependent on . N A .
Create a Customer Friendly One-Stop Website for T [~ 0= departments, is often outdated, and sometimes other Items This project is scheduled for a later timeline as it
10 X 1 . . . . BB Sean Payne, | 1-Oct-2009 Apr-10 ) . . 08-Dec-09 |is dependent upon Initial Study Guidelines and X
Discretionary Permit Applicants Joe Clark. GB unavailable. This would be a centralized, agency-neutral | Conceptual other documents to be undated
’ website that would incorporate pertinent information from | work underway P '
all agencies/departments.
Recommend assigning Team Lead to Bruce
Smith, Manager of Plans & Ordinances Section.
Requires obtaining ordinances from other
. . . . . - . . . Delayed due to jurisdictions. Requires half-day (or series of) team
Identlfy Discretionary Uses That May Lend Themselves to Bruce Smith ngew ex!stlng NQZO Use Matrix to identify uses that aher meetinaa(s) by Planning Division Management
. S . . BB Sean Payne might qualify for being approved over-the-counter . ga(s) by . 9 ] 9
11 X 1 |Being Processed Ministerially with Adopted Development OB Lisa 1-Jan-2010 Jul-10 (ministerially) rather than through the longer discretionary assignments | 02-Mar-10  |and other technical staff. Requires County X
Standards VS — review process and Staff Counsel pre-input and post-review. Need to
’ Retirements decide how information is to be conveyed to
Board of Supervisors, along with recommended
bugetary adjustments for subsequent ordinance
amendments.

Updated 03/22/2010
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Action Plan

Get-To-Excellence Plan

04-Mar-10
E VSA - DISCRETIONARY PERMIT PROCESS
2 |2 UEJ E Plan Dat
L an bates
'3(' é E % g Recommendation Team . Problem Statement Status Dgte Additional Comments Charter
Slx|=9|& Lead/Belt Start Finish Edited
Initial work being done as part of the drafting of
standardized conditions (GTEP#8). However, in
addition, this item would require a review of
Tricia Maier/GB enforcement Proce(_:lu_res and res_pon.sibilities by
Identif d Add the Roadblocks t Viable Conditi Jennie Pittman There is a notable lack of coordination between agencies Depgndent on agency. Note: e violoemeatong] s
17| x 2 enti y an ress the Roadblocks 1o a Viable ondition GB Gina 1-May-2010 Jul-10  |when it comes to enforcement of permit conditions after a WOI’kI.ﬂ-g Co e 02-Mar-10 recommendatlons_wer_e MELE [ ERae| [nds X
Comphance Process s i e d conditions from area at the July 1 interim status report
poerlien, BB permitis issued. GTEP #8 presentation. Grading enforcement is also part of
Sean Payne on-going PWA ordinance preparation.
Recommendations coming from this GTEP
project will need to be reconciled with these other
activities.
Exol he P ial for ADli Credit Card Board approved credit card vendor. Joe Clark to
Xplore the Potential for icants to use Credit Cards or | Chris Steph . Applicants oft ice the desire t their bills b t with Rick Y todi impl tation.
20 X | 3 |Paypal to bay Permit Fees, Deposits and Monthly Bills | vat Caral | 1522008 | Apros  [COREE ot voice he deste o pay REBISBY | i process | 11-ec08 o0 o e by cbcision regarding Accea.
Automation
| Existing Si t the RMA and PWA Publi There is a lack of customer-friendly signage to guide Prgject Teallm met tp survey existi.ng signage anq .
21 X 3 mprove Existing signage at the an ublic Jennifer Padre | 1-Dec-2009 May-10 [customers to the appropriate locations for permit Reassigned to 10-Dec-09 brainstorm improvements; recommenda_tlons wil
Counters . New Lead Dec: be developed next to present to Champions for
processing. 2009 follow-up.
Permitting materials submitted by applicants and
) o ) Jim O‘Tou'sa!GB consultants are often inadequate. Regular trainings Training would not occur until the new permitting
29 « 5 Cregte Regular Public/Consultant Training Sessions on Rosa Ceniceros, | | o 000 Mar-10 |Wwould address this by clearly spelling out the MR | . 00 |process and detsiled application checklists are X
Toplcal Land Use Development Issues GB Liz Sandoval, requirements. Ideally, these Wor.kshops Wpuld also leted.
BB Sean Payne creates a feedback loop to provide more input from the comp
"voice of the customer".
Develop an intelligent, on-line questionnaire and create
Dan Klemann/GB 60 davs project type specific checklists for applicants, based on Although complete, the form content will be
11 x 1 |Create Application Checklists by Permit or Project Type Elaine Crandall, | 1-Aug-2008 Octy the permit type. Each checklist to include the COMPLETE | 03-Mar-09 |continuously reviewed and revised as needed to X
GB Linda Le requirements of all development review agencies (e.g. ensure it is functioning as needed.
traffic, drainage, fire, etc. requirements).

Updated 03/22/2010
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Action Plan

Get-To-Excellence Plan

04-Mar-10
E VSA - DISCRETIONARY PERMIT PROCESS
el ITT} >
z[Q = |[E
il NI - T Plan Dates D
_R |z . eam ate .
Nfo o =9 Recommendation . Problem Statement Status . Additional Comments Charter
SRR Lead/Belt Start Finish Edited
Address existing problem of inadequate site plan and
Create a Template for a Comprehensive Project Dan Klemann/GB project description submittals that lead to predictable Although complete, the form content will be
X 1 |Description and Comprehensive Site Plan (or Map) to Be Elaine Crandall, | 1-Aug-2008 B Pl W lee Sl (ot Il is el COMPLETE | 03-Mar-09 [continuousl revie\;ved and revised as needed to X
_p . P e p GEB Linda Le ’ 9 Oct descriptions or site plans do not satisfy all agencies. This B ?unctionin ————
Submitted with All New Applications would be an attempt to define the requirements for all 9 :
agencies at the outset of the process.
Delays in permit processing frequently occur due to the
absence of someone familiar with the requirements from
i wpgi all of the agencies/departments involved in the . . . .
« | 1 |Goondimator and Assistant t Pacitate One-sto s tepens, | 1, g | 900 ascretonar revew proces. Manyceparmensve | oo crc | 03 cn [T s e ssamn ol o
A . p Matt Carroll 9 Nov no-one available to answer general questions or to make role of )I;ermit .Coordin%tor onyMarch 2 2809
Application Submittal standards and regulations clear at the beginning of the ' :
process. Lack of face-to-face contact early in the review
process has been cited as an issue by many customers.
Draft a Written Procedure for How Other Aggpici_es Should Applicants frequently request individual agencies to ;f:in ':)'?tlgfr“ef:/@ile'avli\::;'f;ggr:ir’eif?gs?:t?ng'f&b::;gya
X 1 IlieSang tOdR.equeStSd ?\)A/_Appl_lcarll;s for MOdg;Catlgns. to Tricia Maier 1-Aug-2008 3052a¥s tmhgdéfga%ofnc; ;T;:r']tilgnscir::mr?éi?;:ir;\ge;f:;js after COMPLETE 03-Mar-09 |[that any substantial revisions to an existing permit
ermit Ion itions an itigation Measures After Project P T paE—— 9 Y and its conditions require approval by the original
Approva ' decision making body.
Draft a Written Procedure for How Other Agenicies Should Applicants frequently request individual agencies to E:;n 'Z'i‘g':;':/Ei!ea'i‘;';'Z’;srzir;asf‘:gs?:t?ng'izb:gﬁgya
Respond to Requests by Applicants for Modifications to i j iti itigati
X 2 p. diti d d y. . pp. . . Tricia Maier 2-Aug-2008 31525?/5 mgdéfgar:(rjog: ncé (;Tgr?rl]tilrc:nscir::mr?;tsl;?::ir;\ge;f:;s after COMPLETE | 04-Mar-09 [that any substantial revisions to an existing permit
Permit Clon itions and Mitigation Measures After Project p R g y and its conditions require approval by the original
Approva ‘ decision making body.
Draft a Written Procedure for How Other Aggpici_es Should Applicants frequently request individual agencies to ;f:in ':)'?tlgfr“ef:/@ile'avli\::;'f;ggr:ir’eif?gs?:t?ng'f&b::;gya
X 3 IlieSang tOdR.equeStSd ?\)A/_Appl_lcarll;s for MOdg;Catlgns. to Tricia Maier 3-Aug-2008 3252a¥s tmhgdéfga%ofnc; ;T;:r']tilgnscir::mr?éi?;:ir;\ge;f:;js after COMPLETE 05-Mar-09 |[that any substantial revisions to an existing permit
ermit Conditions an |t|gat|0n easures After rOjECt p anoroved the bermit 9 y and its conditions require approval by the original
Approval pp P ' decision making body.

Updated 03/22/2010
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Action Plan

Get-To-Excellence Plan

04-Mar-10
E VSA - DISCRETIONARY PERMIT PROCESS
el ITT} >
z|Q|= |[E
il S I - Plan Dates D
_R |z . Team ate .
Nfo o =9 Recommendation . Problem Statement Status . Additional Comments Charter
;‘: g s g g Lead/Belt Start Finish Edited
There is a need to identify all agencies
COMPLETE information databases related to the discretionary
) ) . There are too many databases across the county that Results being permitting process and to analyze the feasibility
Provide Input to the VS Champions for one Countywide Joe Clark/Sean 90 days [don't "talk" to each other. This hinders the ability of foleded into and costs associated in migrating all of the data
12 X 2 L : ) 1-Aug-2008 ; . ) ; d 07-Jul-09 |¢ ) .
Permitting Database to Tie all Agencies Together Payne Nov County agencies to easily share information during the Accela into Permits Plus. This would ensure that all
permit process. Automation agencies have access to the same "real time"
work scope data and would eliminate the need for duplicate
entries.
Establish Future Benchmarking Based on Current Metrics _ ) The new entries to Permits Plus by project
13 X 2 |For On-Going Evaluation of the Discretionary Permit Tricia Maier 1-Aug-2008 SCLT TG i el ISl o oDl COMPLETE | 11-Mar-09 [planners will, over time, allow a comparison and
9 y 9 Sept evaluation of the permitting process. P : 3 Lo ) mp
Process evaluation of permit processing efficiency.
: ‘ot : : . Generate a Customer Service Survey that Allows for Collecting electronic versions of existing forms.
Review Existing Customer Service Survey for Potential
14 X 2 9 y Ma_ls_fiz:;d,\ﬁ:ghl / 1-Sep-2008 303(?/5 Public Comments on All Agencies Involved in COMPLETE 05-Oct-09 |Project needs to follow initiation of new
Improvements Development Review. consolidated application process.
Currently, it's nearly impossible for an applicant to collect
the necessary information to file for a permit without
B ; : driving to the Government Center. A public kiosk with Future installation of kiosks dependent on the
Assess the Need for a Public Kiosk with Web Access for
15 X 2 li . . . Ben Emami 1-Sep-2008 303(?/5 web access in Simi Valley or the Fire Dept. headquarters | COMPLETE 07-Jul-09 |development of the new one-stop permitting
Applicants in Various Locations in Camarillo might make it possible for applicants to website.
gather and print information in more convenient
locations.
. . . Senior Planning staff, with assistance from
Provide Routine Training on the County's General Plan 304 c - i et GO i County Counsel, could provide CEQA 101 and
. . . ) - ays ross agency information and basic raining for Ve :
16 X 2 PoI|C|e_s anq QEQA Regulations to Staff in Other County Bruce Smith 1-Sep-2008 o agencies outside of the Planning Division are lacking. COMPLETE | 03-Mar-09 |General Plan workshops to staff in other
Agencies/Divisions agencies involved in the development review
process.
18 « . Identify GIS Datalayers Currently Underutilized by Other %th:llirllrllaelsfs 1-Aug-2008 | 180 days |Existing, valuable GIS information is not available to all Cwool:ﬂpbf:E 09-Jul-09 |'dentified layers are in process of being finalized
Agencies and Facilitate Better Sharing of this Data Joe glaﬂ’( 9 Feb  |agencies. i —— upk?ad and uploaded to common GIS respository. X

Updated 03/22/2010
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Action Plan

Get-To-Excellence Plan

04-Mar-10
E VSA - DISCRETIONARY PERMIT PROCESS
el ITT} >
z[Q = |[E
il S I - T Plan Dates D
= . eam ate ”_
Nfo E =9 Recommendation . Problem Statement Status . Additional Comments Charter
<|x|sO|x Lead/Belt Start Finish Edited
Y |o|=Z2[a
Chris Stephens, 60 days |Eliminate duplication of effort and streamline - customer
19 X 3 [Develop One Billing/ Deposit/ Fee Process for Applicants AIecL Ezr;gﬂi/GB 1-Sep-2008 o pays at one location or receives one bill rather than three. COMPLETE | 03-Mar-09 |Implemented March 2, 2009. X
Improve the Environmental Impact Report Contract (EIR No consistency in the procedures for contracting with Streamlining of the RFQ/RFP process to contract
23| x N/A dp - . P P ( ) DS;'::;Q;T:;;F 1-Jun-2008 45 days |outside firms for preparation of EIRs for projects that COMPLETE | 27-Mar-09 |with consulting firms for preparation of project X
Administration Process require them. Environmental Impact Reports.

PRIORITY RATING

1 = ESSENTIAL/SHOWSTOPPER
2 = HIGHLY RECOMMENDED

3 =HIGHLY DESIREABLE

Updated 03/22/2010

STATUS LEGEND

Preparation
In Process

Complete

Implementation

Belt and Lead working together to design event

Event has started

Charter deliverables are complete

Lead is implementing change actions
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