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REPORT from

OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Date: June 15, 2018 0220-05263-0003CAO File No.
Council File No. 18-0394 
Council District: Citywide

MayorTo:

Richard H. Llewellyn, Jr., CityFrom: inistrative Officer

Reference: Requests from the Mayor for report, dated Ma 
Works and Gang Reduction Committee for report (C.F. 18-0394), dated June 6, 
2018.

018; and request from the Public

NEXUS STUDY OF THE PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND (PWTF) SPECIAL 
PROJECTS ACCOUNT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PUBLIC WORKS 
TRUST FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES

Subject:

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Mayor and the Council:

Receive and file the 2018 Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) Nexus Study;D

Adopt the establishment of the PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines as defined in page 
two of this report;

2)

Authorize the BPW, Director of Accounting, to transfer funds consistent with the Mayor 
and Council actions on this matter, subject to the approval of the CAO, and request the 
Controller to implement these instructions;

3)

4) Authorize the BPW, Director of Accounting to approve the refund of $30,000 to the 
current owner, once determined, following City refund guidelines;

5) Instruct the Board of Public Works to report back on potential reasonable relationships 
that may exist for the remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 in Account No. 4873;

Authorize the fund use and transfer of PWTF funds in the amount of $292,000 from the 
unrestricted “Unknown Council District” category to cover the 201-8-19 Adopted Budget 
shortfall;

6)

Instruct the Executive Officer of the BPW to submit quarterly reports to the Mayor, 
Council and the CAO, identifying the available funds that can be used for Public Works

7)
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Improvements/Projects within each Council District;

8) Authorize the Executive Officer of the BPW to make any technical adjustments as 
necessary and consistent with the Mayor and Council actions on this matter, subject to 
the approval of the CAO, and request the Controller to implement these instructions.

SUMMARY

The PWTF was created by the City of Los Angeles in the early 1940s to hold a variety of fee 
deposits related to Public Works projects. The PWTF operates similar to a bank or escrow 
account where funds (receipts, deposits, fees, etc.) are held and disbursed for a specific purpose 
or refunded. Deposits are received and tracked individually, spent for intended purposes as 
authorized, transferred to the General Fund and other funds as reimbursement for work 
performed by the City, and refunded to the original depositors or permittees, when appropriate. 
The PWTF currently holds deposits from approximately 12,000 depositors spread across 29 
various appropriation accounts, totaling $125 million.

The Board of Public Works conducted a Nexus Study on the Special Projects Account of the 
PWTF. The funds in this restricted account have been collected over decades from developers, 
contractors, and property owners. Some of the deposits in this account represent monies from 
defaulted bonds and settlements. As of June 30, 2016 this account was valued at approximately 
$12 million, including 360 deposits. Some of these deposits were decades old and detailed 
information about them was not readily available. As a result, the Board and the Office of 
Accounting could not process these deposits any further. The goal of the study was to examine 
the 360 deposits in this account and to explore options to use these funds. This independent 
review of the funds would determine the reasonable connection, i.e., Nexus, between the fund's 
original purpose/location and potential uses of the funds.

The Nexus Study was completed and released by the Board of Public Works on February 28, 
2018. The PWTF Nexus Study recommended the following PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines for 
funds in the Special Projects Account:

The PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines:

* Eligibility Determination: If a deposit is neither used for the specific purpose and project it was 
intended for, nor could be refunded to the depositor, then those deposited funds shall require 
determination of “reasonable relationship” or “nexus” prior to its disposition of funds.

• Eligible Use A: If the project for which the fee collected was intended is ongoing, then the 
deposit should be applied to the work underway for that project, or project(s) with like purpose at 
the original location if available, or within the Council District as the geographical nexus/boundary.

• Eligible Use B: If the project for which the fee was intended, or a like purpose project within the
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geographical nexus/boundary has been completed, then the deposit should be applied to 
reimburse the City's cost of completing that project.

• Eligible Use C: If neither option applies (project type or location are unknown), then the deposit 
should be used to fund projects that have a close geographical nexus to the original intent in the 
permit, using the Council District as the geographical boundary.

• Eligible Use D: Pre-1989 deposits have greater flexibility in determination of a reasonable 
relationship with minimal to no restrictions.

This Office and the City Attorney concur with the recommended PWTF Use Rules and 
Guidelines.

Based on these Rules and Guidelines, the PWTF Nexus Study determined that $5,895,871.43 or 
132 deposits were available for the City’s immediate use. In addition, one deposit in the amount 
of $30,000 was determined as refundable. The remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 (about 227 
deposits) was not examined due to timing and resource limitations.

As part of the 2018-19 proposed budget the Board recommended these available funds be used 
for eligible capital projects. The Board provided the PWTF Nexus Study final draft to this Office on 
February 2, 2018. The draft report included the table of eligible for use deposits of $5.9 million, 
which were broken down by the project type and geographic boundary or Council District 
(Attachment A). The Board confirmed that this table was not going to change, Based on the draft 
report this Office recommended to the Mayor using the available funds contingent on two 
conditions:

1. The funds should be used for the same purpose that the original deposit was intended for.
2. The funds should be used within the same Council District as the original project that the 

deposit was made for.

The Board released the final PWTF Nexus Study Report on February 28, 2018 that also included 
the table of eligible for use deposits of $5.9 million the table of eligible for use deposits of $5.9 
million (Attachment B). This Office asked again if there were any changes made to the draft and 
the Board’s answer was negative. However, on June 5, 2018 this Office noticed a change in the 
category of the available funds in a few Council Districts. The change in the category restricts the 
use of available funds. The most significant change was in Council District 2:

February 2,2018 February 28,2018
Available for 
BPW Action

Available for 
BPW Action

Project Type Project Type

$ 436,698CD2 436,698 CD2
$ $ 292,000Street Improvement 436,698 Street lights______

Street Improvement $ 144,698
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The 2018-19 Adopted Budget appropriated the total amount of $436,698 for Pavement 
Preservation (please see page 187 of the 2018-19 Proposed Budget). However, the Street Light 
category is not eligible for pavement preservation and street improvement projects. This change 
creates a discrepancy with the 2018-19 Adopted Budget and a $292,000 shortfall in the 
Pavement Preservation budget. It is recommended that this be offset by using $292,000 from the 
“Unknown Council District” category. The 2018-19 Adopted Budget appropriated the total amount 
of $5,143,525 from the available $5,895,871; which includes $100,000 for Contractual Services to 
examine the remaining deposits. A balance of $757,397 remains in the PWTF Special Projects 
Account pending further Council action.

THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATIONS

The Board has requested that the City Council and Mayor approve and adopt a series of 
recommendations described below and this Office has added its recommendations:

The Board’s Request CAO’s Recommendation

This Office concurs.Receive and file the 2018 Public 
Works Trust Fund (PWTF) Nexus Study.
1.

This Office concurs.Adopt the establishment of the PWTF 
Use Rules and Guidelines.
2.

This Office concurs. The 2018-19 Adopted Budget 
appropriated $5,143,525 of the available funds 
(please see Attachment A for detailed table of 
appropriations). In doing so, the Mayor and 
Council appropriated funds consistent with the 
Nexus Study recommendations. The 2018-19 
Adopted Budget appropriations of the available 
funds include:

3. Concur with the finding and 
determination that a reasonable relationship 
(Nexus) exist for funds totaling 
$5,895,871.43 (as listed in Appendices I 
through IV in the Nexus Study) when said 
funds is
(a) used for administration, original or like- 
kind purpose, within a reasonable boundary, 
and/or other specific factors and variables 
described in the Nexus Study and is
(b) in the City’s best interest to implement 
various Public Works projects and services 
based on the proposed PWTF Use Rules 
and Guidelines;

2018-19 Budget Appropriation Amount
$ 3,298,193Pavement Preservation
$ 1,745,332CIEP

BPW Contractual Services $ 100,000
$ 5,143,525Total Appropriation

A balance of $757,397 remains in the PWTF 
Special Projects Account pending further Council 
action.
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The Board’s Request CAO’s Recommendation

4. Authorize the fund use and transfer of 
PWTF funds in the amount of $5,895,871.43 
as follows:
a. Approve the first annual 
Administrative and Management (Salary) 
Expense of $75,000 out of the $487,950.33 
as listed in Nexus Study Appendix I (Option 
A) and instruct the Executive Officer of the 
Board of Public Works (BPW) to seek Board 
approval(s) for additional amounts from this 
category.
b. Use on Any Project - To fund Public 
Works Improvements/Projects in locations 
(either at specified project location or 
Council District of the project) to be 
determined by factors and variables listed in 
Nexus Study Appendix II, associated with 
the specific deposit up to $1,533,531.73 
(Option B);
c. Use in Any Council District - To fund 
Public Works Improvements/Projects for use 
in any location (no specific Council District) 
for Public Works Improvements/Projects as 
determined and documented in Nexus Study 
Appendix III with the specific deposit up to 
$20,000.00 (Option C); and
d. Use on Specific Project Type and 
Nexus to fund Public Works 
Improvements/Projects based on variables 
listed in Nexus Study Appendix IV, for the 
specified Nexus location (either at specified 
project location or Council District of the 
project) and project type documented with 
the specific deposit up to $3,854,389.37 
(Option D).

This Office does not recommend: the 2018-19 
Adopted Budget has already appropriated 
$5,143,525 of the available funds (please see 
Attachment A for detailed table of appropriations), 
and the Mayor and Council did not approve salary 
funds nor staff requested by the Board.

A balance of $757,397 remains in the PWTF 
Special Projects Account pending further Council 
action.
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The Board’s Request CAO’s Recommendation

AUTHORIZE the Executive Officer of5.
the BPW to:
a. Approve the transfer of funds from 
the PWTF, Fund No. 834/50, Account No. 
4873 to the BPW, Fund No. 100/74, Account 
001010 Salaries General, for administrative 
and fund management expenses approved 
in recommendation 4a above, subject to 
approval by the BPW;
b. Approve the transfer of funds from 
the PWTF, Fund No. 834/50, Account No. 
4873, to the Capital Improvement 
Expenditure Program, Fund No. 100/54, 
Accounts TBD for specific Public Works 
projects as deemed appropriate by the BPW 
based on (i) factors and variables or (ii) 
location and project type, and (iii) in 
accordance to the established PWTF Use 
Rules and Guidelines at an amount not-to- 
exceed the limits approved in 
recommendation 4b, 4c, and 4d above;

Approve the refund of $30,000 to the 
current owner, once determined, following 
City refund guidelines;
d. Report back on potential reasonable 
relationships that may exist for the 
remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 in 
Account No. 4873 and all other accounts; 
and,

This Office does not recommend: the 2018­
19 Adopted Budget has already appropriated 
$100,000 of the available funds for Contractual 
Services (please see Attachment A for detailed 
table of appropriations), and the Mayor and 
Council did not approve salary funds nor staff 
requested by the Board.

This Office does not recommend: the 2018­
19 Adopted Budget has already appropriated 
$1,745,332 of the available funds for Capital 
Improvement Projects (please see Attachment A 
for detailed table of appropriations).

a.

b.

This Office concurs.c.c.

This Office concurs: the 2018-19 Adopted 
Budget has already appropriated $100,000 of the 
available funds for Contractual Services for this 
purpose (please see Attachment A for detailed 
table of appropriations).

This Office does not recommend: This 
Office however recommends following corrected 
version:
“Authorize the BPW, Director of Accounting, to 
transfer and/or refund funds consistent with the 
Mayor and Council actions on this matter, subject 
to the approval of the CAO, and request the 
Controller to implement these instructions”.

d.

Make technical corrections as may be 
necessary to carry out the purpose and 
intent of this report and forward request to 
the Controller and/or City Administrative 
Officer as-needed.

e. e.
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The Board’s Request CAO’s Recommendation

Authorize the BPW, Director of 
Accounting, to transfer and/or refund funds 
from the PWTF upon request from the 
Executive Officer of the BPW.

This request in its current form is inconsistent with 
the City Charter and provides no limitation upon 
the Board Executive Officer. This Office 
recommends following corrected version: 
“Authorize the BPW, Director of Accounting, to 
transfer consistent with the Mayor and Council 
actions on this matter, subject to the approval of 
the CAO, and request the Controller to implement 
these instructions”. The Board already has 
authority and defined process for refunds.

6.

Instruct the Executive Officer of the This Office does not recommend: the 2018-19 
Adopted Budget has already appropriated 
$5,143,525 of the available funds for specific 
projects and departments (please see Attachment 
A and B for detailed table of appropriations).

7.
BPW to:
a. Establish a pre-qualified on-call contractor 
list for use of these funds and types of 
projects with the intent of expanding 
diversity by creating a more “sheltered 
marketplace;”
b. Require all projects that are approved for 
this funding utilize the pre-qualified on- call 
contractor list to be approved; and,
c. Report back on any resources necessary 
to implement the above requests.

Authorize resolution authority for one 
Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code: 
9171-1) at the BPW to assist in 
management of the PWTF, and APPROVE 
the continuation of the resolution authority in 
2018-19, if not included in the 2018-19 
Adopted Budget.

This Office does not recommend: the 2018-19 
Adopted Budget has already appropriated 
$100,000 of the available funds for Contractual 
Services for this purpose, and the Mayor and 
Council did not approve salary funding nor staff 
requested by the Board (please see Attachment A 
for detailed table of appropriations).

8.

Consider distributing and prioritizing 
allocation of remaining funds of $412,950.33 
in the “unknown Council District” category, 
after an initial $75,000 is dedicated for initial 
administrative cost, to the bottom four 
Council Districts (i.e. 7, 8, 9, and 10) with 
the lowest allocation amounts.

9. This Office does not recommend: This Office 
recommends transfer of PWTF funds in the 
amount of $292,000 from the unrestricted 
“Unknown Council District” category to cover the 
2018-19 Adopted Budget shortfall.
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

No General Fund Impact. Funds available for Council Discretionary use within the Public Works 
Trust Fund are reduced by $292,000, from $341,409 to $49,409. The Recommendations in this 
report comply with the City's Financial Policies as one-time revenues will not support ongoing 
staff.

RHL:RA:06180149
Attachments



Attachment A

Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study 

February 2,2018

Remaining
Balance

Pavement
Preservation

Available for BPW 
Action CIEP2018-19 Budget AmountPrqject Type

_ . 04,924 s$ 307,024.00CD1
$$ 13,000$ 13,000.00 Pavement PreservationGeneral Improvement
$ 2,100,00$ 2.100.00Sidewalk
I$ 291.9241 291,924.00 Pavement PreservationStreet Improvement 

CD2 . $$ $436,698.00
S 436.698 $436.698.00 Pavement PreservationStreet Improvement 

CDS '■ ■
$

$ 133,0ai 8$ 133,050.90 $:
$ 133,051$ $133,051.00 Pavement PreservationStreet Improvement

$ 215,350.00* $ 27,8!« 643,246.09
10,150.0010,150.00Route study

$ 20,000.00$ 20,000.00Trees
$ 164,000,00Street lights 

Sidewalk
1 164,000.00

S 21.200.00$ 21,200.00
$$ 185,734.02Street Improvement Verde Oak Dr (2252) Bulkhead $ 427,896I 242,162.07Unknown

$ $ 195,932 $ 14,000.00CDS $209,931.67
$Pavement Preservation $ 17,8851 17,884.90General Improvement
S 14,000.00S 14.000.00Route study______

Street Improvement $$ 165,013$ 165,013.30 Pavement Preservation
$Pavement Preservation S 13,0331 13,033.47Unknown

289,872$ $CDS $ 289,871.84
$$Street Improvement 

Street lights______
176.477.30 Sheldon Arieta Park Sidewalk 

Improvement - Sharp Ave
$ 289,872 $1 87.603.77

IS 25,790.77Unknown
CD7 $ 1,750.00$ 106,665.95 103,916

$Pavement Preservation $ 103,916Street Improvement 
Trees____________

I 103,916.00
$ 1,750.00 1,750.00

$CDS $ $ TjlOO1,100.00
$ 11001100.00 Western Avenue Expo Line StationSidewalk A

$ 7,542.00$ $___$CD9 7,542.00
7,542.00Sidewalk $

$ 1CD10 100,000.00
Cochran Ave (2520) - Culvert at Cul- 
de-sac

$ 45,000.00Street improvement $ 100,000 $
1 55.000.00Unknown

$CDIt $ _$ 398,851698,850.57
$ 582,155.57 $ 582,156Pavement Preservation 1Street Improvement

1Unknown $ 116,695.00 Pavement Preservation 116,695
$ 150,500.00$ 700,000CD12 $ 1,024,030.20 nn

Sanborn Ave Reconstruction near500,500.00 $ 350,000 $ 150,500.00$ Washington BlSidewalk
Sanborn Ave Reconstruction near $ 350,000Street Improvement $ 425,430.20 $Washington Bl_______
Pavement Preservation $ 75,430!

98,10098,100.00 Pavement Preservation 1AUnknown
CD13 * $'■ "■$ 111,660 $ 1,000.00112,660,00

$ 48,260 $1 48,260.00 Pavement PreservationGeneral Improvement
$ 1000.00Sidewalk $ 1000.00

$ 63,400Street Improvement 
CP14

1 63,400.00 Pavement Preservation $
$$ $ 226,464226,463.71

Sidewalk A 74,714.88 Via Marisol Street Repair $ 226,464 $151748.83Street Improvement A
$ $ $ 12,510.00CD15 1,068,001.07 $ 1,055,491

8.960.00 £ 8,960.00Sidewalk
$ 270.168.63 Pavement Preservation $ 270.169Street Improvement $
$Street lights 3,550.00 3,550.00

785.322.44 Pavement Preservation $ 785,322 1Unknown A
Council District Unkno $ 540,550,33 $ 84.141 $ 356,409.63

Pavement Preservation $ 17,600 $General Improvement A 17,600,00
$ 66,540.70 Pavement Preservation $ 66,541Street Improvement 

Unknown_________
1

i BPW Contractual Services $ 100.000$ 456,409,63 $ 356,409.63
$ 5,143,525 $ 3,298,193$ 5,904,686.33 $ 761,161,63TOTALS $ 1,745,332

2018-19 Budget Appropriation Amount
$ 3,298,193'Pavement Preservation

CIEP $ 1,745,332
BPW Contractual Services $ 100,000

$ 5,143,525Total Appropriation



Attachment B

Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study 

February 28, 2018
Available for 2018-19 Remaining

Balance
Project Type 2018-19 Budget Amount CIEPBPW Action Budget PP

¥ ¥an®CD1 307,024 2,100
$ $ 13,000 $General Improvement 13,000 Pavement Preservation

Sidewalk $2,100 2,100
Pavement Preservation $ 291,924 '$Street Improvement '91,924

5 436,655'CU2 J 436,698 
292,TOO

¥ $ 292,000
TStreet lights U 2957000
$Street Im provement $ 144,698 $144,698 Pavement Preservation

663 $ 133,051 ¥ I133 5T
$ $ 133,051 $Street Improvement 133,051 Pavement Preservation
$CD4 $ 427,896 225,495653,391

$Trees 1,035 1,035
$Street lights $6,000 6,000
*Sidewalk $1,500 1,500

Street Improvement $ $ 427,896 $ 175,960603,856 Verde Oak Dr (2252) Bulkhead
$ $Unknown 41,000 41,000

¥$ $ 195,932' J199,932
$ $ 45,370General Improvement $45,370 Pavement Preservation
$Street Improvement $ 136,676 $136,676 Pavement Preservation
$ S 17,885Unknown $17,885 Pavement Preservation
5 $ 289,872' $289,872
$Street Improvement $197,868 Sheldon Arleta Park Sidewalk 

Improvement - Sharp Ave$ $ 289,872Sidewalk $4,400
$Unknown $87,604
I ¥ $105,666 - . ■ 1,750
$ $ 103,916Street Improvement $103,916 Pavement Preservation
5 $Unknown IJ50 1,750

$ 1,100 F"1,100
$Sidewalk $1,100 Western Avenue Expo Line 1,100
$ ¥ ¥7,542 7,542
ISidewalk

tD10
7,542

100,000 $ 100,000 ¥$
Cochran Ave (2520) - Culvert at 
Cul-de-sac_________________Street Improvement $ 100,000 $ 100,000 $

66TT ¥ ... ¥ ¥698,851
$ $ 678,851 $Street Improvement Pavement Preservation678,851

Unknown
5612

$ $ 20,000 $Pavement Preservation20,000
5 700,00¥ 173,5301,039,030 :■

Rout Study_________
Genera! Improvement

Street Improvement

1 $ 56,25056,250
$ $500 500

$ 700,000 $ 78,750Sanborn Ave Reconstruction$ 952,280 $ 173,530 $Pavement Preservation
$ $ $ 30,000Unknown 30,000
$ $ 111,660 JCD13 s112,660 6,500
$ $ $Unknown 1,000 Pavement Preservation 1,000
J :Sidewalk $ 6,500
$ $ 105,160Street Improvement 105,160 Pavement Preservation $
l $ 226,464CD14 226,464 $
$Sidewalk 1,800
$ Via Marisol Street Repair $ 226,464 $General Improvement 15,476
$Street Improvement 209,188

ICD15 $ $ 1,055,491 T1,059,041
7

7,100
ISidewalk $ 7,100
$ $ 343,613Street Improvement 343,613 Pavement Preservation $
$ $ 708,328 SUnknown____________

Council District Unkno
708,328 Pavement Preservation

$ 84,141 1 49,409J ¥525,550
$ 20,000 $ $ 20,000Trees Pavement Preservation
$ $ 17,600 $Street Improvement 17,600 Pavement Preservation

$ 66,541Pavement Preservation
Transfer to CD2 PP to cover the 
budget shortfall______________Unknown $ 487,950 $ 292,000

$ 100,000 $ 29,409BPW Contractual Services
$ 5,895,871 $ 5,138,475 $ 3,298,194TOTALS $ 1,745,332 $ 757,397
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City Hall

Honorable Members:

NEXUS STUDY OF THE PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND ACCOUNT NO. 4873 AND 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES

Transmitted herewith is the report from the Board of Public Works on the Nexus Study of the Public 
Works Trust Fund Account No. 4873 And Establishment of Public Works Trust Fund Use Rules and 
Guidelines which this Board has adopted, recommends the City Council and Mayor approve and 
adopt a series of recommendations describe below:

RECEIVE AND FILE the 2018 Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) Nexus Study;1.

ADOPT the establishment of the PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines;2.

CONCUR with the finding and determination that a reasonable relationship (Nexus) exist 
for funds totaling $5,895,871.43 (as listed in Appendices I through IV in the Nexus Study) 
when said funds is (a) used for administration, original or like-kind purpose, within a 
reasonable boundary, and/or other specific factors and variables described in the Nexus 
Study and is (b) in the City's best interest to implement various Public Works projects and 
services based on the proposed PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines

3.

AUTHORIZE the fund use and transfer of PWTF funds in the amount of $5,895,871.43 as 
follows:

4.

Approve the first annual Administrative and Management (Salary) Expense of 
$75,000 out of the $487,950.33 as listed in Nexus Study Appendix I (Option A) and 
instruct the Executive Officer of the Board of Public Works (BPW) to seek Board 
approval(s) for additional amounts from this category.
Use on Any Project - To fund Public Works Improvements/Projects in locations 
(either at specified project location or Council District of the project) to be 
determined by factors and variables listed in Nexus Study Appendix II, associated 
with the specific deposit up to $1,533,531.73 (Option B);
Use in Any Council District - To fund Public Works Improvements/Projects for use 
in any location (no specific Council District) for Public Works 
Improvements/Projects as determined and documented in Nexus Study Appendix

a.

b.

c.

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 300 mate tnxfl tt%cyded waste
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Nexus Study 
May 2, 2018 
Page 2 of 3

III with the specific deposit up to $20,000,00 (Option C); and 
d. Use on Specific Project Type and Nexus

Improvements/Projects based on variables listed in Nexus Study Appendix IV, for 
the specified Nexus location (either at specified project location or Council District 
of the project) and project type documented with the specific deposit up to 
$3,854,389.37 (Option D).

To fund Public Works

5. AUTHORIZE the Executive Officer of the BPW to:

Approve the transfer of funds from the PWTF, Fund No. 834/50, Account No. 4873 
to the BPW, Fund No. 100/74, Account 001010 Salaries General, for administrative 
and fund management expenses approved in recommendation 4a above, subject 
to approval by the BPW;
Approve the transfer of funds from the PWTF, Fund No. 834/50, Account No. 4873, 
to the Capital Improvement Expenditure Program, Fund No. 100/54, Accounts TBD 
for specific Public Works projects as deemed appropriate by the BPW based on (i) 
factors and variables or (ii) location and project type, and (iii) in accordance to the 
established PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines at an amount not-to-exceed the limits 
approved in recommendation 4b, 4c, and 4d above;
Approve the refund of $30,000 to the current owner, once determined, following 
City refund guidelines;
Report back on potential reasonable relationships that may exist for the remaining 
balance of $6,054,886.06 in Account No. 4873 and all other accounts.
Make technical corrections as may be necessary to carry out the purpose and 
intent of this report and forward request to the Controller and/or City Administrative 
Officer as-needed.

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

6 AUTHORIZE the BPW, Director of Accounting, to transfer and/or refund funds from the 
PWTF upon request from the Executive Officer of the BPW;

7. INSTRUCT the Executive Officer of the BPW to:

Establish a pre-qualified on-call contractor list for use of these funds and types of 
projects with the intent of expanding diversity by creating a more “sheltered 
marketplace,"
Require all projects that are approved for this funding utilize the pre-qualified on- 
call contractor list to be approved; and,
Report back on any resources necessary to implement the above requests.

a.

b.

c.

8. AUTHORIZE resolution authority for one (1) Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code: 
9171-1) at the BPW to assist in management of the PWTF, and APPROVE the 
continuation of the resolution authority in 2018-19, if not included in the 2018-19 Adopted 
Budget; and

9. CONSIDER distributing and prioritizing allocation of remaining funds of $412,950.33 in the 
“unknown Council District” category, after an initial $75,000 is dedicated for initial 
administrative cost, to the bottom four Council Districts (i.e. 7, 8, 9, and 10) with the lowest 
allocation amounts.
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FISCAL IMPACT

Funding in the amount of $5,895,871.43 is proposed to be available for immediate use upon finding 
and determining that a reasonable relationship (nexus) exist for deposits, listed in Appendices 1 
through IV in the Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study, between the deposit’s original 
purpose/location and use of said funds. If approved and adopted, $4,638,565.84 represents post- 
1989 deposits and $1,257,305.59 represents pre-1989 deposits, which majority of funds will be 
transferred to the City's CIEP, or other fund location as appropriate, and a small portion to reimburse 
the Board’s salary amount. One deposit will be refunded at $30,000.

Sincerely
A
AIU.

DR. FERNANDO CAMPOS,
Executive Officer, Board of Public Works

FC:jc
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NEXUS STUDY OF THE PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND ACCOUNT NO. 4873 AND 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES

RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the Board of Public Works, subject to approval by the Los Angeles City Council (City 
Council) and Mayor:

1. APPROVE AND FORWARD this report, with its attachments to the City Council and 
Mayor, with the recommendation that the City Council, subject to the concurrence of 
the Mayor, to (a) receive and file the Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study, (b) adopt 
the establishment of the Public Works Trust Fund Use Rules and Guidelines, (c) 
concur with the finding and determination that a reasonable relationship (Nexus) exist 
for funds in the amount of $5,895,871.43 when said funds is used for administration, 
original or like-kind purpose, within a reasonable boundary, and/or other specific 
factors and variables described in the Nexus Study, and (d) authorize a series of 
recommendations to manage said funds and implement Public Works projects and 
services;

2 RECEIVE AND FILE the 2018 Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study;

ADOPT the establishment of the Public Works Trust Fund Use Rules and Guidelines;3.

FIND that (a) the proposed use of fund deposits in the amount of $5,895,871,43 when 
originally collected and received were based on ordinances, policies, and/or codes 
pre-established by the City to have a “relationship” between the purpose and intended 
use, and (b) it is in the City’s best interest to implement various Public Works projects 
and services based on this pre-established "relationship” to serve as a public good;

4.

DETERMINE that a reasonable relationship (Nexus) exists and supported for 
deposits, listed in Appendices I through IV in the Public Works Trust Fund Nexus 
Study, between the deposit’s original purpose/location and use of said funds inasmuch 
as $4,638,565.84 represents available deposits/fees collected post-1989 to fund 
public works projects and services based on the original deposit/fee intent and nexus 
to the specified or non-specified project type and location (boundary), and 
$1,257,305.59 represents available deposits/fees collected pre-1989 to fund Public 
Works projects and services, which the latter has greater fund use flexibility.

5.
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6. AUTHORIZE the fund use and transfer of Public Works Trust Funds in the amount of 
$5,895,871.43 as follows:

Administrative and Management (Salary) Expense - To-fead the management 
and ad ministration-of the Public Works-Trust -Fund ■astisted-in-Noxuo Study 
Appendix I
Use on Any Project-To fund Public Works Improvements/Projects in locations 
(either at specified project location or Council District of the project) to be 
determined by factors and variables listed in Nexus Study Appendix II, 
associated with the specific deposit up to $1,533,531.73 (Option B);
Use in Any Council District - To fund Public Works Improvements/Projects for 
use in any location (no specific Council District) for Public Works 
Improvements/Projects as determined and documented in Nexus Study 
Appendix III with the specific deposit up to $20,000.00 (Option C); and 
Use on Specific Project Type and Nexus - To fund Public Works 
Improvements/Projects based on variables listed in Nexus Study Appendix IV, 
for the specified Nexus location (either at specified project location or Council 
District of the project) and project type documented with the specific deposit 
up to $3,854,389.37 (Option D).

a)

see page IE
b)

c)

d)

7. AUTHORIZE the Executive Officer of the Board of Public Works to:

Approve the transfer of funds from the Public Works Trust Fund No. 834, 
Department 50, Account No. 4873, to the Board of Public Works Fund 100. 
Department 74, Salary Account 001010 for administrative and fund 
management (salary) expenses approved in recommendation 6a above; 
Approve the transfer of funds from the Public Works Trust Fund No. 834, 
Department 50, Account No. 4873, to the City’s Capital Improvement 
Expenditure Plan (Fund No. 100/Dept. 54) for specific Public Works projects as 
deemed appropriate by the Board of Public Works based on (i) factors and 
variables or (ii) location and project type, and (iii) in accordance to the 
established Public Works Trust Fund Use Rules and Guidelines at an amount 
not-to-exceed the limits approved in recommendation 6b, 6c, and 6d above; 
Approve the refund of $30,000.00 to the current owner, once determined, 
following City refund guidelines in compliance with City policy, Controller 
guidelines, and CA Mitigation Fee Act (see Appendix V or Option E of the Public 
Works Trust Fund Nexus Study).
Further examine the remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 in Account No. 4873 
and report back on potential reasonable relationship(s) that may exist, if any, 
including review of all other accounts within the Public Works Trust Fund; and 
Make technical corrections as may be necessary to carry out the purpose and 
intent of this report and forward request to the Controller and/or City 
Administrative Officer as-needed

a)

see page 15

b)

c)

d)

e)
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8. AUTHORIZE the Board of Public Works, Director of the Office of Accounting to 
transfer and/or refund funds from the Public Works Trust Fund upon request from the 
Board of Public Works, Executive Officer;

AUTHORIZE resolution authority for one Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code 
9171-1) position at the Board of Public Works to assist in the management of the 
Public Works Trust Funds, and approve the continuation of the resolution authority in 
Fiscal Year 2018/19 if not included in the adopted Fiscal Year 2018/19 budget; and

9.

10. REQUEST the Office of the City Attorney to provide any advice and/or opinions to the 
Board of Public Works that may be necessary to implement the recommendations in 
this report.

See page 15 for amendments.
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study Account No. 4873 by the Bronner Group, LLC.;
2. Map Pinpoint of Available Funds by Project Location Proximity;
3. Public Works Trust Fund Use Rules and Guidelines; and
4. Position Description - Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code 9171-1).

DISCUSSION:

BACKGROUND

In the early 1940’s, the City of Los Angeles (City) created the Department of Public Works, 
Public Works Trust Fund (PTWF) with fiduciary governing oversight assigned to the Board 
of Public Works (Board). As of June 30, 2016 and 2017, the PWTF balance was 
approximately $107.6 million and $124.7 million, respectively. The PWTF holds a variety 
of deposits (approximately 12,000) from receipts, deposits, fees, etc. related to Public 
Works projects and operates like a bank or escrow account where funds are held and 
disbursed for a specific purpose or refunded. These funds are typically collected from 
developers, contractors, and property owners yet some deposits represent monies from 
defaulted bonds, cash in-lieu of bond deposits, ftnes, and settlements.

The Fiscal Year 2017/18 budget funded a Nexus Study of the Public Works Trust Fund 
(PWTF) focused on the (1) examination of one specific account (Special Projects Account 
No. 4873) with 360 deposits valued at approximately $12 million as of June 30, 2016, and 
(2) exploration of policy options that could be available to the Board of Public Works 
(Board), Mayor, and City Council to use these funds if a reasonable relationship could be 
established between the deposit’s original purpose/location and potential uses of said 
funds, such as funding similar or like-kind public works projects and services.
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The Nexus Study required four major deliverables (see Attachment 1):

Benchmarking Study - To understand how other California municipalities manage 
fee deposits collected and their experience, if any, regarding the State of 
California’s Mitigation Fee Act (MFA) of 1989;
Special Projects Deposit Review - To provide actions needed to manage funds 
and assess what qualifies as a “reasonable relationship,” or “nexus,” for fund use 
according to the State of CA Mitigation Fee Act of 1989.
Fund Use Policy Options - To provide the Board options for consideration to 
establish rules and guidelines in the disposition of fund deposits. 
Recommendations and Roadmap - To provide the Executive Officer and Board 
an action plan with observations, analysis, and recommendations for improving 
procedures and systems to manage fee deposits collected.

1.

2.

3.

4.

In brief, the PWTF Nexus Study determined that 132 deposits (see Attachment 2 for 
pinpoint Map of project general area locations) are available for use at an aggregate total 
of $5,895,871.43, which represents approximately 49% of the total Special Project 
deposits out of $11,980,757.49. In addition, one deposit in the amount of $30,000 is 
determined as refundable. The remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 (about 227 deposits) 
was not examined due to timing and resource limitations. Flowever, it is anticipated that 
additional funds may be available for use upon continued examination of the remaining 
deposits, including other accounts within the PWTF. Therefore, a resolution authority for 
one Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code 9171-1) position is recommended to 
continue this effort. The position salary cost is fully reimbursable as an allowed 
administrative and management expense of the PWTF (see Attachment 1, Option A).

NEXUS STUDY PROCESS

On February 17, 2017, the Board authorized the Executive Officer to release a Request 
for Proposal (RFP) to review Pre- and Post-1989 PWTF deposits in account no. 4873, 
identify options to develop a potential "PWTF Nexus Fund Use" policy or guidelines, and 
establish a reasonable relationship or "Nexus" for the use of the said funds, if any. 
Proposals were received on or by April 21,2017.

In May 2017, a three-member evaluation panel reviewed proposals based on six criteria. 
(1) Approach and Methodology; (2) Experience and Qualifications; (3) Cost and Budget 
Control; (4) Schedules and Deliverables; (5) Overall Proposal Evaluation and Content, 
and (6) Overall Proposal Responsiveness. The evaluation team recommended the 
Bronner Group (Bronner) based on service qualifications and prior experience working 
with the City’s Flarbor Department, Flousing Authority, and Offices of the City Controller 
and Finance on similar auditing and accounting initiatives. Bronner's proposed approach 
and methodology appeared to be well planned, logical, organized, and within budget.
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On June 16,2017, the Board awarded asix-month contract with two, six-month extension 
options (0129518) to Bronner in the amount of $140,000, which was executed on June 
21,2017. On December 18, 2017, the Board approved the first of two, six-month renewal 
options extending contract term to June 30, 2018 (amount remained unchanged).

NEXUS STUDY SCOPE OF WORK

The Nexus Study scope of work focused on four major deliverables - Benchmark Study, 
Deposit Review Report, Policy Options for Fund Use Guidelines Establishment, and 
Roadmap Report - and was completed through a five-phase approach.

Phase 1 - To kick-off, plan and monitor the project, collect PWTF data, review a series 
of electronic files (i.e. spreadsheets, reports, databases, system), prepare work-paper 
for documenting file conditions, materials, and file requests, and understand the level 
of information available and gaps. Phase 1 was completed by mid-July 2017.

Phase 2 - To develop a benchmarking survey to compare different fund management 
models, process flows, metrics, and policies used for deposit types, including 
legal/financial restrictions to manage funds in compliance with State of California MFA. 
On August 15, 2017, the benchmark survey was released to 38 California cities and 
counties. In addition to the survey, interviews were conducted with eight (8) 
municipalities. Phase 2 was completed in mid-September 2017.

Phase 3 - To develop Nexus recommendations and/or fund use options to the Board 
based on best practices, benchmark study findings, and/or case law(s). Also, to 
develop a PWTF Nexus Fund Use Policy or Guidelines focused on setting a 
"reasonable relationship" or "Nexus" between the (a) original purpose and proximity 
of the original location where funds were collected for, and (b) a "like purpose" Public 
Works project that has a physical "Nexus" to said funds. On October 23, 2017, the 
Bronner team, along with the Executive Officer of the Board, presented its preliminary 
findings to the Board Commission.

Phase 4 - To review deposits and create a Deposit Review Report, including review 
of pre- and post-1989 State Law requirements, validation and/or identification of data, 
and categorize data by the nature of deposit/disposition, "Like Categories" or "Like 
Purpose", Geographic location, and Council District. Phase 4 was completed in mid- 
December 2017.

Phase 5 - To develop a road map or action plan of steps and actions needed to 
manage unclaimed deposits based on proposed recommendations. Phase 5 was 
completed in mid-January 2018. Immediately after, Bronner began the preparation of 
the final report. The final report was completed on February 28, 2018.
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OVERVIEW OF NEXUS STUDY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Nexus Study provides an independent review and analysis of 132 deposits and 
suggests appropriate next steps for the Board, Mayor, and City Council to find and 
determine a nexus or reasonable relationship between the (a) deposit's original purpose 
for which it was collected and (b) the ultimate use of said funds for the same or like-kind 
purpose within specified factors and/or variables, where applicable (see Attachment 1, 
Appendices l-IV).

In brief, the Nexus Study findings are focused on:

• Benchmark Survey;
• Case Law Review - Applicability of the 1989 State of CA Mitigation Fee Act (MFA);
• Fund Use Options (see Attachment 3 for Fund Use Rules and Guidelines); and
• Recommendations and Next Steps.

Benchmark Survey

In total, 23 municipalities provided responses to the Benchmarking Survey, The following 
study findings and relevancy are intended to guide and inform the City's decision making 
toward establishing a reasonable relationship of funds, it is important to note that the data 
collected represents a small sample set; therefore, difficult to generalize conclusions yet 
significant to suggest findings. Appendix VII of the Nexus Study provides the complete 
survey questions and responses.

Survey Findings

100% of respondents link a permit deposit to the physical location of the project, 
and some also use other methods, such as property index numbers (26%), and 
boundary/districts/wards/zones (21%).
47% of respondents indicate that money is kept and used for the purpose it was 
collected when a contractor/developer fails to meet the terms and conditions of a 
permit.
60% of respondents use or reference the use of a nexus study or impact fee study 
as their preferred mechanisms to establish “reasonable relationships.’’
Most respondents indicated that money (funds) is refunded to the permittee when 
a project is never started.
Most respondents indicated that money (funds) is used to complete the original 
project for which the deposit is made when a bond is defaulted.

Interview Findings

• Interviewees did not express concern about the threat of legal action related to the
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MFA since their municipalities collected fees based on ordinances, policies and 
codes, which meant that the “reasonable relationship'' between the deposit and the 
use of the funds was already pre-established when the deposit was received.

• Most were not aware of specific MFA reporting requirements.
• Most segregate deposits based on purpose of the fees.
• Establishment of fees and how they are collected is generally similar from 

municipality to municipality.
• Investment in a software solution that seamlessly tracks permits and deposits 

would provide better documentation and evidence of compliance.

It is important to note that although the Department of Public Works follows a similar 
process in establishing and collecting fees to that of the benchmarked municipalities, it is 
less consistent about segregating those fees, based on purpose, into separate deposit 
accounts. Bronner recommends that this challenge could be addressed through both 
process mapping and technology improvement.

Case Law Review

The State of California Mitigation Fee Act (MFA) (Assembly Bill 1600, Gov. Code 6600 et 
seq.) was enacted in 1987 with an effective date of January 1, 1989. The MFA requires 
that fees collected must be used for the project’s intended purpose or returned to the 
depositor. The MFA requires annua! reporting and a more detailed reporting of funds 
every fifth year, including compliance with various requirements, such as (a) identifying 
the purpose to which the fee is to be used and (b) demonstrating a reasonable relationship 
between the fee and the purpose for which it is charged. Further, the MFA regulates city 
and county practices regarding the structure, collection, and management of said fees.

For applicability of the MFA to the PWTF, various cases were reviewed yet two cases 
were most relevant as follows (see Nexus Study Appendix VIII for detailed case citing):

Case 1: Meeting MFA Reporting Requirements - In this 2005 case, Daniel Walker, as 
Trustee, etc., et al., v. City of San Clemente et al., the City of San Clemente was ordered 
to refund unexpended impact fees and accrued interest to the current owners of the 
properties on which the fee had been imposed because it (1) failed to make all required 
findings in its five year report, and (2) failed to identify a start date for the construction of 
those improvements yet had sufficient funds to complete its beach parking improvements. 
In short, the City of San Clemente created a “Beach Parking Impact Fee” because it 
anticipated that residential development would significantly increase the demand for 
public parking at its City’s beaches. Between 1989 and 2009, the City collected nearly 
$10 million but only spent less than $350,000.

Case 2: Establishing a “Reasonable Relationship" - In this 2010 case, NorCal Investment 
Partners, L.P. v. City of Redding, the courts ruled in favor of the City of Redding citing
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that a valid governmental purpose for a public project (in this case traffic project) does not 
require evidentiary support and that “the legislative body enjoys nearly unfettered 
discretion to determine what goals best serve the public good." NorCal contended that 
an ordinance establishing an impact fee violated the MFA for four reasons (making 
developers pay for own improvement, imposing a fee without evidence, subsidizing cost 
of others, and failure to establish a nexus between improvement and fee) and argued that 
the City of Redding was required to make an individualized determination of the fee for 
each property.

The courts ruled that the MFA does not require a city to establish a reasonable 
relationship between each parcel and the fee to be paid. An ordinance establishing a fee 
program is "valid if supported by a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 
and estimated cost of services. Site-specific review is neither available nor needed. ’’ This 
decision supports the concept of allowing funds to be spent within the same City Council 
District.

It is important to note that Bronner did not find evidence of deposits specifically tied to 
development impact fees and that conclusions reached through the review of legal cases 
(case law) do not equate to legal opinions. Therefore, it is recommended that the Office 
of the City Attorney provide any advice and/or opinion(s) to the Board of Public Works 
that may be necessary to implement the recommendations in this report.

Fund Use Options

The main guiding principle, recommended by Bronner, is that any deposit (funds) should 
be applied to complete the project for which it was collected, at the original project 
location. If that is not possible, deposit(s) should be applied to fund projects that have a 
close geographical nexus with the original permit location, using the Council District as 
the default nexus and same or like-kind purpose type, if applicable. See Attachment 3 
for proposed PWTF Fund Use Rules and Guidelines.

For the purposes of this report and Findings from the Nexus Study, the amount 
available for immediate fund use is $5,895,871.43 representing 132 deposits In
addition, one deposit in the amount of $30,000 is determined as refundable. The 
remaining balance of $6,054,886.06 was not examined. However, it is anticipated that a 
significant amount may be available upon examination, including review of other PWTF 
accounts. The remaining, unexamined PWTF balances is not part of this report’s 
recommendations yet the PWTF Fund Use Rules and Guidelines (see Attachment 3), if 
approved, would apply upon review and determination.

Available fund use amounts are a combination of deposits valued at (a) more than 
$10,000 received pre- and post-1989 with adequate documentation to justify its use, and 
(b) less than $10,000 received pre-1989. Due to the age and low dollar value, the risk
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associated with using pre-1989 deposit(s) is very low. The following table delineates 
deposit balances between pre- and post-1989 based on four policy options (i.e., deposits 
to use: at-will, on any project, in any council district, on specified project type and nexus).

Policy Option Group

Deposits to Use"At Will'1

Pre-1989 Post-1989 Total

$46,540.70 $487,950.33$441,409.63

$524,273.96

$0.00

A

$1,533,531.73

$20,000.00
B j Deposits to Use on Any Project___

C Deposits to Use in Any Council District_
| Deposits to Use on Specified Project 

D Type and Specified Nexus_________ __

$1,009,257.77

$20,000.00

$3,854,389.37$291,622.00 $3,562,767.37

Total $1,257,305.59 $4,638,565.84 $5,895,871.43

Based on the Nexus Study and guiding principles stated above, authority is requested to 
use and transfer available funds as follows:

• $487,950.33 for Administrative (Salary) and Management Expense - To fund 
the management and administration of the Public Works Trust Fund as listed in 
Nexus Study Appendix I (Option A);

• $1,533,531.73 for Use on Any Project 
Improvements/Projects in locations (either at specified project location or Council 
District of the project) to be determined by factors and variables listed in Nexus 
Study Appendix II, associated with the specific deposit (Option B);

• $20,000.00 for Use in Any Council District - To fund Public Works 
Improvements/Projects for use in any location (no specific Council District) as 
determined and documented in Nexus Study Appendix III with the specific deposit 
(Option C): and

• $3,854,389.37 for Use on Specific Project Type and Nexus - To fund Public 
Works Improvements/Projects based on variables listed in Nexus Study Appendix 
IV, for the specified location Nexus (either at specified project location or Council 
District of the project) and project type documented (Option D).

To fund Public Works

The following table provides a different viewpoint of overall available funds by Purpose 
Type and Council District, which majority of funds are predominately in Council Districts 
2, 4, 11, 12 and 15. See Attachment 2 for general map (geo-spatial) view of deposits.
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Sidewalk1, St. 
Improvement j Lights2, Trees3, 

Route Study4

TotalCouncil
District

General
Improvement

Street Unknown
Purpose

i $ 2,100.001 | $ 307,024.00$ 13,000.00 $ 291,924.001

S 144,698.00 { $292,000.002 : $ 436,698.00 r 
j $ 133,050.90

$ 41 000 00 '$'653.391 09 j
$ 17 884.90 ...$ '199.931 67 I
T" 87,603.77 + $ 289^87?.84 ] 
"$" T 75 0 00~^1Tt0 5,665 "9_5..
.....  $ i~i oo.oo '

......$ ..." 77542.00 "
..-y-jQ0'00C00

$"" 20,000.00 'j $ 698,850 57 
$""3aOOCr00 $T039,030.20
1 T.'oo’ooo $'TT2,660 00
“............ "".. $ 226",463 ¥1' '
$ 708.328 18 ' $1 059,041.07 
$...487 950.33' *’ $ ' 52^ 550 33
■$1,395tsT7“i8~ $5^95,871.43

2
$ 133,050.90 j 
$“"603r856!b9T'$"815'35T001-I;5

3
4

$45,370,30 $ 136,676.47 
$ 197,868 07 
$ 103,915 95

5
$ 4,400.006

•—--t—
7

$ 1,100.001
$ 7.542 001

8
9

$ 100,000 00 
$..678,850 57

10
11

■---- -----------------

$ 952,280.20 $ 56.250.004
$ '105,160.00 $ 6.500.001
$ 2094 87.98 $..... 1.800.001
$...343.612 89 ..$ ' 7,100 001
$ 17.600 00 $ 20,000.003
$4,018,681.12' $407,327.00

$ 500.0012
13

$15,475.8314
r~.-.15

Unknown
Totaf*

*ToFai Aggregate Balance of $5,895,871.43 includes portion proposed for administrative and fund management 
reimbursement; therefore, actual net available balance to Council Districts is $5,407,921 10.

$74,346.13

Recommendations and Next Steps

The Nexus Study makes recommendations on three areas of concern for future 
improvement. These areas are (1) weakness in the process of tracking fee deposits, (2) 
lack of adherence to the MFA requirements, and (3) additional research needed on the 
remaining balance of Special Project Deposit Account No. 4873. The Board is committed 
to create an action plan that corrects these areas of concern and implement any 
necessary internal controls to improve the management of the PWTF.

Process Tracking Weakness - The Department of Public Works’ process for 
coding, segregating, tracking, refunding, and using fees deposited creates opportunities 
for errors. Multiple points of contacts (i.e., cashier, coder, tracker, accountant, etc.) are 
evident throughout the process and many steps are completed manually. This allows 
errors and increases risk for unintentional, non-compliant actions and increases 
miscommunication or lack of communication between the Bureaus and the Office of 
Accounting (OOA). This is problematic because the Bureaus takes on the role of collector 
and OOA as the accountant, which leaves the administrator role vulnerable or absent.

1.



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study and Fund Use
Board of Public Works
May 2, 2018

Page 11 of 14

Therefore, the proposed position would fill in the administrator gap, provide a dedicated 
full-time resource to manage funds, and ensure adequate internal controls of the PWTF.

Bronner recommends that the Board assess and improve the process for 
recording information through the use of technology. An integrated solution 
would simplify correlating fees collected with specific permits/projects, 
increase transparency, provide supporting evidence in cases of litigation, 
and safeguard against potential problems arising from the current manual 
tracking and monitoring of loans made from the PWTF to other City 
departments.

Lack of Adherence to MFA Requirements - The MFA stipulates how deposits 
should be managed and used, and how reports should be kept on such deposits, yet 
there was little evidence that some of the key elements of the MFA are being followed. 
Specifically, there is a distinct set of criteria outlined in the MFA for the cash payments. 
The MFA states that commingling of funds is authorized for temporary investments; 
therefore, deposits from development impact fees and cash payments taken in-lieu of 
constructing the improvements should not be comingled in the same fund. Moreover, the 
MFA requires record-keeping, annual review of deposits, and a five-year plan for deposit 
expenditure. The first two requirements are now occurring yet the five-year report has not 
been completed since the act was enacted. Lastly, interest earned and accumulated from 
the Special Projects Deposit Accounts is transferred to the City’s general fund. Per the 
MFA, upon receipt of a fee, the City is required to deposit, invest, account for, and expend 
the fees. For circumstances in which the fee is not expended on an improvement project 
and a refund is required, the MFA states that the fee, or any unexpended portion of the 
fee and any interest accrued, shall be refunded to the current owner(s) of the property.

2.

Bronner recommends establishment of procedures and controls, such that 
MFA requirements and timelines become an integral part of the process of 
fee collection and account/fund management. This should include 
separating different types of deposits into distinct accounts, and 
establishing a process to document deposits in a five year plan.

Additional Research to Special Projects Deposit Account No. 4873 - Further 
research is required for the remaining balance, including collection, review, and analysis 
of deposit supporting documentation.

3.

Bronner recommends that the City allocates a portion of the deposits 
available for use in the funding of staff needed to conduct this research, 
including on- and off-site project review of documentation.
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FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES (POLICY OPTIONS)

Attachment 3 provides detailed information on the proposed PWTF Fund Use Rules and 
Guidelines. In general, Bronner categorizes the rules and guidelines by five policy options 
A through E (or as listed in Appendices I - V in the Nexus Study) and follows in general 
five guidelines:

• If a deposit is neither used for the specific purpose and project it was intended for, 
nor refunded to the depositor, then those deposited funds shall require 
determination of “reasonable relationship" or "nexus” prior to its disposition of 
funds.

If the project for which the fee collected was intended is ongoing, then the deposit 
should be applied to the work underway for that project, or project(s) with like 
purpose at the original location if available, or within the Council District as the 
geographical nexus/boundary.

If the project for which the fee was intended, or a like purpose project within the 
geographical nexus/boundary has been completed, then the deposit should be 
applied to reimburse the City's cost of completing that project.

If neither option applies (project type or location are unknown), then the deposit 
should be used to fund projects that have a close geographical nexus to the original 
intent in the permit, using the Council District as the geographical boundary,

Pre-1989 deposits have greater flexibility and ability to establish a reasonable 
relationship as determined by a governing body with minimal (i.e., broad nexus to 
the administration and management of funds, geographical location, and general 
purpose type) to no restrictions.

PROPOSED POSITION AUTHORITY

This report seeks approval for one Senior Management Analyst I (Class Code 91711) 
resolution authority position to startup critical research and analytical work anticipated for 
the remaining fund deposit within the PWTF Account No. 4873 and remaining 28 
appropriation accounts. No additional salary funds are needed for the remaining fiscal 
year. Most importantly, the proposed position is recommended to be continued in the 
Fiscal Year 2018/19 budget due to the long-term, non-temporary nature of the work. See 
Attachment 4 for proposed Position Description.

The Board believes that dedicating one full-time Senior Management Analyst l position is 
critical and will lead to identify additional funds that could be used for future public works
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infrastructure projects. Authorization of this position will allow for the active administration 
and management of the PWTF to examine, research, and analyze various remaining 
deposits. Moreover, this position will monitor, design, and create fund management 
practices that could leverage existing funds for critical Public Works projects. The position 
will also provide reports for executive management and collaborate with many of the 
department's bureaus and offices, including the Offices of the City Controller and City 
Administrative Officer. The initial effort to examine the remaining fund portion is 
anticipated to take one year and then the same process will be replicated for the 28 
remaining PWTF accounts, which could also identify other available funds. Therefore, the 
need for this position is long term. Approval will also restore services of this management 
position that was eliminated during the Great Recession.

Based on the Nexus Study findings, funding in the PWTF is available to pay for 
administrative cost. For the current fiscal year 2017/18, the Board will absorb the 
additional cost needed to fund this position. For future years, if the proposed position is 
not included in the adopted Fiscal Year 2018/19 budget, the Board will submit budget 
requests to continue the resolution position authority with reimbursement from the PWTF 
to the general fund resulting in a no-net funding impact. The following describes the 
benefit and cost anticipated, if this position is approved.

Benefit:

Continue Efforts to Identify Other Potential Funds to Be Used (i.e., $6 million 
remaining from the original $12 million special project account).
Increase Responsiveness to Depositors and Improved Constituency Services. 
Increase Fund Management, Transparency, and Accountability.
Ensure Compliance with the CA Mitigation Fee Act.
Implement Cash Flow Modeling and Forecasting of Fund.
Improve Financial Reporting.
Continue Review Deposits with Primary Focus to Identify Funds for Public Works 
Projects (i.e., CIP, Trees, Work Orders, Permits, etc.).
Institutionalize Fund Use Policy and Actively Manage Fund Guidelines.
Improve Transfer Fund Frequency to GF from Permits and most importantly, de­
bottle neck A, E, and U permit and work order expenses charged but not 
transferred to the GF or SF (approx. $17.1 million to be analyzed).
Review Tree Deposits (approx. $3.6M to be analyzed)
Review of Damage Claims/Settlement and Misc. Account ($1 5M to be analyzed).

Cost and Anticipated Fund Use At-A-Glance:

• Years 1 to 6: $440,00 to $635,000 anticipated with actual cost closer to lower range 
due to potential cost savings. Annual salary range is $69,000 to $98,000.

• Years 7 Forward: Use portions of Permit Surcharge Trust Fund to pay for cost.
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• Fund use potential is estimated at $8 million within the next six years or about 
$1.33 million on average/per year.

The following table illustrates anticipated work load and potential fund use resulting from 
the proposed administrative and management efforts.

Potential Fund 
Use in Millions

Work Load Focus
(Note: Fund Use Realized the Following Year)FYYear

____ Special Projects ($6M) and Portions of St. Trees ($3.6M) _
$2.34 __ Portions of St. Trees ($3.6M) and A,E, and U Permits ($3.8M) _
1.31 Excavation, Vacation, and Land Work Orders ($17.1 M)________
1.71

1 ______ 2019
2 ~ 2020
3 ~ 2021

Excavation, Vacation, and Land Orders ($17.1M)4 2022

5_......2023
6+.. 2024

1 71 Damage Claims, Settlements for CD 8 ($1M) and Misc. (500K)
Other Deposit Review ($ TBD)______________ ____________

$8.32.... .... (NOTE: DOES NOT INCLUDE $5.9M FROM THIS REPORT)
Assumes 33% return fcr Special Projects, 20% for Street Trees, 25% for Permits,
20% for Work Orders, and 100% for Damage Claims to CD 8 and 50% for Misc.

1,25
TOTAL

NOTE:

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Funding in the amount of $5,895,871.43 is proposed to be available for immediate use 
upon finding and determining that a reasonable relationship (nexus) exist for deposits, 
listed in Appendices I through IV in the Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study, between 
the deposit’s original purpose/location and use of said funds, If approved and adopted, 
$4,638,565,84 represents post-1989 deposits and $1,257,305.59 represents pre-1989 
deposits, which majority of funds will be transferred to the City's CIEP, or other fund 
location as appropriate, and a small portion to reimburse the Board’s salary account. One 
deposit will be refunded at $30,000.

Respectfully submitted,
i

i N
DR. FERf^KlDO CAMPOS 
Executive Officer, Board of Public Works

For Nexus Study Questions, please contact:
Dr. Fernando Campos at Fernando Campos@lacitv.org

For RFP Questions, please contact: 
Tommy Siu at Tommv.Siu@lacitv.org

CC: Barbara Romero, Deputy Mayor
Dr, Carol Armstrong, Executive Officer, Mayor’s Office 
Rich Llewellyn, City Administrative Officer

Miguel Sangalang, Deputy Mayor 
Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst 
Edward Jordan, City Attorney's Office

mailto:Fernando_Campos@lacitv.org
mailto:Tommv.Siu@lacitv.org
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BOARD REPORT NEXUS STUDY AMENDMENTS (BPW-2018-0361)

• Amend Recommendation 6(a) to fund the first annual administrative 
expense of $75,000 out of the $487,950.33 as listed in Nexus Study 
Appendix 1 (Option A) and then request the Executive Officer to seek 
Board approval(s) for additional amounts from this category.

• Amend Recommend 7(a) to indicate transfer of funds is subject to 
approval by the Board.

• Add New Recommendation 11 to Instruct the Executive Officer to:

a) Establish a pre-qualified, on-call contractor list for use of these 
funds and types of projects with the intent of expanding diversity 
by creating a more “sheltered marketplace” with specific areas 
of work where emerging and small businesses can compete as 
primes and incentivize inclusion by allowing proposers to choose 
to meet a local-small requirement rather than meeting a higher 
non-specific Mandatory Subcontracting Minimum;

b) Require all projects that are approved for this funding utilize the 
pre-qualified on-call contractor list to be approved; and,

c) Report back on any resources necessary to implement the above 
requests.

• Add New Recommendation 12 as “Request City Council to consider 
distributing and prioritizing allocation of remaining funds of 
$412,950.33 in the “unknown Council District" amount category, after 
an initial $75,000 is dedicated for initial administrative cost, to the 
bottom four Council Districts (i.e. 7, 8, 9, and 10) with lowest allocation 
amounts.
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Executive Summary
In June 2017, the City of Los Angeles' Department of Public Works, Board of Public Works (BPW) 
engaged Bronner Group, LLC (Bronner) to conduct a "Nexus Study" of the Public Works Trust Fund 
(PWTF). This study is an independent review of the funds held as PWTF Special Project Deposits to 
determine the reasonable connection, i.e., Nexus, between the fund's original purpose/location and 
potential uses of the funds.

The Nexus Study produced the following major deliverables, which are included in this final report:

> Benchmarking Study to understand how other California municipalities manage fee deposits 

collected through their public works/engineering/buiiding departments, and their experience, 

if any, regarding the State of California's Mitigation Fee Act (MFA);

Deposits Review Report based on the review of Special Projects Deposits. The Deposit Review 

Report provides actions needed to manage funds held as Special Projects Deposits, based on a 

comprehensive analysis of data gathered, and an assessment of what qualifies as a "reasonable 

relationship," or nexus, for use according to the MFA. The specific line-item recommendations 

for Special Project Deposits are detailed in batches by deposit values in the Appendices of this 

Report.

Policy Options for BPW Consideration provide guidelines for setting BPW policies in the 

disposition of deposits. The respective spreadsheets itemizing the categories or batches are 

provided in the Appendices of this Report.

>

>

> Recommendations and Roadmap Report providing the BPW with observations, analysis, and 

recommendations for improving procedures and systems to manage fee deposits collected.

This Nexus Study focuses on approximately $11,980,757.49 being held in a restricted account (No. 4873) 
referred to as 5pecia! Projects Deposits as of June 30,2016. In total, 360 deposit job sites were identified. 
Bronner determined the deposits available for use total $5,895,871.43, representing just over 49% of the 

total deposits. Out of the $11,980,757, the aggregate balance for deposits of $10,000 or less Is 

$716,760.43 of which $136,730.43 is available for use, and included in the total $5,895,871.43 available, 

stated above.

This Report also provides high-level observations and recommendations to provide the Department of 

Public Works with actionable steps for Improving PTWF management. In order to reduce the risk of non- 
compliant actions and improve the operational efficiency, Bronner recommends that the City:

Assess and improve the process for recording information through the use of technology. 

Establish procedures and controls such that MFA requirements and timelines become an integral 

part of the process of fee collection and accounts management.
Allocate a portion of the deposits available for use outlined in Policy Option A in funding the staff 
needed to research the status of projects, including on-site project review, as funding of 

administrative costs is allowable per the MFA.

>
>

>

BRONNER



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 2

Background Information

The Public Works Trust Fund
The Public Works Trust Fund (PTWF) was created by the City of Los Angeles in the early 1940s to hold a 

variety of fee deposits related to Public Works projects. The PWTF operates similar to bank or escrow 

account where funds (receipts, deposits, fees, etc.) are held and disbursed for a specific purpose or 
refunded. The Board of Public Works (BPW) sets the policies and practices to manage the PWTF 

consistent with the authority and requirements of the Los Angeles City Charter, Los Angeles 

Administrative and Municipal Codes, local ordinances, and directions from the City Council and Mayor. 
The PWTF has been used as a source of funding for loans, subject to repayment terms, to other City 

departments/funds. These loans require approval by the BPW and City Council and typically provide 

funding for various grant-funded capital projects.

The PWTF currently holds deposits from approximately 12,000 depositors spread across 29 various 

appropriation accounts. As of June 30, 2016, the total balance within the PWTF was $107.6 million. 
However, this Nexus Study focuses on approximately $11,9 million being held in a restricted account 

(No. 4873), referred to as Special Projects Deposits. The funds in this restricted account have been 

collected from developers, contractors, and property owners based on fees generally determined by the 

Department of City Planning, and typically collected at the public counters in the Bureau of Engineering. 
Some of the deposits in this account represent monies from defaulted bonds and settlements.

Discussion of Fees Collected
The Los Angeles Department of Public Works (DPW) collects a variety of deposits and fees related to 

development, including:
■ Refundable deposits associated with building permit requirements;
■ In-lieu (of construction) fees, also deposits associated with building permit requirements but 

relating to infrastructure (street/sewer/trees) affected by the new development. These fees are 

generally non-refundable unless the City determines later that the work to be completed with 

the funds is unnecessary or costs less than the fee; and,
■ Non-refundable development impact fees associated with traffic or environmental impacts in 

the proximity of the new development.

Based on the documents available for review, most of the deposits in account No. 4873 with 

documentation fall into the first two categories above. A small portion of deposits did not have 

adequate information to make any determination of purpose; however, Bronner did not find evidence 

of deposits specifically tied to development impact fees. Therefore, based on what was available for 

analysis, it appears that development impact fees may have been deposited elsewhere, and not in 

account No. 4873. To further clarify how development impact fees differ from traditional permit fees 

and in-lieu fees, the following provides a background on the origin of development impact fees.

BRONNER
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Because in-lieu fees are tied to specific building projects and have restricted use, cities have looked for 

more flexible options for funding capital expenditures relating to development. In 1947, the Village of 
Hinsdale, Illinois successfully imposed the first impact fee, to fund a sewer project, in addition to the 

provision of additional water and sewer systems and roads, impact fees have been collected for schools, 
libraries, parks, and recreation facilities made necessary by the presence of new residents in an area. 

The language used to describe impact fees may vary from one municipality to the next. In some 

communities, these development-related charges are called impact fees, while in others, such charges 

may be called benefit assessments, user fees, or connection charges.

The Mitigation Fee Act (MFA)
The State of California Mitigation Fee Act (Assembly Bill 1600, Gov. Code 6600 et seq.) was enacted in 

1987 with an effective date of January 1,1989. The Act requires that fees coliected must be used for 

the project's intended purpose or returned to the depositor. Detailed discussion on the requirements 

are found later in this Report. The MFA regulates city and county practices regarding the structure, 

collection, and management of said fees. Section 66001, the most relevant section of this Act follows:

CHAPTER S. Fees for Development Projects [66000 ■ 66008] (Chapter 5 added by Stats. 1987, Ch. 927, 
Sec. 1.)

66001. (a) In any action establishing, Increasing, or Imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a 
development project by a local agency, the local agency shall do all of the following:

(1) Identify the purpose of the fee.

(2) Identify the use to which the fee Is to be put. If the use Is financing public facilities, 
the facilities shall be Identified. That identification may, but need not, be mode by 

reference to a capital improvement plan as specified in Section 65403 or 66002, may 

be made in applicable general or specific plan requirements, or may be made in other 

public documents that identify the public facilities for which the fee Is charged.

(3) Determine how there Is a reasonable relationship between the fee’s use and the 

type of development project on which the fee is imposed.

(4) Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need far the public 

facility and the type of development project on which the fee Is Imposed.

(b) In any action imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a development project by a local 

agency, the local agency shall determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the 

amount of the fee and the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility attributable 

to the development on which the fee Is Imposed.

(c) Upon receipt of a fee subject to this section, the local agency shall deposit, Invest, account 

for, and expend the fees pursuant to Section 66006.

5594
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(d) {1) For the fifth fiscal year following the first deposit into the account or fund, and 

every five years thereafter, the local agency shall make all of the following findings 

with respect to that portion of the account or fund remaining unexpended, whether 

committed or uncommitted:

(A) Identify the purpose to which the fee is ta be put.

(B) Demonstrate a reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose for 

which It Is charged.

(C) Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete 

financing in incomplete improvements identified in paragraph (2) of subdivision

(a).

(D) Designate the approximate dates on which the funding referred to in 

subparagraph is expected to be deposited into the appropriate account or fund.

{2) When findings are required by this subdivision, they shall be made In connection 

with the public information required by subdivision fbl of Section 66006. The findings 

required by this subdivision need only be made for moneys In possession of the local 

agency, and need not be made with respect to letters of credit, bonds, or other 

instruments taken to secure payment of the fee at a future date. If the findings are 

not made as required by this subdivision, the local agency shall refund the moneys in 

the account or fund as provided in subdivision (ej.

(e) Except as provided In subdivision, when sufficient funds have been collected, as 

determined pursuant to subparagraph (F) of paragraph (If of subdivision (b) of Section 66006, 

to complete financing on incomplete public Improvements Identified in paragraph (2) of 

subdivision (a), and the public improvements remain incomplete, the local agency shall 

Identify, within 180 days of the determination that sufficient funds have been collected, an 

approximate date by which the construction of the public Improvement will be commenced, or 

shall refund to the then current record owner or owners of the lots or units, as Identified on 

the last equalized assessment roll, of the development project or projects on a prorated basis, 

the unexpended portion of the fee, and any interest accrued thereon. By means consistent 
with the Intent of this section, a local agency may refund the unexpended revenues by direct 

payment, by providing a temporary suspension of fees, or by any other reasonable means.

The determination by the governing body of the local agency of the means by which those 

revenues are to be refunded Is a legislative act.

| ff If the administrative costs of refunding unexpended revenues pursuant ta subdivision (e) 

exceed the amount to be refunded, the local agency, after a public hearing, notice of which 

has been published pursuant to Section 6061 and posted In three prominent places within the 

area of the development project, may determine that the revenues shall be allocated for some 

other purpose for which fees are collected subject to this chapter and which serves the project 

on which the fee was originally imposed.

BRONNER
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(gf A fee shall not Indude the costs attributable to existing deficiencies in public facilities, but 

moy include the costs attributable to the increased demand for public fadlities reasonably 

related to the development project in order to (1) refurbish existing facilities to maintain the 

existing level of service or (2) achieve an adopted level of service that Is consistent with the 

general plan."

BRONNER
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Bronner Approach
Bronner worked with the DPW Contract Project Manager, Tommy Siu, throughout the engagement, 
with periodic updates to the Executive Officer of the Board of Public Works, Dr. Fernando Campos. 
Following project kick-off, Bronner team sorted and analyzed data provided by the Office of Accounting 

(OOA) and Bureau of Engineering (BOE). Bronner worked coltaboratively with DPW staff throughout the 

engagement to ensure understanding and acceptance of the strategy and elements of the project plan 

for assessing the Special Project Deposits {SPD). Bronner's work included:

Department of Public Works interviews

■ Interviewed key DPW personnel, including the OOA, the BOE, the BPW, and the Office of the 

City Attorney.

Review of documents and procedures

a Reviewed all provided data from the OOA and BOE, followed by on-site data collection, and 

process review with key personnel in those departments.
■ Subsequently, developed Bronner Master Worksheet detailing all information available for each 

deposit in the SPD account.
■ Conducted additional on-site research to identify as many details as possible through further 

research using BOE's internal server and paper documents held in the BOE's Valley office.

Benchmarking study

m Designed and distributed surveys to municipalities in California.

* Conducted analysis of survey data received.

a Conducted extensive interviews with survey respondents representing eight municipalities.

Review of legislation and relevant case studies

a Studied California Mitigation Fee Act (MFA).

a Reviewed multiple legal cases involving sections of the MFA relevant to this Study.

Development of recommendations for deposits, and procedures going forward

a Developed SPD recommendations based on information from data in the Bronner Master
spreadsheet, best practices learned in benchmarking study, case studies, and conversations with 

key stakeholders in the Department of Public Works.

Presentations and reports

a Presented preliminary findings to the Board of Public Works in October 2017. 

a Provided a draft report, including all deliverables, on January 5, 2018, and a final report on 

February 1, 2018.

BRONNER
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Benchmarking Study

Overview
BRONNER'steam conducted benchmarking in the early stages of the engagement to leverage lessons 
learned and best practices from comparable cities and counties across the State of California. The goal 
was to gain an overview of the policies, procedures, and systems used by other local entities to 
manage permit deposits and impact fees in compliance with MFA prior to reviewing the SPD account.

The Los Angeles Nexus Study and Policy Development Benchmarking Survey was developed (see 

Appendix 1) as a standardized process for gathering this information. Survey questions were designed 

to elicit responses regarding specific operating processes to provide insight into comparable entities 

statewide. The primary purpose of the survey process was to identify best practices in the 

management of fees collected, as routine procedures, or in response to the constraints dictated by the 

Mitigation Fee Act enacted in 1989. Bronner conferred with DPW in selecting municipalities and key 

stakeholders within those organizations to which surveys would be distributed. Municipalities were 

selected based on population size, public works budget allocation, and/or development growth.

Survey Design and Analysis
There were 96 individuals across 38 cities and counties throughout the State of California that were 

identified for benchmarking by DPW. It is significant to note that while the original survey pool was 

identified based on open-source information gathered from the American Association of Public Works 

and contact information from city and county websites, targeted survey participants were given the 

option of forwarding the survey to an alternate point of contact, or group of individuals, that would be 

best positioned to answer the survey based on their work with permits and impact fees. Survey 

participants were encouraged to answer as many questions as possible, but responses to questions in 

this survey were not mandatory in order to move to the next question.

Survey Results
Bronner received survey responses from 25 individuals in 23 municipalities. Due to the limitations of any 

study of this type, and the multiple variables influencing the way deposits and fees are determined and 

collected across municipalities and counties, as well as variation in the way respondents interpreted 

questions, it is difficult to reach any exacting conclusions (see Appendices).

Observations from survey responses are summarized as follows:

All respondents said their municipalities link a permit deposit to the physical location of the 

project, and some respondents said they also use other methods, such as property index 

numbers (26%), and boundary/districts/wards/zones (21%).

In the event that a contractor/developer fails to meet the terms and conditions of a permit, 47% 

of the respondents said the money is then kept and used for the purpose it was collected.

BRONNER
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In the event that a project is never started, most said that fees deposited were returned to the 

permittee.

If a bond defaulted, in most cases, respondents said the allocated funds are used to complete 

the original project for which the deposit was made.

Fifteen of the 25 survey respondents answered the question: "Please explain how your 
city/county establishes 'reasonable relationships' based on the Mitigation Fee Act." These 

responses referenced nexus studies or impact fee studies as their preferred mechanisms.

Interviews with Key Survey Respondents
The most important outcome of survey distribution was the opportunity to identify key stakeholders 

with useful insights for follow-up interviews. Bronner's team conducted eight in-depth interviews with 

personnel in public works, engineering, planning, and accounting departments in the cities of San Diego, 
Santa Monica, Culver City, Fremont, Alameda, and Sacramento, and in the County of Los Angeles.

BRONNER’steam was primarily interested in learning more about how other municipalities manage 
permit fees and impact fees from the time funds are collected from a contractor or developer through 
the time the funds are expended for public works; and, how they define or determine a "reasonable 
relationship" between a fee collected and the purpose for which that deposited fee is ultimately used.

Respondents to the project surveys and interviews almost universally stated that their municipalities 

segregated fees collected into separate accounts or by separate codes, based on the purpose of the fees 

so that monies would be appropriately allocated to the associated project. Although the 

technology/software used to track such fees varies by municipality, most respondents interviewed 

described similar procedures or steps broadly described below:

Fees are generally developed and set by planning departments. Development impact fees 

are guided by policies, ordinances, or codes, and sometimes are the result of studies 

performed before a particular development can be approved.

The other fees collected generally include: those tied to building permits that are generally 

refundable; and, in-lieu fees, representing work that will be completed by the municipality 

rather than the developer, that are generally non-refundable. Based on interviews, planning 

departments generally establish fees.

Once fees are set, the point of contact for collecting fees is a public counter, where the 

engineering department usually manages the process and codes documentation to connect 

the fee to a project and location.
The engineering department then shares this information with the accounting or finance 

department, where the fee is deposited into the appropriate account.

1.

2.

3.

4.

BRONNER



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 9

Those interviewed did not express concern about the threat of legal action related to the MFA since 

their municipalities collected fees based on ordinances, policies and codes, which meant that the 

"reasonable relationship" between the deposit and the use of the funds was already established 

when the deposit was received. Most interviewees were not aware of the specific reporting 

requirements of the MFA, and therefore were not able to affirm whether records used for tracking 

deposits were retained for more than one year.

One of the most informative interviews conducted by BRONNER'steam involved both a phone and an 

extensive in-person interview with Michele Chimienti, Senior Civil Engineer, at the Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). Ms. Chimienti discussed how LACDPW revamped 

their entire process approximately three years ago so that the system is transparent and available 

across departments (planning, engineering, accounting, operations, etc.). LACDPW developed a 

customized, technology platform called EnerGov, developed by Tyler Technologies. When a deposit 
is received and coded, it is visible throughout the system. Information can be added, but must be 

authorized for use or refunding. Ms. Chimienti explained that annually, she presents a document to 

the Board of Public Works that details the fees that have been collected and categorized, and also 

provides an update on the status on the projects tied to those fee deposits, if it is determined that 

there are deposits being held that will not be needed, at this time Ms. Chimienti authorizes the 

release of the funds to the entity/person who made the deposit. (Bronner mentioned that the MFA 

states that refunded fees should go to the current owner of a property tied to a permit; however she 

said that the Department only returns funds to the party whose name appears on the originai 
permit.) She added that this process is also documented in the County code.

In short, the interviews revealed that 1) deposits are segregated based on purpose of the fees; 2) the 

establishment of fees and how they are collected is generally similar from municipality to 

municipality; 3) there was little concern about legal action relating to fees and how they are handled; 

and, 4) investing in a software solution that seamlessly tracks permits and deposits would provide 

better documentation and evidence of compliance.

Although the Los Angeles DPW follows a similar process in establishing and collecting fees to that of 

the benchmarked municipalities, it is less consistent about segregating those fees, based on purpose, 
into separate deposit accounts. This challenge could be addressed through both process mapping 

and technology.

BRONNER



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 10

Review of Legal Cases Citing the Mitigation Fee Act
Bronner reviewed 13 legal cases in the State of California that cite the Mitigation Fee Act as a part of a 
law suit filed against a city or county. Key facts from those case studies are listed in Appendix III. For 

the purpose of this engagement, BRONNER'steam focused on the sections of the MFA relevant to DPW 

deposits held in the Special Projects Account No. 4873. Broadly, there are two key issues of compliance 

that should be followed in managing the fee deposits in the Account:

1) Meeting reporting requirements; and,
2} Meeting the "reasonable relationship" requirement for use of funds.

In the review of cases, BRONNER's team identified the following two cases that are pertinent to the Board 

of Public Works' decision-making regarding the deposits held in the Special Projects Account of the 

PWTF. While Bronner works on compliance audits and has significant experience interpreting 

government regulations and case law, it is critical to note that Bronner is not a law firm. Therefore, the 

following conclusions reached by the Project team do not equate to legal opinions.

Case 1: Meeting MFA Reporting Requirements
In the 2015 case of Daniel Walker, as Trustee, etc., et al, v. City of San Clemente et al, the defendant 

and appellant City of San Clemente had created a "Beach Parking Impact Fee" in 1989 because the City 

had anticipated that substantial residential development proposed for the City's inland areas would 

significantly increase the demand for public parking at the City's beaches. The City therefore imposed 

the Beach Parking Impact Fee on all new residential developments outside the City's coastal zone to 

defray the cost of acquiring and constructing new beach parking facilities. Between 1989 and 2009, the 

City collected nearly $10 million in Beach Parking Impact Fees ($1,500 per dwelling) and accrued 

interest, but the City spent less than $350,000 to purchase a vacant parcel on which it has not 
constructed any parking facilities.

In this case, Daniel Walker, the plaintiff, successfully called into question whether the City had adhered 

to the requirements outlined in the MFA to account for, document, and validate the purpose for which 

the fee was collected. The trial court ordered the City refund the unexpended impact fees together with 

accrued interest (pro rata shares) to the current owners of the properties on which the fee had been 

imposed because:

1) The 2009 Five-Year Report failed to make all required findings; and,
2) The City's statements in the 2009 Five-Year Report constituted a determinations that the City 

had sufficient funds to complete the beach parking improvements, but it failed to identify a start 
date for the construction of those improvements.

BRONNER
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Case 2: Establishing a "Reasonable Relationship"
In the 2010 case of NorCal Investment Partners, L.P v. City of Redding, NorCal contended that an 

ordinance establishing an Impact fee violated the MFA for four reasons:

1) Departing from the City's long-standing practice of making developers pay for their own 

infrastructure improvements;
2) Exacting a fee without sufficient evidence supporting the fee program's stated purposes;

3) Forcing some developers to subsidize the costs of other developers; and,
4) Failing to establish a nexus between the planned infrastructure improvements and the fee to be 

collected.

The courts ultimately found in favor of the City of Redding, stating that a valid governmental purpose for 
a public project does not require evidentiary support. The court found that so long as a governmental 
purpose is not based on impermissible discriminatory disposition, “the legislative body enjoys nearly 

unfettered discretion to determine what goals best serve the public good.” This particular case was 

the result of impact fees assessed for traffic projects. The City's justification for implementing the fee 

included reducing traffic delays due to halting construction efforts, increasing a roadway's capacity to 

handle expected increases in traffic, minimizing adverse environmental effects, and encouraging 

economic development. The courts found that these were all legitimate governmental aims. 
Furthermore, a fee study was conducted which adequately justified the manner for achieving the City's 

goals, and the courts ruled that the Q’ty's stated purposes were permissible.

NorCal further contended the City of Redding was required to make an individualized determination of 

the fee for each property based on distance of the property to the proposed improvements. In doing so, 
NorCal relied on subdivision (a) of section 66001, "which speaks of use and need In relation to a 'type* of 

development project and of agency action 'establishing, increasing, or imposing’ fees — applies to an 

initial, quasi-legislative adoption of development fees." However, the courts ruled that subdivision (a) of 

the MFA does not require a city to establish a reasonable relationship between each parcel and the fee 

to be paid. An ordinance establishing a fee program is "valid if supported by a reasonable relationship 

between the amount of the fee and estimated cost of services. Site-specific review is neither 

available nor needed." Neither the Government Code nor the United States Constitution requires a 

parcel-by-parcel determination of the amount of a developer fee applying to ail developments within a 

city. This decision supports the concept of allowing funds to be spent within the same City Council 

District.
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Deposits Review Report
Process
The steps leading up the final analysis of deposits provided essential information and an understanding 
of best practices. Bronner's team finished collecting data on-site in early November 2017 and then 
began to match deposit data and copies of physical documents to the Bronner master deposits 
worksheet.

Nearly all of the deposits could be broadly categorized as one of the following:

■ Permit fee collected as a refundable deposit.

The fee was tied to work required to be done to a public area in proximity of a project (street 

improvement, sewer work, etc.);

■ Permit fee collected as a non-refundable in-lieu of construction deposit.

The fee was tied to work required to be done to a public area in proximity of a project (street 

improvement, sewer work, etc.); or,

■ Funds from the settlement of a defaulted bond that was to guarantee work (for one of the two 

categories listed above).

Based on this determination, a nexus between deposits and how they may ultimately be used, typically 

can be found since almost all deposit records have some indication of the purpose/description of the 

initial deposit. In cases where the original purpose is undocumented, it may be possible to trace the 

deposit, by date, to a code, ordinance, or impact study initiated in the Department of City Planning.

In the research conducted for this study, there was no evidence that these deposits resulted from 

development impact fees.

Deposits were segregated into batches for review, based on unencumbered balance values. The four 

broad groups included values over $100,000; values between $50,000 and $99,999; values between 

$10,000 and $49,999; and values of less than $10,000. Due to the constraints of time/budget, the 

Project team was unable to collect additional details, beyond what was originally provided by the client, 

on deposits with values of less than $10,000.

Deposit Groups and Total Value of Deposits by Group

$100,000 and more 

$50,01X3 - $99,999 

$10,000 - $49,999 

Under $10,000

$6,746,972

$1,386,622

$3,130/403

$716,760

Total deposits: $11,980,757

56%

12%

26%

6%
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Determining Next Steps for Each Deposit
For each deposit valued at $10,000 or more, Bronner's team provided line-by-line Recommendations, 

Support for Action, and Next Steps in the spreadsheets in the Appendices I - VI. Each deposit was 

analyzed based on whether or not the details collected would allow the BPW to release the funds for 

use. If documentation for a deposit was sufficient, a recommendation was made for how the deposit 
could be used. If the documentation for a deposit was insufficient, a recommendation was made to 

pursue further investigation. It should be noted that refundable versus non-refundable is not the 

determining factor in the recommendations, as other variables affect the way a deposit should be 

treated. For example, a non-refundable deposit may still need to be used for the project it was 

Intended, if the deposit was received after January 1,1989, and therefore subject to the MFA.

For the deposits requiring further investigation, the following three scenarios are possible outcomes:

If it is determined that the project has not been completed, use the funds to complete the 

project for which it was collected (generally in-lieu of construction fees);
1)

2) If it is determined that the project has not been completed because it became unnecessary, 
then refund the deposit to the current property owner, if possible. In some cases, the project 

address may be a street, an intersection, or part of a neighborhood, in which case a "current 
owner" will not be relevant. In those situations, the best option may be to use the funds for a 

similar project within the same neighborhood/Council District; or.

if It is determined that the project has been completed, transfer the deposit to the account 

from which funds were taken for the work, and if the project costs have been sufficiently 

covered, refund the balance to the current owner, if known, or gather additional information on 

the project to find the best nexus for use of remaining funds.

3)

For every deposit evaluated, if the deposit had been made within the past five years, Bronner 

recommends documenting the necessary details as stipulated in the MFA for a five-year plan.

BRONNER
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Deposits Available for BPW Action
An in-depth analysis of each of the deposits with unencumbered balances identified that $5,895,871.43 

is available for immediate use. This amount is a combination of deposit balances in excess of $10,000 

with adequate documentation to justify use, and deposits valued at less than $10,000 that were added 

to the Special Projects Account prior to 1989, totaling $136,730.43. Because of the age and low value of 
those deposits, the risk associated with using those pre-1989 deposits is very low.

When evaluated by Council District, the deposits available for use were heavily clustered in Council 
Districts 4,11,12 and 15. The table below details the breakdown of unencumbered totals by Council 

District, funds available for BPW Action, and funds requiring further research.

Stan of
Unencumbered

Available for BPW 
Action ___

BOE Further 
ResearchProject Type by Council District

$ 201,00000$ SQgjmflp $ 387,024001
§$$ 178,000,00General Improvement 13,000.00 165,000.00

$SSidewalk $2,100.002,100.00
$ 327,924,00 $ $Street improvement 291,924.00 36,000.00

$ 61R,55».*5 $ 436.we.00 $2 181,352,85

$ $$Sidewalk 26,429.66 26,429.66

$ 277,121.19 $ sStreet Improvement 144,698.00 132,423.19

$ 296,000.00 $Street lights $ 4,000.00292,060,00

$ $ $Unknown 19,000.09 19,000,00
$ 449,719.19 A $ 316,668^91 133,050,90

$ $Sidewalk $15,873.11 15,873.11

$ $$ 433,846.08Street improvement 133,050.90 3m,795.18

$ 1,038476.98
s$ $Sidewalk 9,260.00 1,500.00 7,760.00

$ $$ 890,802.31Street improvement 603,856.09 286,946.22

$ $ $Street Lights 11,279.67 5,279.676,000.00

$ s sTrees 1,035.0085,835.00 84,800.00

$$ $Unknown 41,000.00 41,060.00
$ 1M,93L67 T$ 772^5836S 572,726.69

$$$General improvement 45,370.30 45,370.30

$ 686,646.44 $ $Street Improvement 136,676.47 549,969.97

s $ $Street lights 21,793.04 21,793.04

$$ 17,884.90 $ 

283,871.84 T

Unknown 18,848.58 963.68

$$ 605,048.026 315,176.18

$$$Sidewalk 67,748.35 4,400.00 63,348.35

$ $$ 449,695.90Street improvement 197,868.07 251,827.83

$ $ $Unknown 87,603.77 87,603.77
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Sum of
Unencumbered 

$ 482354.72

Available for BPW 
Action

BOE Further
ResearchPro|ect Type by Council District

$ 377,288.771 105365.95
$ $ $Sidewalk 11,600.0011,600.00

s $$ 430,716.61Street Improvement 103,015.9s 326,800.66
$ $ $Street lights 6,376.38 6,376.38

$$ $Unknown 34,261.73 32,511.731,750.00

$ i $ Mjijainn8 2UHL0D 1,100,00
$ $Sidewalk $ 19,450.00 1,100.00 18,350.00
$ $$Unknown 1,800.00 1,800.00

$ $ l^fUJO7/542809
$$Sidewalk S 20,211.00 12,659.007,542.00
$S 123^>4»

$ $Sidewalk S 2,988.00 2,988.00
$S 121,000.00 $ 21,000.00Street Improvement 100,000.00

$ 1^13,71447 $ $11 9SBJSSBJS3
$ s $Sidewalk 43,249.56 43,249.56
$ 1,486,928.27 $ $ 808,077.70Street Improvement 

Unknown
678,850,57

$ 53,536.64 $
$ 1^43,639.58

2Q,C30.0Q $
1^039^3120 T

33,536.64
12

$ $ 168,750.00$ 168,750.00Design study
$ $ $General improvement 40,237.2640,737.26 500.00

$$ 244,506.00 $Route study 
Sidewalk

56,250.00 188,250.00
$ &$ 1,200.00 1,200.00

S 1,454,046.71 $ $ 501,766.51Street Improvement 952,280.20
$ $ sStreet lights 

Unknown
4,405.61 4,405.61

$$ $30,000.00 30,000.00
$ 1S&29SJC$ 2643SS^0 $13

$$ $Sidewalk 6,500.00 6,500.00
$ 152,295.80$ 257,455.80 $Street Improvement 105,160.00

$ $ SUnknown 1,000.00 1,000,00
$ 1/455,30491 $ tjawa.7014 226,463.81

$$ $Genera) Improvement 112,975.83 97,500.0015,475.83
$ $Sidewalk $ 3,900.00 1,800.00 2,100.00

$$ 325,784.98 $ 116,597.00Street improvement 209,187.98
S $ $Street Light 

Unknown
5,477.74 5,477.74

$ 1,007,165.96 $ $ 1,007,165.96
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Sum of
Unencumbered

Available for BPW 
Act km

BOE Further 
ResearchProtect Type by Council District

$ 1,485,78SJ3 $ umjmjsi $ 426,745.22IS

$ $ $Sidewalk 39,013.72 7,100.00 31,913.72
$$ $343,612.89Street Improvement 717,947.91 374,335.02
$ $Street Lights 6,496.48 6,496.48

$ $ $Trees 9,400.00 9,400.00
s$ 712,928.18Unknown s708,328.18 4,600.00

$ 606,775.72 *$ TCouncil District Unknown 525,550.33 81,225.39

$ $ $Sidewalk 1,917.32 2,917.32
$ $ $Street Improvement 24,219.00 17,600.00 6,619,00

$$ $Trees 20,000.00 2O,<KM).O0
$$ 560,639.40 $Unknown 487,950.33 72,689.07

I $ 6/?ft4,8SS.gS5,8-75,871^13TOTA1S
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Recommendations for Immediate Management of Deposits
To reduce the risk of non-com pliant utilization of fees, any deposit held in the Special Projects Deposit 
Account available for use should be applied to complete the project for which it was collected, at the 

original project location. If that is not possible, in general, monies should be applied to fund projects 

that have a close geographical nexus with the original permit location, using the Council District as the 

default nexus. More specifically:

* If the project for which the fee collected was intended is ongoing, the deposit should be applied 

to the work underway for that particular project, or project(s) with like purpose at the original 

location if available, or within the Council District as the geographical nexus/boundary.

1 If the project for which the fee was intended, or a like purpose project within the geographical 

nexus/boundary has been completed, the deposit should be applied to reimburse the City's cost 

of completing that project.

a If neither option applies (project type or location are unknown), the deposit should be used to 

fund projects that have a close geographical nexus to the original intent in the permit, using the 

Council District as the geographical boundary.

Therefore, approximately half of the funds in the Account wilt require some additional research before 

action can be taken to either to use, refund or transfer the monies. An approach to conducting that 

research is addressed in Observations and Recommendations later in this Report.

Policy Options for BPW Consideration
The following provides recommended guidelines for setting BPW policies in the disposition of deposits. 
In each case, actions are recommended, based on deposits meeting criteria list provided under each 

category. It should be noted that just because a deposit was documented as "non-refundable,'' it does 
not mean that it can be used freely, unless it was received before 1989. Therefore, the same nexus 

evaluation applies to refundable and non-refundable deposits collected after January 1,1989. The 

respective spreadsheets itemizing the following deposit groups (A - F) are provided in Appendices I - VI.

A. Deposits to Use "At Will" ->$487,950.33

Pre-1989 deposits

• No project type specified, and
■ No project location specified, and
■ No Council District specified, and
■ Non-refundable

Post-1989 deposits under $10,000

• No project type specified, and 
■ No Council District specified
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Road Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the use of said funds for any public works project in any location, or for administrative 
expenses tied to the management of the PWTF,

B. Deposits to Use on Any Project $1,S33,S31,73

Within Council District Specified - Pre-1989 Deposits

■ No project type specified, and
■ Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified - Post 1989 Deposits

• No project type specified, and
■ Nexus: 1) project location; or if not available, then 2) Council District, and
■ Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified - Post 1989 Deposits

• No project type specified, and
■ Nexus: 1} project location; if not available, 2) Council District, and
■ Refundable, but if stated project location is not a specific address, there is no current owner to 

receive refund per MFA

Road Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the use of said funds for any public works project, in locations to be determined by 
factors associated with the specific deposit, based on the variables listed above.

C. Deposits to Use in Any Council District $20,000

Project Type Specified - Post-1989 Deposits

■ No project location, nor CD specified, and
■ Non-refundable, or refundable (can only refund if project address is available, as refunds need to be 

made to current owner of project location per MFA)

Road Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the use of said funds for use in any location for public works project related to that 
documented with the specific deposit.

D. Deposits to Use on Specified Project Type ond Specified Nexus $3,854,389.37
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Pre-1989 Deposits under $10,000

■ Project status is unknown

Post-1989 Deposits

• Project known to be completed per notes in documentation, and
■ Can be non-refundable, or refundable. If refundable, project location is an area/street, rather than 

specific address, and therefore, not possible to refund to "current owner" per MFA

Rood Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the use of said funds for public works projects, based on the variables listed above, for 
the specified Nexus of location and project type documented with the specific deposit.

E. Deposits to Refund to Current Owner, Per MFA Requirements $30,000

Post-1989 Deposits

■ Project is either completed, or determined to be unnecessary per notes in documentation, and
■ Project address is specific and tied to singular owner

Road Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the Department of Public Works to determine the current owner, and to follow the 
guidelines for refund, specified in the Mitigation Fee Act.

F. Deposits That Require Further Investigation $6,054,886.06

Various Deposits (Pre-1989 and Post-1989)

• Project type unknown, but location available, or
■ Location unclear, but project type known, or
■ Status of completion unknown, or
■ Other key data unknown

Road Map to Next Steps

BPW authorizes the Department of Public Works to conduct additional research, beginning with 
deposits of highest value, to determine key missing pieces of information (location, project type, status 
of project) to determine which action should be taken, based on the variables listed in A~ E above.
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A synopsis of the Policy Options listed above with associated values, based on Pre-1989 (Pre-MFA) 
versus Post-1989 are listed below.

TotalPolicy Option Group Pre 1989 Post-1989

$487,950.33$441,409.63 $46,540,70Deposits to Use "At WillA

$524,273.96 $1,009,257.77 $1,533,531.73Deposits to Use on Any ProjectB

$20,000.00 $20,000.00$0.00Deposits to Use in Any Council DistrictC

Deposits to Use on Specified Project Type and 
Specified Nexus $3,854,389.37$291,622.00 $3,562,767.37D
Deposits to Refund to Current Owner, Per MFA 
Requirements_______________________________ $0.00 $30,000.00 $30,000.00E

Deposits That Require Further Investigation (> 
_____________________________________ $10k) $0.00 $5,466,236.59 $5,466,236.59FI
Deposits That Require Further investigation (< 
_____________________________________ $10k) $5,300.00 $583,349.47 $588,649.47F2

$1,262,605.59 $10,718,151.90 $11,980,757.49Total
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Observations and Recommendations
The purpose of this portion of the Final Report is to discuss observations from our review of current 
processes, potential consequences of current conditions, and recommendations for improvement.

I. Observation: Weakness in Process of Tracking Fee Deposits
The Department of Public Works' process for coding, segregating, tracking, refunding, and using

fees deposited creates opportunities for errors through the process.
■ Deposits are generally first received at a public counter, where the first document is created 

and coded accordingly for a project. If that intake person makes a coding error, or forgets to 

check a box (nomrefundable, for example), or completes the form incorrectly, then the fee 

deposit may go down the wrong "path” through the DPW process from the start.
■ Second, when the deposit is passed to the Office of Accounting (OOA), their database does not 

track deposits by project location or description, and therefore linking the monies in the 

Spedal Projects Deposit Account to the project after it is deposited is not possible, from the 

standpoint of OOA.

■ Third, once the documentation goes onto the OOA, there is another risk for error, as the 

information is manually entered into a separate database. Because the BOE does not have 

access to the database used by the OOA, and vice versa, there is over reliance on a singular 
code that ties the deposit to the project. This process creates excessive risk for error.

• Fourth, the communication between the BOE and OOA is minimal, and the task of entering 

data from the BOE into the OOA system appears to be the responsibility of one person, based 

on our observations. This is a vulnerability in the process because they use different database 

systems, and it is unclear if data entry can be checked and verified. Additionally, because the 

technology and applications used in the two offices has changed throughout the years, there 

is a dependency in OOA on Information held by very few people, and further turnover will 

potentially create even greater knowledge gaps. Establishing consistency and reliability of 
records may therefore involve scanning paper documents and creating electronic files.

■ Finally, all of the above makes tracking deposits challenging, and increases the risk of 

unintentional, non-compiiant actions.

Recommendations
BPW should assess and improve the process for recording information through the use of 

technology. The processes can be assisted if BPW utilized a technology solution that integrated 

information throughout DPW. An integrated solution would simplify correlating fees collected 

with specific permits/projects, increase transparency in the process, and provide supporting 

evidence in cases of litigation. The appropriate technology would also safeguard against potential 
problems arising from the current manual tracking and monitoring of loans made from the PWTF 

to other City departments.

The DPW technology should include a geospatial Information system (GIS) which enables the City 

to layer pertinent data in order to visually track, interpret, and report key information. GIS would
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also allow the BOE to determine if DPW has collected fees at a particular location, being held for 

the public works project associated with a private development for future completion. Investing in 

a new comprehensive technology solution will also result in more effective records management 
for permit information and ultimately provide a greener approach to managing key documentation 

associated with permits and fees.

L.A. County Department of Public Works demonstrated to the Bronner project team a robust, 
efficient system to manage this process. Their customized system is called Epic LA, and is driven by 

EnerGov, a software system developed by Tyler Technologies. EnerGov provides transparency and 

seamless transfer of information across departments so that when the fee is received and an 

account is established, it is immediately visible to alt associated departments, and supporting 

documentation can be uploaded and included in reports.

Observation: Lacking Adherence to the Requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act 
The MFA stipulates how deposits should be managed and used, and how reports should be kept on 

such deposits, yet there was little evidence that some of the key elements of the MFA are being 

followed. Specifically) there Is a distinct set of criteria outlined in the MFA for the cash payments 

taken in-lieu of constructing the improvements. In the event that the City does not comply with 

the requirements outlined in Sections 66001 and 66002 of the MFA, those payments are, in fact, 

refundable and must be returned to the current property owner of the address at which the 

improvement was intended to be constructed. While the MFA does state that commingling of 
funds is authorized for temporary investments, these two types of deposits should not be 

comingled in the same fund. The MFA further details the requirements of record-keeping, 
including annual review of deposits and the establishment of five-year plans for deposit 
expenditure.

II.

Additionally, the current process allows the interest accumulated from the Special Projects Deposit 

Accounts to be transferred and used by the City. Per the MFA, upon receipt of a fee, the City is 

required to deposit, invest, account for, and expend the fees. For circumstances in which the fee is 

not expended on an improvement project, the MFA states that the fee, or any unexpended portion 

of the fee, as well as any interest accrued, shall be refunded to the current owner(s) of the 

property. There are options for refunding this money in the form of direct payments or by 

providing a temporary suspension of fees, but the total amount refunded to the property owner 

includes interest earned from the date the original deposit was made. Failure to comply with the 

MFA will expose the City to lawsuits if deposits are not managed according to the MFA.

Recommendations
BPW needs to establish procedures and controls such that MFA requirements and timelines become 

an integral part of the process of fee collection and accounts management. This will require 

coordination between the Department of Planning, BOE, and OOA, Guidance from the City 

Attorney's office will be important. This should include separating different types of deposits into 

distinct accounts, and establishing a process to document deposits in a five year plan.
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Observation: Additional Research Needed on Deposits
The Bureau of Engineering does not seem to have the capacity to conduct the necessary research 

to learn the status of projects tied to the more than $5.6 million worth of deposits unresolved in 

the Special Projects Deposit Account. The BPW will be unable to justify the use of those funds 

without supporting documentation.

ill.

Recommendations
The BPW should allocate a portion of the deposits available for use in funding the staff needed 

to research the status of projects, including on-site project review. The BPW can use pre-'89 

deposit funds that do not have documented relationships to specific locations for funding (Policy 

Option A above). To streamline tracking of projects in the future, this research should also include 

developing a GiS layer within Navigate LA to identify project locations, and to plot/display funds 

available funds (Nexus for use) on improvement projects that need to be completed.

If there is a need for additional monies (above and beyond those available from pre-1989 deposits) 

to cover administrative expenses relating to the deposits, then the BPW should follow the process 

outlined in the MFA:
“If the administrative costs of refunding unexpended revenues pursuant to subdivision (e) 

exceed the amount to be refunded, the local agency, after a public hearing, notice of which 

has been published pursuant to Section 6061 and posted In three prominent places within the 

area of the development project, may determine that the revenues shall be allocated for 

some other purpose for which fees are collected subject to this chapter and which serves the 

project an which the fee was originally Imposed."
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Appendices

I. Policy Option A

Steps
Hi* posit 

thus
I'njfM fV'jr'1';

Address} Rcrcrr mcnri.itior s
Stippor? fn At T i^nPtonner 10 florid Mr. CD Rr^rjr-tur h'- 'flrr.1 f'rreii’.: Mi'T1*Urtfmf uiTh.

lvp«-
■ft:.

iTftJ(Vxi;.
Pr* ’89-MFA. Construction 
oompteted before Mar £S,2016. 
u stipulated in Bond Racaipt

Mottos to b* u**d to xupptemant ottwf locations. 
This tp«iffc iocailcTt is unknown.

Use funds- Tob* 
determined bg BoardTf Fr BXX7089

BPV
actionoooaottw4

r
ft'’"*:?:'' 

V V? r*. *,v * T'--

The project inttiallg represented 19 deposits From 
developer* for * tote) of $38,717 but two checks 
bounced touting $4,914 made the eotuel deposit 
$33,902. Twelve projects were completed bg BSL 
end the temUnlng projects ere going through the 

proposition 218 process.

Limited eiformation 
avaBable, end no eddess 
association. Use (unds at 

discretion of BPV

no names, addresses 
associated with available 

records end individual deposits 
less than $10K. and 13 years old

Transferred from 
347fS(V3252

f. ■*■

BPW
Action0002561576 572471999

t.-y:
Use funds at discretion of 

BPW since represent* 
multiple locations, mukliple 
small deposits. Menus ^ 

general Improvement

Vwiom unknowi 
Locations

S*ttl#nwit oUiin against liquidated surttg go, "Pt*- 
1989 rpionag''

defaulted bond

t BPV
Action57C72003 60626559164
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II. Policy Option: B

Rrcnr..*’
fi.- V

ip

Grand Avenue 
tMwfw tfth end 

12th Street
CRA shut down t>? CA Supreme Court ... rtesolyed In Feb 2012, 

and absorbed b* Dept of Cit| Planning. Use funds tn CO TO
BPW
action2903211/5/2007 Q2

Cash bond receipt for $65,000 dated KM045: stated 
funds, interest earning* to be used for construction. 
Fund* to be ht»W In mm account, and transferred to 
Merest bearing account at such time as for the final 
Track ■ 41842 records. Balance of mused fwids to 
be papabla to Porter Ranch Development co (|oW 

uenbje of Shapell Industries, he 50tt,Lfc»eftj 
Bkrid'rrg Co. 2BX, LP/.S. Carp 25X V worked not 

commenced bj Mar 26,2015, principal * raining* to 
be returned to joint venture in K noted............

From Tampa Aue 
Vested* Over 

Limekiln Canyon
BPV
actionUse funds, Ideal* CD g, but since pre-83. have fltafolHtg CRA dissolved22026 12KWW19S5 Bridge3

parcel PM 2004- BPV
actiondefaulted bondsettlement case # BC539964 Use funds hi CO 832 7/21/2014 00029622 6 W54

- r 3800 - 3642 
Hjwri*  ̂Aue 

Beacon Stfk 16th 
St ,tr«ok 43046

"priooipar listed is surer* and 
hdenwHg oo. No other deulls

BPV
actionUs# fwrfs hi CO M. items * strew jagrowgwt000286901211612009 1437

- r
Default settlement on CA0490$5» bond lef 144C, BO 
____________ pern* closed In 2000 _________

Lite funds inCDfl, new rmknown however since address is 
Intersection, tepommend general street Improvements

BPV
defaulted bond Actionznmm to97

Rose Avhfah 3t 
$#Co«

Use in CO6, nens » street improvement shoe pro|ect location 
_________is intersection, and no other info aval able______ __

BPV
non-refundabie103 wmm non-refundable cash payment Awkm7/7/1983 n

Use h CD 4, nesus at the dfrotetion of BPV as documentation 
...................... does not Mtntifg purpose

BPV
80028*3* 917 S.Vfcpn Place non-rehind able deposit non-refundabla deposit Action7/26/201210 4

■ r

nowefundabl# cash deposit for future construction. 
Cash pawner* to Keu of construction.

SarrtaMortoaBlh 
BundeDt-Cflftd 86

Use h CO 1L rwKus at the efiseredon of BPV as documentation 
does net identlfg pirpose

BPV
2/13/1982 08018195 11 rvywefundable and pr e-89 Action114

Uje In CD 4. Nepu* at tfacretion of BPV n deiaSs re: pTofeot 
________ tqpe missing U om doouments

BPW
Action

BSttV.FtanMn
3/15/2007 27839 4 Ave Cash tiaament Isnon-refundaMem

r
Cent ur* Cfc* North 
Specie Plan. Tt 

Fr BW7763
Deposit 20 jean old, and vein little 

documentation walebte
BPV

ActionUse h>CO Pat the discretion of BPV129 890*41304/2fl392 Pr
Inadequate documentation to ehec*. 

status and/or provide refund
BPV

Action7/13/2604 Use haid* in C012. nexus at the discretion of BPW148 88828814 12 N/pHafstedSt.

□au, value, and sequence number of bond at same time as 
26914, therefore would recommend use funds In CD f2 at 

________________ discretion of BPV________________
Inadequate documentation to check 

status and/or Ptourje refund
BPV

Action88828915149 7/13/2004 JL■r
BPV

Action1/15/1387 Lo* Anodes322 00020146 7 we-83■ r~
BPV

Actionn tee-839t29tim 00021385 Los Angles324

BPV
Actionpre-S300018200 n Los Anodes37471382336
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III. Policy Option: C

Prn it?r»
; or.i:icn
lAcirtress)

Fioject Mandyei
Koi onimenddiions

Bronner Deposit 
Date

fcionrl Rer-ftp; NoNm nr 
Re'eiei!'. e Into

Project
Type

Next
Steps

Support for ActionRond No Uiiemnimt)t\is: i
ID 1PSP

no namfs, addresses 
associated with available 

records and individual 

deposits small and 13 years

Donations to be used Tor 
community T rees planting 

________ ptoleots________

Us 3 fo community trees, no 
specific Counoil District, as limited 

documentation available

0002461 Various Locations, 
TtFrBXX6748

BPW

ActionB?3CN2Q04117 Post 3 Unknown Trees
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IV. Policy Option: D

Pin
EJrorinpi > T

ifT'*' I* . II1! !• 5 "l
Nf>x!■■T ■h TmI ion-1 N S'inpv'it' \i Ai‘:i(hiF- N.:-'i I.

19SU
■MlMV f : 0HriP S-F‘(A: Fi- ■ps

UFO: ESTIMATE 5 STREET TREES GM TREE WELLS- DOT condiMd i 
Traffic Assessment Report on Feb. 3,2005-copy in fife foider. Ptwi*P- 
37331 for St & Staim Drain* only- St. Lighting plans frida wads*parat*Fy w kh 
Indtw * D-33977 Modftoadon Letter required front 0CP to wahie- snrw 
wWaning condMcn. CasMnrlJeu deposit amour* Fs $376,000.00 in-Wu of 
widening Lincoln BW on SfSfE, AppRoent requested bond rtdei- Wert was 
pail of subdlvtrtoft project (13470-13430 Masala Ava) *hh other related Use funds In C011 neHUS ■ 

■ubdMslon impravamant- 
relaied promote

no documentation 
found to *s social# v kh 
permittee, not location

■v- bonds. Tlds om Is hbntWid as non-«*hindatiJ*Stmt
ImprovomwTt

BPV
Post 00023198 11 13480 MmI.A™5B1ffi0125 ■otian

BC2D4B48 d*wd XV15M4.3«ttam*nt oh*ck* *1 f*» paid »C*y of L A Dept 
otPublD Work*. 10127714: S*ttWm*rv C» 4BCS48335 Rlwnon Was LLC 
EtALSurtty Bond *7272133. *190,000. Also wfe to original bond 10439. 
4/775: Apblloant on B Patmfc oalad lot tafiatd, and ww raHtrad to City Any

Uaa ftrtds In CD 4, nanua * 
nraata, fvaat j and AiaatStraat □afaultad and 

uttfamant to DPW.
BPV
action1DK7I2014 Ptat8 4 10828Hottama5t JPN Ate*Improvement

‘r 00023036,eHh deposit 
ofU3.000.Bwnn#fiD ; 
*27. In 57W03 BOE 
spreadsheet, they 

T*oOrrm*ndGd these 
deposes be refunded,
however, w*oouJdnot

MAGNGUABLVD-
LANKERSHM

ELVOTO
TUJJNGAAVE

beat# information 
♦bout pwm*i#e. U*#

herds Fn CO 2, Menus *BSL CQNFRM COMPETE 
AS-BULT 6-16-00

BPW
00023037Post 2 Suewiqht* 9SL CONF^ COMPLETE AS-^LBLT 6-16-00tl 7f3fT330 street Rghtfng-tejated aptton

r
104ZTD43S5*

NWO SHOSHONE
Post “B3. Us* funds in

Street
Improvement

C012, nanus » street 
Improvement*

BPV 
act ton3f29f2004 00026902 12Post AVE Oof euft Settlement Da fault Settlement12

Glendale BW end 
Fletcher Ok.NfV 

Comer
Straw in ©onriecsionirthBRGQ3004 pash Wl**u of deposit non*wlurwUble pet 

____________________ the district________________________
Use Funds r»C0 4.ne»js ■ BPV

act tanT2fT6f2003 0QQ2B635Post 4 frnprouement straw impfovam#nts^swars15 non-rriundabt*
Straw Us# funds in CD 6„ nawus * BPV

00025683102/1339 Pbat tl24QPfooBlvd non-fiurdabkoa*hpayment lor widening of Ptoo by City17 6 ■treat Improuementhridentrig 
Use funds In CO L nows*

non-refundafaleIri^uvement aotton■r
Straw Mission fid and 7th

Straw
BPV
actionPost18 00029126VT3/2D12 non-iafundabt#1 non-rafunday#improvamant straw ImpfovemanU' v

thw tha Cftit naadad to 
compteta. Un fund* In CO 

15, nawus » straw

;i.v

Paotfto Av*pm# 6 
Other Straws North 

of26tHStraat

Bond Tracking System 
IndJawad work 

completed in 1333
Street CPC 03-CE307VAC 01765 ZlS38a WPS oomplwwf by TB 52277 BC 

__________ ________600290 8ffi39___________________
BPV

5^1934 00024706Post 1522 jmprovmant Improvements aottan■ r
0002M7, e*h deposit of 
103,000, Bronner D *11 In 
5f14f09 BGC spreads heat,
thay fetjornmended these 

deposits be rafurded, 
hoaaver, ve could not FocWa 
^formation about permittee 
Ufafurds hiCD 2,n#nut# 

street Ughting-rel atad 
_________projects

thw completed. No 
permittee nor pwmfttae 

addiass found, nor 
bond receipt* for either 

project (see Bronner 
EJ*TT] Since cannot 

even associate ptaclst 
address akh project, 
cannot suocaf sf ufly 

find permittee through

I

M»yx4a 8^d- 
Vlneland Ave tc 
LandwshtavSvd

BPV
Post 00023036 BSL CONFIRM COMPLETE A3-aJB.T 2-V20037^1930 2 Straw fcght*27 agrion
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IP [Lite Oromnhnd^tion^
N«t1 !C tJ'M

\\• >nr| M«> T; I vr* Si11ip:-it Ai t mi!-.»=n*J iv n. IPOPLt
* 'VlfilF-’.simu

HTH STREET 
{SOUTH SOE) AND 
HOOVER STREET 

[TTrr-n47i- 
TRACT NO. 60774

Cash payment required per Counoil Motion *53 adopted 6/30106 in the 
*vr*o< ih# street widening is nci possible within 5 years of the aoproval date 
of this bond, these funds w# be used tor rotated street Infrastructure 
improvement pco|»ot fr> tht surrounding ate* within CO *1______________

5ir«
Improvement

par Council mcOpn *53 
adopted 6f3QfQS

Uf a fund* in CD 1 nanus E 
stieet Ni»« tmotute project

BPV
action412812003 Post28 00023516 1

V"
n«niM - »tra*t

:v> tnpnrtftntntiT Although 
confirmed completion could 

rryean hnd* should be 
returned to curent o»w. 

This H Wy In-Heu proje«, and 
Pari: Ambassador Homes no 
longer at address of itoord

i'

deposit 20 years old, 
permittee notin

business, iooatiofi n«
DEVONSHIRE 5T 
W3 GLACE AVE 
T042$fTWf0

BPW
6f24f199T Post31 00025273 12 improvement CffnfiTTTurd complete. As-bt>ft Hf15?3g. specific address action

UppetwnAvEfS
No«*nS>WfSN/0

hM-.a

Us* fund* in CD 14, nor specific address for
Street

Improvement
BPW
action

refund. Deposit 20 
ygflrS ofd7OTB97 Pott34 25320 14 nfa Improwwt

r
Document 
as part ol

HFA- 
required 5- 
year. BPW 

Action

G540FootblBFvd 
SW«72Ztq334‘ 
SEJo Vaughn St.

us* hinds In CO 7. 
nexus * street 
toprewiwm

non-refundabta. Bond defau* settlement pd ct» * BC5479G1, surety bond 
____________________________1*6305 __________ _______________

Street non-refund able, bond 
default settlement42 T0/132QT4 PCQ23S54Post 7 Improvement

Street non-refundable and 
held tor > 10 years

BPW
action

menu* ■ street 
imp movement44 000275626V6f2QPS Post 823 Bundy Dr.11 Improvement Marked as non-refundabta

■r
non-refundable, and 
deposit mof* than 20 

years old...........
Straot

improvement
Use Funds C010. n*nus 

» site tt kaproearner*
3733 Verio* BI6 

Palmas Terr
BPW

action46 000250202^1396 Pott 10 noo-tefundablo oath payment^

nor details that would tie 
money bo specific 

address Old deposit 
______ from 2001Improvement

Use funds CD 3, nexus 
■ street tteproaement

BPW
Pott47 5^2001 00026063 3 DESOTO AVE no records found action

Figueroa St and La 
Lorn* Rcusd, nw 

comer

surety bondCA282336. 3f|fQ3Initialedbonddefaufc ptooeedbig*- Bond 
default agreemt from Oty Attorney found. TtmelmftseHoeededby 10 yean. 
MCB transferred to PWTF 4673____________________________________

BPW
action

Street
Improvement

use funds CD 14, nexus 
° street hepnoeementPott43 4^2003 00024532 daf aufted bond14

T
w*b Epectfta addle**, 
so refund To "ourranr 

owners} not possltte. 
Permittee no longer at 
add ess. Depovit 27 

years old.........

.v

B*fco*BtEfS,SJO 
Paso Robles Av

BPV
Action

Streer.
Improvement

Use funds in CD 12, nanus *■ 
street Improvement4f12f1330 Post50 00022845 12*r

wiihspeclb address, 
so i#hndto "current 
owners) not possible. 
Deposit 28 years old 
Permittee no longer In 

business
Use funds in CD 13. nenu* * 

street improvement
Street SPW

Action
Franktin Av& 

Goeet StSeCor3noraB9 Pott51 00021824 Improvement,13
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Pi*Bronnef T ( i'i N-?il

Slep<;

v
Hrjnd N i fri*n!iumh T i,1.f i !'' N- Bppnil ?(' f Ai‘4' ■Ui' OP1!

JO U'
13£9

with specific adtfcess. 
sorefiavd to "current 

oynirrts) net possiH*. 
Deposit 27 years old. 
Permittee no Fonger in 

buynesi

May erfhg St TW2- 
4335 Nwo 

Shoshone Av
Street

Improvement
Ur* fundi in CD 12, rtGHUff ■ 

street improvement
BPW

Action0002237152 6/26/1330 Post 12
■ r

v*h speoWo tddeif,
*0 refund to "current 

ovnerff} not pwsible. 
□epos* 21 year* okL 

Pern*!## no longer (n 
business

ShofhoneAvWs 
90-303 3o 

Regency Way
Sim

Improvement
Ui® Funds h CD T2. rm*j* ■ 

street impicvement
BPV

000250373/T9/T33S Post53 TZ Action
Lr

6/26/15 Bond default settlement case 4BC547902, Surety Bond *
4363KH,Talma to ocmpfet* wok wffl result in the Oty defaulting on the 
bond. As such, dwutdtho bond b*dtfwiiodi4joa AU. deposits remaining 
in this permit WLLbeForfeied to the City to ©over the achnlf iterative costs 
referenced inLAMC 62.HI atsoclatedwIthoompJetfcjripfthe 
improvements."_________________________________________

Document 
art pert of 

MFA- 
requfred5- 
year, BPW 

Action

Settfamwnt Case with 
oheok paid to City of
LA,Dept of Rubik] 

Worts

22653 DEL VALLE 
ST (and

RIGOLETTOST)

Straw
kitprcwemer*

Ufa funds In CO 3, newjj ■ 
strew improvements

6/23/2015 0002581454 3

Post
-r

Barrington Av [HO) 
8 Chayote St Se 
Coc"Cond»12

Straw
Improvement

Us* funds h CO T1, nanus * 
straw Improvement

BPW
6/16/1332 0002420155 Post 11 CondHton *12, Mon-refundable cash payment Actionnon-refundable

■ r
Permit BC201324. 4/30/09 Iwtar sQ0:V8#ntto aoedng to trartff m money to 
PWTF4673. 5/28/09 aeoting told to ho/d up transfer a* the project might be
completed V13/7) sine enothfrvg done so rnonies are to be moved Into 4072 
and defied paid.................................................................... ........  .................

MuMandDt.WS 
120? to 1713 wfa 
Beverly Gt*n BKd

Ganata/
improvement

Use funds ti CD 5, newxjs ■ 
general pUalte improvements

BPW
0002571256 5f4/201Q Post 5 defaulted bond Action

' T
wUh specific adckrss, 
so refund to "current 

ovnerfs) not possible. 
Deposit 17 year* old 
Permittee Wormation 
missing from existing 

document*

Plans P-32T59 indteatad reqLired hipcovements. Improvements may ba 
constructed a* budding is set back far enough, how ewer construction cost 
estimated at $655JXXL Therefore, refund recommended at this time. CfiA 
Location. P-32159 ____ ______________

8th St New 
Hampshte AvTo 

AlyE/c New 
Hampshire Av

Use funds in CD 10, news= 
street hipfovement, idealy in 

vicinity of Bth and New 
_______ Hampshire

Street
Improvement

BPW
Action10/16/1990 0QO23256Pott 1057

:: I width concrete tlday ah w/otab and gutter. Improvement! in 
accordance with adjacent pfopattles, toin^ovemerttSf*<>arwnend*dat 
this time................................ .....................................................

Bond Receipt Indtoated 
not refundable and 
deposit 27 years ofd

Street
Improvement

Use funds in CD % nexus » BPV
pQSl4/17/1990 2281356 1 2010 E. 15th St Actionstreet improvement

Use funds in CO 4. Project
Street

Improvement
Bond Receipt indicated 

non lefundabl*
type La-known, and therefor* 

fleribjll^far use
BPW

Post2/20/2007 2782159 4 1D23N. WIcohAv* Cash parent recaiited andnomrefundable Action

with spedte adciess, 
so refund to '‘current 

owned*) not poss&le, 
Deposit 22 years old 
Permittee no longer i'n 

business __

Montana Av 
(12230)3* Wo 

Gretna Green Way
Street

improvement
Use funds fri CD 11, nexus - 

street improvement ...
{ BPW

31210935 2435160 P<m tl ftetion
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Pie-
Pntt

1SS9

Btotutpi npfiffsi;

in \uip
Pm pi t M.WJipr

KS^Comrivefici ^
N?*t:vt ft.h"t l.ut .ftn'n

npridH.i Support !ot ActionIfneiwi.in'M ,fs Pr^i-v! v.ji- KoiM Nr.-ip'i m Kp [n‘o
Steps

depqdt. Wort: not 
associated wftb specific 

eddrws*.»refund to 
"aumm ow neri*) nor 
possible. Deposit 23 

______ years old

vWfersOn Bt& AKa
Rd CeodrwU Aw & 

BalcnaGeek 
Bridges

; v.-i)
. I

3tr**r
Improvement

Use funds CD Tl, newj* * 
street Improvement

BPV
ActionaiV1394 2470762 Post non-rehaidableTl

r
Document 
as part of 

MFA- 
required 5- 
year. BPW 

Action

TV5AQ defaulted on bond and efosed be permit, and transferred all fees to 
mob2579Qt0p*tf 4073. Cunomw overdid Improvement* end <fld not 

waive the Improvement* for theOQT case van 2000-0002 T2/5TI2 - 
___________________  Included in Oct dosings ______________

Ventura BJvdfk 
AJcrkro Awe ■/«Street Use fundi In CD 5, nanus* 

street Improvement*?S 12/24i2Cng Post PD025T30 Improvement Defaulted bond5 comer

Document 
as part of 

P’FA- 
requlred 5

:'i ■>
6820 Hazaltln# 

Av*. eh 273' to 13C 
nfaK# ridge St

StTeet
Improvement

6J26H5 Bond default *e*dem*nt pakf and recorded Refer to bond i*F 9587 
________________________ for original bond_________________________

Use funds in CD 2, news * 
street Improvement

year. BPW
6/29f20T5 0002381378 Rost 2 defaulted bond Action

-r
pr*-T383, in lieu of 

construction and no 
Specific address on 
Vermont mentioned

Street Vermont Av 
Improvement*

Use funds CD 15, new us 3 
street Improvements

BPV
5/13f19?7 0001633281 Pte 15 Street, trees, greet gghts, bike* ay*Improvement Aotlon

Deposit of $30K represent* 8 
deposits, based on 

$3750flot, charged lo 
developef.Use funds CD 12, 
newu* » street Improvement

maps, the location 
appears to be mosdy 

r-mdeueloped or under 
development. years 
________later______

MeyerimgSt
rrnsoiswfs

Wood Ranch Rdto 
Jelfco Ave

BPV
ActionPost211611999 QD0255T682 12 Route study $3750 per lot f« study-Cash payment only_____________

The asphafcto oooortto pavement <£d not pass the air YOtd ratwtMt 
Tharefot* a settlement of $30K f* to be prfd by KB Home to the City of LA to 
rectify thl* situation. A #3QK non-refund* Wefee wflbapdto'rhe Grnada 
Mifl* Sidev atfe Repair Program" h leu of repaving.____________________

r

Astoria St 4 FentonStreet Use knd* CD 1, ne«uf * 
street improvemenis

nori-i*furrd*bl« and in 
leu of repair

BPV
Action000262726/30/2004 Post83 7 Improvement Ave

■ r
22GTHST AND 

WESTERN AVE Nf£ 
CORNER

Street
Improvement

Use funds CD 15, nevus * 
strew improvements

BPV
Action

*-
Q0025T634/2&20G0 Post 15 DEFAULT SETTLEMENTS TR505B4 defaulted bond

■r
years old)rStt|e 
document ton 

available, and work not 
associated with specie 
_______address______

Street
Improvement

t64FHSTer
Ainsworth ST

Use funds C015, newus " 
street improvement

BPV
ActionPre12MM373 0031771363 15

complwed on Goo^e 
Maps, nnd deposit w as 

aasMn-freuof 
construction

Cddw ater Canyon 
Av* 8c Sarah St NW 

Comer

re: lot boated at 4603- 465 N. Coldwj^or Canyon Ave fcs amararamnw 
24 residential condominium units. Reoiasrfied from 4880 - casb-irrlieu pf 
videnfng street. Condition 5-3ffb1______ ___

Street Us* funds CD 2, nexus * 
street Improvement

BPW
Action0002630290 Post8/23/2004 2 hrprovement

BRONNER
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Pip
Rionnn P**pr^it I *11 r|Pi \ W 4f>ljr>r N^iT■iff N-1 ,m.i lv. Pm -V:pnnllriL!!::'U'T^if v

KippsI!) ; VM
PVJ9

completed on GoogW 
Map*, end no 

documentation 
provides permit*«•. Also 

sine# there *a* no 
“originaf deport” uakje, 

he tthaw been 
defaulted bond moved 

into tNs account

TTTlrtfc*de AwNS 
from KJ5' to 195* 

ELYfQUfreaAv
^ieet

bptoveroent
Use Fundi CD 4, newtis “ BPW

Action000253426/30/2 ffl34 Post 431 street Improvement
Street Non-refvndabfe oash deport for future construction. TR 54162, Condition

ts-atb)______________________________________
U»e lunds CD 15, nanus - BPWrVo Hyperion Aye. 

w/o Cjleodele Ave
refundable, in feu of 

const tuct ton00018563Pre Aotton8/11/1983 1333 Improvement street improvements■ v
nudripl* depositors for 
route study 18 years BPWZeizah Ave (Tt3Q9) Use funds In CO 12. Nanus ■> 

at discretion tit BPWZ/23/1333 00025583 ActionPost 12 Route study and Longaor* Ave9B S°;-r
Cedw Av W/S 620* Notes indicated work 

completed, end not tied 
to specie address

Construct street Improvements, Street light* confirmed complete. A*-bufe 
5/14/02-________________________________

Street
Improvement

to444*NfO BPWUse Funds In CD 8, Menu* * 
street improvement000262112/7/200238 Post NwdhoffS Action6

■ r
Document 
as part of 

MFA- 
required S'

non-re*undabJe cash pwent. Receipt §66309 6 67043 (416,000 6 
________________________ 43,306.30)________________________

Street
Improvement

Use Fund* In CD 15. Nein»»
street Improvement

year. BPW
6/2/2014 00023526Post 15 1423 V. 218th St. ncrt-reftHidabie Action33

r
deposit more then 20 
years oid, and not Far 

specific street address.
SahSt&PeoiftoAv

SeCor
UseinCDIS.neHu*- street 
______ improvement

BPW
000210354/17/1395 Post102 15 Action

r
Ave, Se Comet 
LealngtonAwGi 

Vine St

Wotk appear* complete in 
Google Map*. UteTnCO §13, 

lor street improvement

year* old, and for 
general sheet 
improvement

Street
Improvement

BPW
4/26/1335 00024830103 Pot 13 Ccndtoon §10 Action

■ r
Document 
as part of 

MFA- 
required 5 
year. BPV 

Action

Tyrone Av* w/s 170* 
toZtHTa/p ValerioStreet settlement for oat* no. 14KQ7521, *urety bond *435872VCAOO7O0O1S. 

1/23/15 SS: Bonddefaufc settlement paid and recorded
Use frauds in CD 2, nenu* ■

000233566/1/2016106 Post St defaulted bend2 hyrovement street improvement
BthSt" Plymouth 81 

To Lucerne Bh
Cgnd»6-3(t1

Use funds in CD 4, as desired 
rinoe pre-83, although 

newus* street tetrpt ovement
BPWStreet deposit I* pre-83, and 

mote than 40 yets okl11/27/1374 16340tJ7 Pre 4 Action
■ *■

WflburAveend 
Rosooe Rvd (SV 

Comer]
Street □efaJt Settlement Qty Planning Case 86-1095ZC. Grating, paving, curb. 

gurnet, rider* afc BC202243.
Use In CO 12, newus * street 

improvement
Use In CD 2. new* * street

BPW
Action00028323 125/15/2002103 Pp*t defaulted bond

r
pre ‘93 deposit, and For 

cornmercitti intersection
Street to312Vo 

Woodman Av
BPW

Aotion10/24/1986 Pie 00021458 2 Improvementno Improvement

BPWStreet taken as non-ref undabie cash payment for condition §35 of APC W 2005- Uie in CD H,n*nus * street norrrefundaWe1633 Abort Kinney
5122 Action5/8/200? Post 00027884 11 deport-rn

No to 403 Frond*
AvfWTSWtodso. BPWStreet Use In CO 4, nanus* street 

Improvement______00024182Post Improvement BO no refund cash payment Action6/4/1392 4 notr-i fundable116

5594
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Pin
Pinjpri M.iniqt'l 

R^f. n'ptvfi.h!
Ho%\

Steps
Rroflmv Pppnsrt Suppcfl ?oj ArT'priF’*wi N ■ UfK-ivrijn'i’ I'-i-H’i hro.'-p: *i *■ r- "t K,,J’’t ■!■ In''1'!>■•

m ;.V;'

Ocean Front Wit 
(2915-23193 

AvNe Comer
Lis# h CO Tl, nexus a n»*( 
______ improvement

BPWSow
non-tef undabl* deposit7/17/890 Action120 Po*t 00023052 11 Improvement Noniefundable cash payment

ISSB/o Otsego St 
50H Heyvwnhurft 

Ave. (Parcel 2004- BPWLb* fund* in CO 5, Nexus » 
street Improvements

Street
Improvement125 71401 Non-r»fasdi^o**h payment b lieu of improvements on Hayvehurst non-refundable Action6/13/20G7 Post ODOZT344 5

1 r research location, h 
Los Angeles, rhere is 4* 
217 E. 4th St. end a 217 

W. 4thSt Otherwise, 
thtf address be in 

Santa MotVcaImprovement
Use flt discretion of BPW 

nexus » greet Improvement
BPW

21? 4th Street130 7/9/2003 00026611 oash payment only, meet improvement ActionPost
r address/ow ner tied to 

projeol location for 
refund______

Charuft-r Wwd STS 
5Tt)r lo 67ff WfO 

Fulton Aw
BPWUs# in CD 4,nexus * stieet 

Improvement
Stmt

Ifnpfowmtntm<vm$ Action131 Post 00025507 4 condition *1■r
*ddr*ss/ow ner tied 10 

pro)act location foi 
refund

BPWi iasra
E/O Vineland Ave

Usa In CD 4, nexus * street 
improvement_____ _

Sun*
Improvement12/13/2001 00026201 Aotjgn132 Post 4 Traci 53103

adefeess/ownat tied to 
project location for 

refund

CamadfoStN/S 
550* to30CT E/o 
BeflBoyai Ave

Ufa In CO 2, nanus “ rtteet BPW
Action

Street
00025775134 4/13/2000 2 ImprovementPost improvement

Street Usa in CD 4, neku* ■ street BPW
Action

Laurel Av (1550) Es
No Sunset BfaJsfsmss Post non-refundabie135 00024900 4 Improvement NomefundabJe Cash Payment Improvement

address/owner tied to 
project be at Ion for 

refund______

Blythe 5t N/S158* 
to Z3T W/O Geyser Usa hC03, nexus ■ street 

Improvement ..........
BPW

Action
Street

ImprovementPost136 7/231336 00Q25491 3• t-
Use in CD 2, nexus ■ street 
______ Improvement______

150-225 WO 
Costelo Av

BPW
Action

Street
deposit if pre-OS5/271384736 Pre 00022071 2 Improvement

Document 
as part of 

M7A- 
requtredS' 
year. BPW 

Action
non-refun dab le default 

settlement_____
Poorttf Blvd&CaH 

3tNE Comer
iwrtefur>dable(af of 2/'E/20T7L Bond default settlement paid and 
________________ recorded (September 2000}................... ........

Ut* in CD 7, nexus ■ ftreet 
Improvement______

Sweet
Improvement133 000238258/TV2014 Post 7■r

nospeoifb 
■ddress/ow net tied to 

project boatlon lor 
refund If completed

Clarence SWISS' 
w 260-1*01ft St 5 Usa In C014, nexus * general 

Improvement
BPWGeneral

Improvement Act bnPost11/3011936 00025145 ■central improvement142 14
Amherst AvEsBet 

Montana Av 6 
Goshen A v (824 

Amherst Avl

no sp^otfio 
adiiess/owner rled to 

project location fof 
refund if completed

BPW 
Apt bn

Use In CO TL rwHus * street 
improvement

Use funds In CD tl, nexus * 
street Improvement

Street
3/22/1332 00024236143 Posi 11 Improvement

- r
BPWStreet (eOll&FwfcAvS*

Comer non-refund able Action6/25/1331 00023635145 Post 11 Improvement nonrefundabl* oashpayment
■ r

BRONNER
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IV ■ 

t’rr.l
Bionnei

:>iriw ruf.r

Noii5'i•?i■ | H- nV-t*:; I tr!‘ Support ?nr Ac?ir:IIN j f i ?i.in-vr
TU \i I- : I! :>Ml

Deposft from 1332, and • 
no spaotflo eddn* tlad 
to protect location for 
refund if completed 

no specific 
addressfoener tied to 

project location tor 
Tfrlund If completed

Styo Lassen St
Ut* In C012, n*Hia * stmt 

Improvement_______
BPW

Action000242903/28fl332146 Pott 12 Improvement Cash Payment Only; Condition *4
‘T

Calvert St S)S 245' - 
34flWfOUrrf*yStreet

Improvement
Ut* funds In CO 5, nexus*
___stmt improvement

BPW
53fl9f1338 Port confirmed complete, Aj-buftS/TVSB.147 Av Action

‘T
8420 Blackfran 

Avenue 740* SEc* 

LaCi#ip»D*ft 
SWQrimdo Av*

'x'i j
8am Use funds In CO 5, nanus * 

rtmt Improvement
BPW

l2fKW2Q08 00026305Pott 5 tnyovem ent Non-refundabl* oath bond150 nonnefundaW* Action* r
no specific 

addressfovnertied to 

prof*Qt location for 
refund if completed

Donna Av E/5 23Q 

to 330‘Sto 
Hatter at St

Stmt
Vnpfovtnwmt

Satft

Us* funds In CD 3, n#Mus> BPW
AotlonP«t 00025474 3151 6126/1398 street Improvements■ v

D#*p C«r«n Dj ft 
fiMgjgndOrld

Us* Fund* In CD 5, nexus ■ BPW
Action000234323mregi Post Oaf *<Jt Bond Settlement Tract 24946,153 5 Improvement jgfwkgjbgndstreet Improvement 

U$* funds In CD 5, nexus • 
dialnafle Improvement

■ r
Stmt Ventia*0(9©&Eo BPW

Action000237357/1371331 Post 5 WoodftyAv _______________ Nonufundobh oash payment for A*fr>______________
Project abandoned, Bond d*fauk|xoc**dfrigs initiated Irr 2009. In 2000, 
unused fees transferred to MCB account Abro Includes label and material

non-r*fund*ble- T
Pd* 316 to 388

Street aWofCrfttwo* Use funds CO 4. Nexus*
street improvement

BPW
Action000223704715/2009 Post153 4 Improvement bend. defaufcedbordEBvd

MIDVALE AVE 
EAST SIDE 90 
CHAfiNGCKRQ

DEFAULT SETTLEMENTTRS02S6.10,003 (400001 d*F«JrbU 6 3,033.47 
______________________ {5714/02} tiffS-perm.______________

5tr#*<
Improvement

Us*kiCD5,N*»ry*" street BPW
0002570141281200C Post 5180 defaulted bond Actionimprovements

■r
no specific? eddiess tied 
to pro|eot boadontof 

_______ refund
Generd

improvement
SoarxSaWay&Av*

43ta
IJs* in CD L Nexus * fl*n*id BPW

Acliori000227003fiiyt33Q Post161 1■ T
Uf * In CO 6, nexus * street 
improvement rime project 

loo ebon If Wersectton, end 
no other Ho auajlabj*

14803 Vmr»ow#n St 
n/s 663 to 5^ eta 

Kester Ave
Stmt Defat* settlement When closed, B-Permft few wi be hardened to this 

________________________ MCBaooount............. ................ ........
BPW

e/seoos 00028533 6Post163 Improvement defaulted bond Action
• r

Se#*t Us* In CD S, nexus » stiver 
Improvement

deposit 38 veers old. 
end not subject to MF A

BPW
Acation000170388n4flSW Pr* 5 125 5 FaW*n Av*166 Improvement•"

Mast 3t Ss Bet AJy 
(Speed* ay) & 

OaeirtFronr WV- 
Cand*2&S3k

Sveet n<iT**fie7debl*o*ahpeymeniforth*ocnstiuoHono4 el*y*ft ; igth*
____________  treat, oesh payment only _

Us* In CD tl, n*Hu* - street BPW
Aotlon

non-refund ebk.
mm3 Post 00022375170 Tl improvement

Street
Improvement

Sam
Improvifnent

Deposft from 1383■ *■
tiensferred to non-t*rfuncWMeoesh payment fund, based on a letter of 

oorreotion on December 26,1991________________
TtraSMooipiskSt i

No & W/o Ensign Ay
Us# funds In CD 4, neHUS" 

s»e*t Improvement
non-refundaWe, In lieu BPW

174 000221375fSTt383 Pott 4 Act kmof
r

Rose Av (650) 3fs BPVUs# funds In CO TL newus ■ 
street Improvement000244443f26f1383 Post175 n Wp 7th Ave) norrrefyrxlabfe cash payment cash payment on^ non-refund able Action■■W
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38

Rrnnnpr {VpiKii ;?i tv If.' Nt^x!

S??ps

■r,
fin n:j M 1 n H. ^t:ppr r ten Ar*ionPf*<\ ■I Ki'I Ji\ r

If* !U ns

fi Hdlywpod BW, 
V. L| Bwwt Ave

3««t
lmprov»m*nt

nom-rtfundabJe. 
Deposit Pr*-T983

Uj# In CD 4, news » sn«M
[mprQvwnTrt3/2/1378 00017163178 Pr* 4 noi^r»turid<rf^Q<^piivm»fTtin^of oonfftiuctton. BPV Action

* r
Document 
■« pan of

MFft-
i* quftfrd 5- 
ytar BPV 

Action

#■.,>■ i 5*trtiwn#nt Cm* Numbat, T4K07B87. Artak Akopian, «t d., Surety Bond 
Nuirb*< *3430683

3c* Bronnet ID* TT6 for i*m* 
depositor and button. Um 

in CD 4, * flr*#t
_______ impfpsr*m*nt

13055 MwptoftaStmt
jmprpurw*2/13/20T5 Post183 00023715 A BhrtJ. defaulted bond

' r
Stmt

000157631376/Q3/2Q Pw136 12 ^T|j^uvwri*M^ Lp« Angelas pr*-89 BFV Action

3*f«t

tmpfoy»fn*Pt
AV

139 13BH1U20 00018146Pt* 15 SanFadro prc-63 BPV Action
■r

StT*«
Irnpiwamantmmsm Pr*200 00021342 15 SanPedra pi*~83 BPW Action

-r
Suaat

krptDwamam206 1988/04/06 000209 Z1Pr# 15 3*nPadfc pr*-89 BPW Action
■ r

213 1388710/31 Pr* 00021470 15 51da* alt Harbor City pea-83 BPW Action■ *■
Svaat

hbpfouwrfnt215 1377/04/08 00016901Pr# 6 Lo*Aogal*S pr»-89 BPW Action
■ r

Strtat
kngwanwint1381/03/23220 00018123Pr* 15 SanP+tfro pie-63 BPW Action

Stm*
kuprownant231 000175561973/05/02 Pn 2 Lo#Anq#t#g pr*-83 BPV Action

1387/02/20232 Pr* 00020203 5*t*«t Lights StudbCky BPW Action4 pr*-83■ r
Stmt

knprovamf*235 00017303T9T6/Q7/13 Pw Los Angelas BPWAotton13 pi*-99

238 Pt* 00020301 9 Skfewdk1988/03/21 Los Angela* BPV Actionpr»-83

St7*Ot
improuamarymAioom241 00018306 15Pr* Harbor City ptc-83 BPW Action

Stmt

Improvement24S 1386/06/05 0CP13747Pre 4 Toluca Lake pt*-63 BPW Action

277 000138511386/08/13 Pt* Sid*y *V. Vtnta* BPW Action6 pra-89

StTMt
Improvement1363/08/23 Pre287 18524 15 San Pedro pie-83 BPV Action■ r

Stmt
Improvement1387/12/09 Pr#283 QQQ207Q7 15 HatbotCfry pr*-83 BPW Action

Stmt
knpMment BPW Action1380/08/27293 Pr* 00017856 16 Gardena pr*-891 r

Sirnt
knpfOvwTpent000207841388/01/26 Pr*238 15 Harbor Cky pr*"89 BPW Action
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Elronn™ Pepos 

P.Ve

M.uufjiv 
Kt rciivtjnMvmi^n5.

Neil
Sfpps

V=- "‘f:1p. in.r N< I r. "■:! K N SiipjH! Ai'itTk■rr!!'('! 1VI10 )
'■trSi

■aemnaj ft.3Q6 00013651 13 3dw.li Lat Anotiw pr*-88 BPW Action

Stmt
Improvwiwrn1977/10/04 00017049312 6 Main»D.IR*yft* pre-83 BPWAollon

B&wosnn 00016788 1 adwjtft* LocAnc*)** pjjjffi BPWAcUon314
■r

320 00020809 14 5tdw»8t1988/QV29 ft. LotAnfl^.. pr*-83 BPW Action
'■‘i

00020860 13 Sidwifc198303/03 ft* pte-83323 Haber C3ty .BPW Action
■r

1386/07/23 Pr. 0001982332S 4 5/dwrfr Haborpty pt*-83 BPW Actionr
1935/08/06 ft. 00019325330 13 V.nlc* pf*-89 BPW Aotion■* • 1.'

1965/11/18 00013474 8 SldwrfrPr. Vttrtc* prf-83333 BPW Action
■ r

00020673 13 Sldwrtt’HasrtOflK Pr*337 pf-69

>; w
1987/09/23 Pr. 00020599M3 9 Sid**dk Lo*Ang*i** pr*-89 BPW Aolion

L r

1988/02/24 Pr* 00020841 9 3Hwdt344 BPW Actionp<*-83T

1988/08/24 Pr* 00021125 4 pr *-89346 Tr#*i BPV ActionMortbrlda.
Gtniril

lmpioy*m*nt1977/06/27 Pt* 00016379347 12 BPW ActionSyirrur prr-89
•r

1387/01HS351 0Q020K3 4 Tt.«ft* pffe-83 BPW Action■ r
Srr**r

000173221978/08/17 Pr*353 4 pr.~83 BPWAotiori
-r

Pr*357 1986/03/24 00013633 9 8dw.lt Tu/ong. pt»-63 BPW Action
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V. Policy Option: E

Pre
Pest Bone No

Project 
Lor alien 

‘Andress*

Bono Receipt 
Nctei ci 

Reference Info

Support for Next
Action Steps

Bronner Deposit Pteject 
Type

Project tteneaer RecommendationsCDllnen-cun j.

ID Date
1989

Project address and permittee 
address appear to be Toyota 

dealership. If funds have not been 
refunded, per exoneration letter, then 

should be to current owner.

9WT3
Erroneration letter 

prepared, and 
sent on 9f18f13

Refund11074 N 

Sepulveda00026723 ♦30,000.0084 12f5f2003 Post 7 Unknown current
Blvd owner

♦30,000.00
i

OlA if
tir Pr j

■■{jo'&s'

V

BRONNER
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VI. Policy Option: F
Rrcnncr IVpitvt v.-jitiiv* f v

Actor'
H. r V. ' i \hr■rLP¥T!Mv-»T •' "* Nrri1 t o f t \ I i ;iVM"

D.rtfrD

Alameda Strait from 
25th Sdfft to I-"♦382,165.31OOODieST Unfewn10/31/2005 14 Mat] contacted Street SenAo**1 vdthpforBSS

Freeway Project/ '+r*he
M4t" Prefect.

ST. MORTZDRTvE 1830 
FEET EAST CF TO 

RESEDA BOULEVARD - 
TRACT NO. 35339- 
COWXnONNO.14

Ei—^td BOE lot mnf fvrttw Info on Current Status.
PVidph bend* Issued for seme development 
No lecord of compftforr resting to tH* bond 

number

Port 89 deposit. If project completed, «* hard* In CO 11, newut - 
"new Improvement* for pubio right-of-way.' ff not, *ho«id refund 
to "ourrerV owner-4 d record, knot readily known, should put issue

pubte notice

Street Further
InvwdgadoFi

♦253,500.0Q2234111/3/1999 Tl6
hpHWWMnt

T

Ei—iwl BOE for any fun hen Info on Ctment
10/5/98 per accounting, refund from 

BC20TD0 vu used to pay off deficits on 
other Lyocn penrAs

Statue. Po*r "99 deposit. I profeqt completed. use fund* In CD 
12, newm ■ «eet Improvement. tf not, should refund to ‘’ounefn 

<*w net* of record, I not re edfly known, should put issue pubic

Street Hunt Pub Ln (Pvt St] 
37fl‘ Nolo Pkenmer St

Fwthei
hveetfgarion

00024035 ♦240. m.n‘B/2BJ1994 127
knpfovemen*

nodee

r <EStJE31??w3H '-^jL.r&lJrted to Ccndttibrwto
MWgate Impact* lot proposed bloceoh R & D 

center at CA State Untv. Northtldge. Payment 
In leu of construction In amount of $1^3,000 

coBaboj/Oevonshfre Transportation 
Impro^ment Trtart Fund (to be wtab 6c

—mananedhii RTF]____________

EasUed BOE for afty further Info on Current document as part 
of MFA-tequired 5 

year. Further 
hveetigatlon

Bafeoa/Devcnshke
ZC38-C103

Status. Impact fee coleoted h 1993 originally. Potstbi* that wa*
moved Into went 4673 hii 5__ i dler completion of work. If ro, use

ferrds In CD 12, rwu a street improvement

Street
Improvement

00025802 *138,000.007/22/2003 123

r

Track 44077. Traok 
7238. Track 7237. Track 
450T7—> transferred to 

51583 Ttack5T035

Further
InwstlDatlon

VT3H383 03021650 twajsa. oo Route studyn 12 Enidfd BOE for any further Info on Current Status,

’BOOOSESNONBLVD 
E/OBEALFAIT AVE

Emaflad BOE for any further Mo on Cerent Status.If 
no answers, wM check with Pluming.

Furthw
Investigation

00026701 ♦160,750.002/19/2004 12 Design studyT3

- r-

Receded from Storm hdunties. ho. In Itu of 
general Improumti ft for the oonrtruottan of 

Ways* St

General
Improvement

Further
Inuertgatlon

00027653 ♦185.000.0010/5/2006 1 1425 Ik 1447 NAUD ST Ema4ed BOE far mj further Info on Current Status.14

-*r

BRONNER



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 40

fvjpiKtf* I'V
Action

Bronner PtpiU't
P.rfr

i'-r
rVMp-’iV Piii^n: •kfoifr-mlsh t1Root1 No •l> O Mi (:•r;? PiotcT r>n ■ Nrtt“5 of h:-f*Mr-ri r

ID

W ENCMTA3 AVE & N 
BLEOSOESTjandPdk 

& * Edg*dlff Av* hi 
L auref C anyon BW

TR4T036-Cwid#9in5520t AboM 
MC024785A (TR 432ZB-02) lor #75 JOtt - 

Futijemtfenrien of Laurel CynBhd. Total amr 
of fund# kithb account is*‘EO.QOO [216023}

Further
trvefllgaOon

Street
Improvement

EmaRvd BOE for any further info on Current Status.00324795W2Qm34 *150,000.00 7"IS

Emafltd BOE far further Info on Current 
Statu*. Likely this was l-i-Beu payment* far work that (he Oty 

needed looompiere. If determPe work *« done, then use fund* 
In CD tl re but » street Improvements

PCOBLVO£1Z121)7 
BUNDY DR WW 

COFffCR

DOT CaseWLA #30-019; Work Order Unfc 
Comments: Closed 0/3VOO. Forrrerded to 

account Ntg,

Furtfin
Investigationbnprovemant

*0024.7700025162 114/Y193713

' r
EXTENSION OF LAUREL 

CYNBLUDFROM 
APPROX 600 FT NfWLY 

OF POLK ST TO 
APPROXTJCFTNArlY 

TVEREOF

Emahd Med Lean, In case BOE has any further info 
on Current Statu*. Ukefy this w as h-lleu payments for work 

that the City needed to complete, and In Bronner *16, bond 
#00024735, ff determine work was done, Ihen use funds In CO 7, 

nemjs * street Improvement*

Street
hw»ovemert

Further
Investigation

00025T12 *133,600.00 7eran33ezo

Eeattad BOE for any her her info on Curreeu Bratus. If 
del ermine work was done, then uae funds In CO 5, nanus ■ street 

Improvements

Further
Investigation

PER AGREEMENT CITY WLL USE THE 
FUNDS FOR MPRQVEMENTS

Street
tmpfCTement

*131,000.0021 0002477B 150QEU0MTABLV047W2000 15

* r

CENTURA BLVD M73 k 
3&TH ST 5^S BELLANCA 

AVE TO 35D VLY 
THEREOF CPC 23335, 

CPC 23336

Eiaalled BOE for any Further fnfo on Current Status. 
Ukeiy this eat h-Beu peyment* for work that the C»y needed to 
oomplet*. If determhe work was done, then Lise funds In CO 6, 

rraeus * street frnprovement j

Further
InvnsrlgaHon

Street
ImprovementtmjmM8I2VT931 0002381323 6

■r-

Enafcd BOE for any further Mo on Curfrtirt Status.
Liely thii v as hv-teu paymer*# for work that die Oty needed to 
complete. # determine work was done, then lb* Funds In CD 4, 

newt» street Improvenvents

OoCMiTKynt as part
of MFA-reqwred 5- 

year. Further 
Investigation

Street

Improvement
3oL*h Side Forest L mm 

Dr. Vert of Zoo Di,
DocumwYs evfll^Jo are not dearly tied 
to this bond number, but same location

00026806 *127,970.0024 47V20M 4

Emailed BCE for any further Info on Current Status. If 
determine work was done, then use funds in CD 11 news- street 

improvements

Ca*h In Aev of construction into FVTF 4373, 
This (j an additional bond see Bond rei # 

TIZ83

11320-1038 W. 
EnpofKon Bvd - TR 

64543

Further
Investigation

Street
Improvement

4ifZBi*20T1 *124,430.0025 00029983 11

BRONNER
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EWincr T'rIVrwiii; l .*? At-' >l.(VW
Horn: \r tll-r-r, n UtS" T: ■■ , • t‘--.ri N-'tfin.jt • ■> n • ■ pi-r p/rrivTi

A;tDtfrrn rrr**' ■or

LlLLEJ5«iti*fn*nt rot o*sa wrt.4- 3nr ShliTry
5*o* and 9mon Lou, Surety bond 

#034233464, 9/9/14: SS: Bond dafatit pd & 
t#ccfd*dw/2chaofc»friair<s*83,Qro 

(r*o*tp< #87087) and #27,786.40 (receipt 
•67068). 3/31/2015VJt ApfJtowtinqufcad 
<rftf¥*thrt Mftfaimaatfuork whathggJLtfr*^.

Ahbough dtf«A should ohaok with City Attorney
iho* not* FWffw to suggest that ouuent ownw Is doing work, not j 
thaCity, hspossfWaihat a^nant own* raise paid/** lo do work. :

StlMl
wnprovarnant

♦115,491246/5/2014 00023624 5139 forat'da Orient*26 3 City Attorney

T

EndM BOE foi any Iwtfwr Info on Cvirmt 
Srmtw Uc*fy this vat kHiau payments lor v ork that the Oty 

naadedto complete.. ff determine work was don*, than us* funds 
lnCDS4n*Hijs^ street Improvements

107B7WSSaUFdAVE 
(P£ oom*i ntnul and 

Matookn)

Soaet
kty*ow*m*rt

Further
Investigation

00025213 4100,000.003/7/1337 TR 38183 - Cond *S~1, S-2.3-3 ZT6070523

205-215 S, State St & EL 
2nd St

General
knpraueman*

Further
Investigation

MCB30272 *37,500,00 Check wkhQQE re: status. 2CT7prc^ectihouM have more Info4/13/2017 rWa30 14

r

Document as pari 
of I^FA-r*quY*dS' 

pear. Further 
Investigation

ftwrrida Dr ft Kathatina Check v Nh BOE. Sine* deposit las* ihan 5 years cJd, if not don*, 
may need to hofcf to qomplat* whan appropriate

00029538 *94.000,0033 4/4/2014 Tree* non rahmdabt* oath In K*u4

■ r
Chy Counofl Motion: NB0E & Ktlnr partnering 

to dafciaf Vannont Aw* Wldaning b*tw **n 
PCH and Normwidk Aw*... BOE wl design 

and manage ptoJsoL. ra a)v#d J spend
*2.1M from Kals«„ deport manias Into Fund 

834, Raw Scivo* 4973"

Check with BOE ra status. H afl ref *t*d work comp I* t*. than 
oonridat cormiting City Attorney, rino* that*'* to 

documentation that supports return of remaining funds, or 
retention of funds.

Street
hnpwveitient

Vermont Av*between 
PCH and Normtmcft* Awa

Further
Investigation

00DZ7062 *77,i 1512128/200435

r

Dooiananr aa part 
o/MFA-requhedS- 

y*ar, Furthar 
Investigation

Stieer
Impr© vement

Cbeofc with BOE. Stow* deport less than 5 years old, may need to 
haUta complete when appropriate

8/13/2015 0002304636 •7BJKML00 14 810-690 3. St Lotfs Marked as non-re/taicUMe

Streel
Improvement

Tabor St/J/5B*tw Dunn 
& & 3560Oarhgton Av

Check w |th BOE t+: statu*. and determine current owner(s) of 
address, ff prefect oompiafd, refund to currant ow nerfs)

Fulher
InvKiigattori

3/22/1934 00024876 *74,400.94 538

BRONNER



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 42

Bfr^ncr Dfp-.wt 
Cftjfr

S.rOW'l ff* 
Actor

I’nVvt L 
Adftri«is

V^r rj;>*[■' fWo Tri’!!#'-,! *■*jn Rtrr nr1 rv+pilyl yis WeJl StfrrTlfcth'r'mf i :frh ;.r> p. ■ ,V-(f-s .}■ Ri-fpfH ’■;r l":,>ro

Document as part 
of MFA-required 5- 

year. Further 
Investigation

816 N. fUnw Aw, T3CT 
of Marathon Si. 242 o* 

Marathon St

3freer
Improvement

Check v Ith BOE, Since deposit lex* then 5 y*« old. tf not done. 
m*y need to hold to complete w hen app? opiate

000.0039 MCB3QT59TV8/2016 13 Marked a* ncn-Tefundabl*

■ r

Sade<jy St ^e*t)from V*r> 
Nuy* BW to to od-de-

uo l#rfT*TU* VfO
Woodman Aw

Condfoon «4-fund* to be used e*ch«hf*ly for t 
the purchat* of land related to the ewtensfon : 
of Satfooy Sheet from Van Nuys Bhd to It wJ- 

de-aaotrjrmtnuewestof Woodman Ave.

Check irkh HUEI land purchased and extension complete. If so, 
where <W fund* come from to pcachase property? Esher transfer 

to appropriate account, or use ki CD 6, rwnu* ■ street 
Improvement

Street
Improvement

Further
kwesrigatfon

OT4/1999 00025612 00,00 6-10

Document as part
of MFA~r*quJred 3- 

yeai, Further 
Investigation

13949MartncllaBbef n It 
IQS'to ZDS’ e/oCostefk?

Check with BOE. Sine* deposit A*** than 5 year* old. i not done, 
may need to hold to oompleta when approcnat*

Street
knprovement

*85,000.00& 312015 00023632 Marked a* rron-refundable41 4

■ r

Document as part 
of MFA-requfred S 

year. Further 
kwejtJgatlon

4435 Cornelia Ave w fs 
aFtoaSSi/oLendateStreet Check with BCE. Slnoe deposit les* than 5 year* old. tf not done, 

mayneedtohoM to complete when ippropri-tte
♦57.000.006/24/2014 Q00295T343 2 Marked a* norrtehrdabfc

Improve mar*
St

Document as part 
of MFA-requIred 5- 

year. Further 
Investigation

3443 Oesoanso Dr n/f 
from TTCTto 174' w?o 

TularosaDr

Street
Improvement

Check wtth BCE Since a recent depo*k,f not dene, may need to 
hold ro complete v hen appropriate

613G/2QT7 ♦S6.2B6.8045 MCB30330 13 Marked as non-ref raid able

1 r

Document u pen 
of MFA-requk#d S

year. Further 
krvestfgarlon

Street
heprr^emerrt

Valey Vlsra Bh*d n/s 535* 
to TOC e/o Woodley Ave

Check with BOE Since deposit less than 5 years old, tf not done, 
may need to hold to complete when *2p»oprtatr

0002351248 2/13/2014 Gi® james 5 norr-r*h*>dab(e. ©ash kr tiw of ponstrueMon

BOE and/or 
Acoou'illng 

investigation. Also 
document af pert
of MFA-Tequked 5*

year.

BCE.-.Eworieratlonietterfof t58K and this depodt record for t41K 
more than 2 year* later. Seems rhf*r*meinhfl*4K may need to 

be rebjrred to cufTent owner (single fwMkj home J

B4Z5T«iana Drive n/f 
218” tp 2BCT w/o Avenida 

H aefende (Gen Impl
7/25/2016 MCB3C085 ♦41,000.0061 3 Sewer* • none ration is tret dated 413/2014 for fSSK

+*
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■Vtjc-r
Kramer Jk'jvturt

V-u
' r.Hv. =•

Hrrt S’rf*fliint: Nr- II * •<; I'm r-r-p N ■< 'M:r> ISrn1: ■ I' 1 "f1 i'rinpr-'-
ID ■ i4) 1 e'r ■—i--

S’ „ CKlto&Qm(jta**45'hrf
ri^Dt-of-w ayki accordance with Saoondary 

Ffltfmay Standard*, Honl*f tobatrandafred 
kjB55 for straw* mafcntananoe of thbportton 

of Santa Fa Awvji.

Chacfc with B0ES55. LMy tW* wa* m-Kaupaymant Form wk that, 
tha City naadad to oomplaw

Further
IngartpaHon

Stfaat 3»HaFa AvW*3o 
Santa Monica Fwy

♦40.537.005/26/1393 00024437 1403

-T

Garrard
liywwamant

Check *ithK£i«: status. Oddthauhaorlginjddeposit amid 
•0.00. Perhaps dafaufe without documentation?

Further
fnwittHPtlor

Vrfay OrokBvd at
Woolsay CynW

00013221 MIU3T.286/30/2004 TZ64

Doorman! as part 
of MFA~r*qUr*d 5’ 

yaar. Further 
huwttgatlon

Chack with BOEra; *tatu*. Fund* ^wuld b* ratainad andusadfor 
tht*cao(aotrtwlloonpmod,u»lund*lhC04,na«uj * straat

5CnB W. Rosewood Ava, 
w/s from SO' to Z34‘ a/o

StraatMCB30318 *39,327.00 narnah*>dabt*B/3/2Q17 4 rvon-rafundabla65
foprovantar*

WftonFTaoa

Ooourwant a* pan 
of MFA-raqukad 5- 

year Further 
lnv»»irtgation

Check with BOE ra: status. Fund* should ba attained and u»d for 
tH* project, and o* f oompfetad, used In CO 3, new* strew* 

Nnprouemants.

3/3114 Bond default settlement pd & 
jaoorded, Settlement from Indemnity 
Company of CaWomfa for StJb«W*ten

Straat
Iwpwwament

OOOZ3B23 ♦33,221514/21/2014 3 7234 Claire Ave defaulted bond66

' r
Work not 

as#odat*d with 
specie address, 

so refund to 
“ourrent ownerfsf 

not possible. 
Permittee no 

loneatai 
addm

Straat
bprwerrrefH

CWy fc dootanant ivafl able
thews *14,000.

Chaok wfthSQEia: status, tfeorkoomptewd, us* funds C04. 
news* streetfruprouement

Ti^unga Av & Qftng St, 
NE comer

Fiat bar 
InvastlpatTon

OP02S382 *37£4&4S 46/30/200467

W5 Abbot KkwieyBbd 
and North Vertoe BW 
Wawaobon u fch kv(no 

Tabor Cotat

Straat
fcwproMtnrar*

Check w*h BOE re: status. teorkewwoptaed. If so. refund Further
hvaatlQatton

00027610 ♦36^00.00 11 abo see bend t HCB27603 for *46,300776/200868
peridttea, a« that# |* no "owner" of Intersection

BRONNER
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SJ h'
Aft-on

Bfmnpf On-post* 
Dole-

V-i-'ft.t [ >■ >! ^n Nr*; S>psf! Tyj>“Knnrj No tri ■ rvi: [!r f r !■*n r {jt N.jV* oi S*f- Pm^l P+s.'prrr^vl.tt-ors
ID

Check with BOE re: status, ff w oik completed. If «>.■ uie fundi CD 
1. nnui" street Improvement, end I not either finish « refund 

permkee, if possible

Deposit in lieu of 
construction.

Luca* Avenu* (204-2 IQ] 
*00' sfo Second 3t?eet

Further
Investigation

Street
Improvement

0D026108 *36,000.0063 3/17 race 1 cash in Seu of ©cn*mx«lQn

Refund not 
pewfbta a? 
permittee no 

longer at active 
business.

Deposit is 21 
yea«old 

Refund not 
possible a? 
permittee no 
longer active 

busiiess. 
Deposit 22 years

Further
Investigation

Cheek efch BOE rsr status. If work completed. I so, use Fundj CD 
11* nenui ■ sldewdfcs

Via Defoe WfS at 
Marquesas Way

*35,784.581WZ0/1336 0002514070 Tl Stfeaafc

■r

■fly Hh 1st St Between 
La Brea A v 5 Syoamor v

Check with EXXte statu*, tf work competed Iso, ui* funds CD 
5, newts ** street imptoyertwnt

Further
Investigation

Street
71 *35*740.15 58/23/1935 00024946

imprevwmvn*
Av-

jsfaL- h“

Check with BOE re: statu*. I work ©omploted. ffsc, refund 
permittee, whk?h Is still located at address of record, as there is no 

'’owner'1 of *ot ton

Further
Investigation

Street
Improvement

LoQenegaESvd 1 
Saturn 3t 3/v oomt-f

*35*000.00800/095 0002434472 5

Cheek vldiBOE ter status. I work completed If to, use funds CO 
3, nanus » street pmprovemen*.

Deposit in S*u oi 
construction

Further
investigation

Sweet
Improv ament

non-ref tmdabie iwwh pajewH n leu of p.w. 
Improvement

5/12/2000 0002578373 *35.000.06 3 20713 Parthenfa St

"Deposit in lieu oF 
construction;

work not 
associated wKh 

speoiRo address.
so refund to 

■IciAMfttjnjKcietfUl

Further 
Invest kk« ion

30th3tftPeok. Ave.NW Check with BOE re: statu*. I work completed. us*funds CD 15, 
nenus- street improvementImpnwement

♦34*400.003/22/1337 000253347fl 0 cwh payment ki leu of oonttruotton
comet

Further
investigation

3i*fondB| 190001*
Penrose St Me Comer

Check wfch BCE re; status. Looks Incomplete on Goople map*. If 
so, use funds to complete w ork a* location

Refund to*33*228.26B/30/2004 0002448077 6 Sdowalk currem owner

• r
see Cxsuncf Resolution dated 6-25-91 in 

oonnacbon • fth C53T - WLA93-068. Non- 
refundafcde cash payment

Fur the: 
Investigation

Check m kh BOE re: status and CondhJon *1 requirement If 
complete, use haidi lnCD5,neHus* street ^improvements

373G*yfoyAv*a 
Lendfa* Av Mw Corner

Street
*32,700.0000023742 non-re fu nd able73 7M0M391 5

knpfovement
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’Vfr.potf 1%': 
Acf'c-^

B(0firipi OpnVt
ID hate

■i i\! I .*■ ll’ 
■ * i }t+tt tj'rpi'.v i!■■■■■: TirV , r K-pim-f rr * ■ ^-tT.tcrr ?Bon:) No V.V- FTTl'l"1] ITT HITT !>;!*

Kehon Av* & Land air
(«t Counol Resofutfcn di i 6~25~31 in 

oomaptan with DOT -WL .Hot-
rafuf^daUaoashpaymert

Cheok with BOE r*: status and Condition *1requirement f 
oomplttt, lis* funds to CO 5, news • sheet Inprovafnehta

Further
Investigation

Street
knprgueinert

SW1331 #32.632. OS 5 non-i*lundabb00023836SO
Au#

Document as part 
of MFA-requif*d 5* 

yaw, Further 
Investigation

1834 Pandora Ave.e/i 
fro*n3S0,to430‘ whs 
Santa Monica E3W

Check vfchSCC r*r status. Finds fhouW b* r#tato*d and used tot 
this pfofaot, and or 1 completed, used in CO 5, ne*us- sweet 

improvements.

Street
Improvement

KCB3O2014/3/2017 #29,000,00 5 non-r*fundable cash bond

■p-

Chasa Si & Langdon 
AveSW comet

Check with BOEte: stem*. I completed, used In CO 6, nenus* 
street improvement*.

Further
Investigation

Street
htprwefnent

4/4H994 00024887 #28,727.03 607

■ r

©ash payment f«acnciticin93HTR8TKX 
Received from An Qbradcvteh, cto 

C^radovieh Const Co.

22S5Fom HPf Di. W/S, 
Sfo Keswick Am

StNMt
Improvement

ChaekwlthBOE.Tr statu* and condition flared before 
daWmining destination of mortts

Fuithei
Investigation

6/6/2007 ♦28.2011.08OOC27921 5

Oocumenra* p«t
of MFA-raquii*d 

year. Further 
lnve*tig*ion

Preston AveandEwfrrg Check vkh BOE r#e status. Evfrttng Nonnation If completed, im 
funds to CD 15. newus * ttraet k^provwtiants

3ti*at
Improvement

0/W2C16 #27,809.0832 00030047 13 3t

?■
Document as part 
of MFA-tatfukadS- 

yaar. Furthei 
Investigation

Check wkh BCE re: status, If the protect Is oompleied and the 
work Is assoolatedvEh a property address. than refund should spa 

to th* aidsting property owner.

Street
knprpwarnant

7/30/2015 #27.000.00 btte S- Inglewood Bfvd00029806 1134

■r

Document ** part
of MF A-required 5- 

yaar. Further 
Investigation

Check with BOE re; statu*. Afchcuflh the specIfto address saatris 
unknown, the pwmfcte* Is «1 an aotiw oomp«iy and can be 

contacted

Monies to b* used to si^aplsmerl other 
locartons, This speofc location Is unknown.

nmr2os 00029685 #28840.00 n Broadway and 5th A».35

3/3/®WJ; AI#ian<*©M left v.m.T»qu*f ting 
bond release. Fhad Inspection from BSS 

retried for Inspection of haul rout*. 6/3/TG 
33: Emailed Manny Pefe* of BSS to request 

f or refeese lartei

Document: as part 
of MFA-required 5- 

year. Further 
Invest Igation

Check with BQE re: status, tf the prefect Is oornpfetad. refund to 
permittee of r acord sin©* work not associated with single pt©party5/20/2C16 00030033 #25.000.00 14 2917-2937East 1st St101 Unknown
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Sop.X'i' trv
AtJion

Bfnmuki O^Drt^it 
ll.itc

B'rnrf No toil !>>{»n[) PfT-'tj S(-rf*'|»1 Vtr4 O’ Hr f' li +'ft '/j-’JGCf Km-O V-renr ,rt•: |r-\’
rr>

10887 Topenga Canyon 
0Wwf*688’»'W86>J© 

Chats* ofth St

BOE research needed. Qogk-ial Bond TrackingOoo show* 
♦VE&QQQ- Qltfnal date of par mil aopkoaiion was 7/27/Z01Z, 

and bond defayfc nottoe sent 5707©

Further
Investigation

Sbeet
bnprovement

00030037 ♦24,000. (HI ktMtty bond wi +. PBQ019830QQQ8U4 5/27/2016 12

Check with BOE te; itatUL OnGt rleMapi, tHi intersection 
does not appear to be Improved. Deposit ha* been held for 25 

jje-sr*. Drhw knprove or vs* In CO 13

Street
knpieuement

Mariano St rJs 3TS" to 
264'e/oRoyetAu

Further
Investigation00024127105 U3I1332 ♦23,000.00 3 3/27/36 - “No nnd to Srprav* m this t#n«"

Check w kfi BOE r#t status, lhh*pto*eoti»ooinpf#fed, refund to 
peirrfcte* of reacrd since work not associated with single piopetty 

owrw

Street
Improvement

Satfcjoy a */* 495' w/o 
Amigo Ave

Further
fnvMttgation00026743100 1/15/2004 ♦22,645.00 3

■ r
Further 

huestigation 
ba*ora refLric&ig

Check with E, re: status. If the protect fc» completed refund tc 
current ow net

Street
00026265112 4/202002 ♦21,000 00 5 BQ9-1611 Overland AvtImprovement

. r
Refund to 

current owner 
natpoasbie 

smoe not 
specific project 

location.

Further
Investigation

3n*e<
Improvement

N, Ventura Blvd & West 
Ti&mg©Av

Cheok wfch BCE r*. status. # work complete, use in CD 2, Nexus * 
street knprovement

00023754115 7/3071391 *28,000.00 2

cdgbond for *127jOQU, July 2013. 
Ncti^icns in Bond Tracking doc includer 
7/T3/15 WJ: Authorization ro release bond 

granted by CCA. 77C715*Honoiatlor> letter 
ernafed to Ben R1988] 298-6683

Street
Improvement

Further
Investigation

rta 10/7/20© KCB30133 ♦20.000-00 12 3800 Whiw Oak Av* Cheok wfch BOE *ndtaiAcoor*ving re: status.

■ r

Federal Av 11631181 Idaho Check with BOE re: Status. ( work oompJete, use in CD Tl, Menus ■ 
Strew improvement

Further
Investigation

Street121 6/30/2004 00025634 mmjs Tl
Av*, NW cornerImprovement

• r-
Seo»dvedaBU2558- 

2562] E/S Bat* 
EHpcskten B) & RJohiand

Check with BOE re; status. If work complete, use in CDS, Nwhws- 
street improvement

Further
Investigation

Street
knprovement*13,158.12122 2/12/1336 00025024 5 DOT Case VLA 88-0051 2TS305

Av

Woodley AvV* 550-750 
3o Valley Vista Bl

Cheok with BOE re status. 1 work complete, use in CD 5, Nmus = 
strew improvement

Further
hwstigatlcn

Street
Improvement123 1/3/1389 00021647 *19,075-26 5
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IkTK'St
f.lt-

Urcrri'r ■■ W'V ' 'O'

At I i n
\Inrv K, r W.‘\ \ I-:■ *-n~, ■

ID rA<-^rr**t

Chaok w fth BOE f*: status. If a oA main CD 2, N*wui *
straat ynprovamanl

2 King St. n/s 664^cj 
fTW' ate Lmfcfihim Bfvd

Funhai
Jrwaitfgatfon

2/tV2003 00029438 tlS.OCKLQGT24 Unknown2 *h paymant only.tn lau of oonsttuotkin

■ r
C-T dsdkafonraqufead to potnp4»t a45~- 

(T haff rlgh*-o<-v*y tn acoordanca a *h 
Sacondary Norway standards. 

ImpKJwwmfui not woonwftdad as that* is 
Hsufltont ilglv-T^wayniooriitiuor aha! 

roadway la City Standards.

Check with BOE nc status. Sfrwa note* Indowad that v or*: not 
racommandad.. and or Haps, cfaaa not appaartoba

dona, funds should Kav* b**n rafLTidfd. Cuoantoanar Is Mart

Briwiay Av sdaks 130- 
330SE0FWatwoodSt 

[B751B»adayAvi

Further
bwtftlgadcn

before rc+ijrpdn>5

Stmt
fc upf ov a man*

00023255tJ/T6rt390126 6
Auto

r

Whfwatt AuE/a'Bffltg 
130* V/o Valay Spring Ln 

Condi2

Stiaat Otaok with BOE t*; status. If eqA campkrta.use in CO 2sing* not 
Uad to ipaotfto addraj*. Manus * straat knprcvamaot

Further
Investigation

00023303 418,700.001Z7 Cash payment oHy. oondWon 42■cnyraao 2
h^Kovamam

-r
Cmftfcn* *(• i.

TVmll has aWady mat th* bond Check aHh BOE re; status. ff work oompleta, refund currant 
aww,If Idtntiflabfa.ocusefaCDT1, nanus* strawbnprovamam

12 SpWtaksr St 4 Afci 
BatyThawof

Further
hvafdgatlon

Street
h^wovamant

*18,300.0000024553&I23TH33126 T)
Tagutramaris"

■ r

Ti4mga Canyon PI & 
Foo«aSeC«l643Q 

FoodnOH)

Furthar 
hvastijjetion 

before rafynding

Stmat
h^yovamant

Chaofc eth BOE re* ratus. If work complata, catund to outran* 
oener.lf po«fWa,csuse!nCD7,Nei*js« iw« knpranemaw

00023383 *17,350.00T&TOTBSI133 7

r

NattorWBWnff 
bataaan CarrfMd Av* 4 

BagtayAua

58-Et IghthigaaamanJfctars.
Consult Bureau of Straat Lighting.

Check a 1th Ouretu of Street Lighting and? sutftafant. use lunch In 
CD 5, nanus * straat lighting

Fiathar
Invartgatfon

00023061 *18,453.230/TV1331137 5 Street Uflht*

r-

11303 Cramhaw Bhd 
Consouetton Lndar “A"

Further 
lnw»« Igwton 

baforaraFu-tdtng

Straat Chaofe wkh BOE ra: status. If work ccmpteta, rahardcurrant 
ovna

00027470 *18,000.00oncreoaeW2 Construction rrtth A parmA10

Further 
Investigation 

before taf unding

Straat
krrprovarnant

ChaokalthBOEfa: itatca. 9 aorkoompteta,(a<undcu*rant
qanai,

00029282 mjsm.m 7i141 7^16/2006 644 Caffomla Aatnoa

FoimanAyHTBH Ws 
220-206 So Camsrifo W

Straat GsacfeafchBOEta: status, laprk oomplat».u»ahnC04slnoanot 
rtad to spacftcackiass, Narrus* straat Bnprovamart

Fusthar
Wasttgadem

00025025 *15J900.00144 4

■ r
Prasandy dadoatad as a firtura alay. 

Hoaavar, adfaoantparoaff on «*hat slda do 
rte haua an alay dadoatad. Portion of 

■ataing bu^dktgoon«njctad wtHn KJtuta 
ahy turn-wound. Flaoonwiad rafund of

Chaok rtatui with BOE. Although bond notas raoarrmand 
rafunding mo nay, datarmhilng cwiant "oa nar" may ba dtffk)v4t 

pnoa dapanlad 1931, and ndtiad to partioiiar address.

Furthar 
IrwrtgaQwi 

bafora refunding

Afy Wo Vanoa an St 255“ 
3T7 Eo Longrtdga Av

*14.387.86 2B2 3W1331 000235Q4 Sklawslc

BRQNNER
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lutp
I 'r ! ('i .tTli'i* 

i
Si rtrkorl "or Art rtf'i'r -:*ri Kf^^n-n,*'i:Lh t r>si fir ft> Tvr*1le-T-n r>'

ID

Further 
kivastlgatfon 

bafore refunding
□0024322 Check with BOE re: status. fr completed, refund current wntr6/30/2001 *14.100 00 111703, M«m5t154 6

Further 
Investigation 

before refunding

Osboma & 5E/3 51T to 
TOT WO Osborn* P!

Saaat Check v*h BOE r« status. tf completed, refund ourrert owner6/23/1339 00025633 *14.087.33 7155
knprowmoni

■r
Deposit from 1932.

and no specific 
addressfowner bed 
to project location 

for refund if 
oomptated

La D«n*Q4 Bk: & AV 
W/o381-589 Sto 

Knowfmn 31

Chack withBOEre; eterus. If w otk complete, use in CO Tl sine* 
not tied to speoiflo address. Menu** so*** improvement

Further
bivestigotion

Street
Improvement

0002432810/28/1932 *13.404.87 Tl157

Document as part 
of MFA-requIred 5- 

yew. Further 
Investigation

Check vlth BOE re; status If work complete, use In CO 5, Nexus 
* sit eel Improvement

1500 Beverly Dr fit CasNaStreet
htptcvefnert

non’rafundabfe156 HCB3D171TV2212016 *13.200.00 5 non-refundable deposit
St

Check *Hh BOE te: flatus If work complete, use bi CD 2. Newus 
» street improvement

Further
Invesbg-itlon

Street
hrprovement

Huston St and Kkaep 
Avenue, SW comer

Mofirefundabte Cash Bond IrrHtu of 
oonstniodon of improvement on Huston 5t,

12/6/2 OCT rra.ooaoo non-refundable162 28117 2

D*pP« from 1334, 
and no specific 
address tied to 

project location for 
refund

HoLauflhttn Av (4053)
Vfi Bet* WarsWngtonBI 

& Washkrgtcn Pi

Check elth BOE re: status. 11 eerie complete, us* in CD Tl since 
not bed to speoiFfo address Nenu* * street improvement

Street
Improvement

Further
Investigation

2/7H334 00024656105 *12.712.15 n

Deposit from 1934,
end no specific

ChafonRd fPw StJ 
Mandevto Cyn Rd T g 
M85FWyo<^d434

Check with BOE re; status. If work complete, use tn CO Tl since 
not bed to specific address. Netruf ■ street improvement

address foe net Med 
to project beacon 

for refund if

Street
Improvement

Further
Investigation

3W1934 24871 *12.300.00167 o«h pavsoent only, corefHon *3411

completed

Deposit from 1930.
and no spedTeo 

•ddress/oener bed 
la project location 

lea refund if 
completed

Paivam AvNe*Bet 
Mlercuri Av & La Grange

Check efch BOE re: status. If work complete, use *> CD 5 since 
not Med to ipeoiflo address. Menus * street improvement

Further
b-iveftigadcm

Street
□0022344166 5r23/1990 *12J?05.B4 5

Av

' r
Document nspart 
ofMFAnequited 5-

year. Further 
Investigation !

Check with DOT re: status. If vorkoompfete, use In CD 11, 
Menu* ■ street brprovement

Sheet
Improvement

169 1V3/Z015 00023866 *12. ODD. 00 11 454-456 Venice Bh*d non-ref undabk deport non-refund able
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Ih'np** "i 
1L

t
l> tv... i'- 1 >. iv-piv*-TM' V Sfrl*h

H) ,.4^

Deport from 1383, 
and no specific 

addrenrfownet tied 
to prefect boatlon 

forrefLaidil 
completed

3(r*«
knpwiflifnt

SrevE ; w Wfs fiesta 
Dr To 133 South

Cheok v*h BOE rei start*. I vo* complete, usefri CD 3 since 
not (fed to fpocrto address. Nexus * jtrnt improve rretTr

Further
hvertgreion

00022038 ♦1X423,330/12/1393 3T71

Deposit Front 1393, 
end no specific 

addr* ss/owner tied 
to project location 

for refund 4 
completed

Street
bnpwwwwtt

H|ro»Clrd*N/E^*266
337S/Ely#H*o*eSt,

Chock with BCE re: start* If worfcoompta*,u**frt CD7 since 
not bod to spec flc address. Mmut- Krnt bnprowemenf

Furtbw
huestFgeNcm

00024453 *1X232.874/15/1993 7172

■ T
Ftather 

hveetfgatton 
below refunding

Stint
knprovement

2313 Qoean Front WalV 
[ft 24th Av Me Comejr

Check efth BCE re: status. If ea* ootnplet*. refund to wrent 
owner

00024034 *tumMV23D332173 11

’T

See ftomr D183, For same depositor and I ooarioo, which was 
tf Ired bond Check <hnh BOE re- status.! eotkoomplet*, 

Ltf * In CD 4, Niwh * street Improvement

□kken* 5t. rV* 3&T tp 
330f E/o NoW# Av*.

Street
hpiwi!f#nt

In Hey of 
oonstiuotton

Further
hv*<ttg«ion

*1X000,801/5/2005 4178 payment tr> Nau of construction, caot 54031

■ ?-

Street
friptovemer*

Check with BOE re: status. If wo* complete, us* hi CD 11, 
Nexus p street knproYemerx

In (leu of 
construction

Further
Investigation

♦10,60a ooY20/2010 00020702 419 Do Mn Front Walk177 n sweet In^rovement

■ r
Deport from 190S, 

end no specific 
address'd* ner tied 
to project location 

for refiod f 
completed

Sweet
Improvement

A*y N/0 Ventura Bl 23V
360 Wte EndnoB

Check with BOE re: status. # work oomplet#, use in CO Tl, since 
not tied to specific address. Nexus * street Improvement

Further
Investigation

00022131 ♦Human6/2071389173 n cash payment only

Deposit from 1393, 
and no spedfia 

address! owner tied 
to project looartcn 

for refund f 
oompMed

Veteran Av ft OpHr Dr N* 
Cor-452-450 Vereran

Street
Improvement

Check with BOE nr* status. I wo* ooffipiete, usem CD 5 *ir>oe Further
Investigation

mooaoo5/371333 00O2447Q 5WO
noi tied to speoifia address. Nexus * street improvementAv

7122-7124 HcJjreood Check with BOE re, rtatu*. !*q* complete„r*fcmdto current 
owner

Street
Improvement

Further
Investigation

714/2003 00026453 maoaoo101 4 cash payment only
Blvd

r
Mo specific 

addrecsfauneitied 

topro|#otlocarton 
for refmd f 
•completed

Street Ockene St red Noble Check efth BOE re: status. V work ownplete, tree In CO 4 since 
noi t*ed to specflta adcfces s. Nexus * street improvement

Further
hvestigatfon

Q00 4TB2 000X71273/21/2005
bpwewrt
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[irnnrf-i
Writ() *tr Roifi ?<•'* r».'-^ T-f: I vv F>‘>- ■ • n i'^-ij _*ppr ftrV. i'!ivT4TTli.J.i

III

Se*#t
In^fowrwii* 9.708.8100024507 LotAnflahg7933/06/18 n184

■ r
* 3.TS7001309/06/13 00022105 6 V*§*ir105

S&**t
(mprovwFurrt

t 94*0.001332/12/28 00024333196 Tl Venice
■ r-

5WM
(rnprw*m*rit187 Q0G2Z224 t 3.BOatJO1383/06/03 4 Lo* Angdos

-r
1383*13/06 0002182a t 9450.57 e North Hofcywood

■ r
S*r®«

knprov*ff»ttt* 9420.00180 1333/00/13 COO25660 12 Lxrj Ang«4**

Sfrwn
hnpFowwrt

* 9400.002ocwoe«o 00022334 IS SflnPtdo130
■ r

knptovcmcrA
• 9400-00rowwns 00023568 6131 Veriw

3*rrw
lmprov#m*rrt

0002230C « 94)83132 isssraerai IT Lm Angate#

■ r
5tr**t

bnpfwwwH* sjnaoo2004/08/30193 00022223 15 Lot flngp^t

S«t*t
|mproy*m*rri

♦ 9400.00COO22573 151390/014J3 5*nP#dro134

r
i 0423.00 $d#w*|k2004/06/30 00022082 15 S4nP#^tJ135

Su»et
Impiovarrwri*

1398/03/25 9 8405.40m. 00025042 n L« Angalag
- r

StTW
lmpfov*m*nt

137 00023500 t 8450.001S3V03/G8 15 SanPadro

2004/06/30 000227X1 IS 5«nP*cfca0 Sd***2cn

S«**t
lmprw«iTi*ni202 2000/05/26 00025736 *- 7*720.00 2 Sh*nrwnCWc*

&nnw
knprwam*ntztmrvoe 748X31203 00025325 15 San P*dro

■ r
1332/02/10 • 7482.00204 00024053 2 3fckwaft Bwharh

♦ 74 M Inknow3/12/2003 00028433205 SarFanwdo
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lire nr r i
IVprKil P.itr N'. rI’ni'ii V> R,. *,..vI! ■' P' T 1 . ct nrK. ■ ■ r y-w:If'

r

00022200 • 7.485.00 Sidawalt1303)08)04 11 V*t*t»207
■ r

Stmt
1392)71106 00024320 • T.«aaoo is San^dro208

■ v
StlWt

knpmamapt
00025503 * 7,200.00203 133®08121 5 LosAngaltt

fcnpfovamam133010121 00025303 • 7.200.00210 5 LrwAngaiaa
■ >■-

Stmt
00022535211 1330101)03 * T.isase 5 Vol*yVS*9>

■ r

00028713 t T.TT8.47 UWcnown212 21212010 Hrnow Lot Angaiaf
T

Sttaat
improvamant

00O2S383 * 7JBO.QO200VTO232* H Lu Ang*i*j
r

Sti«<
hywiwff200006130 00022633 • 7,000.00 IS210 3aniaMerlea

r
2)24)2010 00020726 * 8.344.08 Inkno* Unknown217 Lof Angelas

■ T
Stmt

krprowafiwn
• 6,300.00218 1339I0V21 00025565 11 Marina CM FWy

■ r

1331)03)17 00023871 • 8,83111 3 SkMrJt213 CanopaPark
■ r

t338«W03 00025433 9 6.491140 3tr*wtLlght*2Z1 15 3«riP«i»cj

■ y
9tr*wt00024325222 1395*07/117 % SwmanQak*

r

00024652 4 Bjma223 T334WVZ0 7 3tf»*t Light# MlrttonHIk

■ r
095/05*04 00024835 • 6,339.77 StudteCSyZZ4 2

■T
1333/02m 00024422 4 ft^oaoo 3id^pft225 6 P*noi«m«C*y

“ r
4 6*204,03snmm 00025685226 Unknown La* Angvtvs

r Stt**'
knpfoy*m*nt

1930/06/18 • B,moo00022331227 15 San Padre
" r

• 8.180.00B5071CV26 00023265 Sdavak Santa Manioa220 15
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Crornfr (>rf> .■(’ ] Pi',4 ''
L’fpc *>t D^tft f N- j lV"i« \r.*r- =■: t-t! ’* • r 1c.v> SY'vUrrrv. r ‘i S^iv^r !^i Act.1.* rifs.■!’ : fsC|1T'|

ID

♦ 0.1 100■eea/oara 00022323 7 SdwA229

StIHt

bnpfown#n<
200071 VOS 00025324 BjONJT1 5t Lo*Arig*fe»*230

6/30/2004 104VQOQO * LOO Unknown233 WilTOHr LosAngvtn
r

Str#*t
fmpipv*m*r#* 5,385.00Z34 mVTV27 0X23323 5 Endno

3trwwt
hpfownwit

1330/03/27 00022736 * 5,900.00237 4 Lo*Ang»jM
■r

S<r**t
impipwnwr*

OQ0251Q6230 1998107730 * 5,900.00 Tl V#nte#

Str^t
00022040 * 5JWaOD1330/04716 15 3*nP*dro239 bnprovwrrwr*

1990103/27 00022735 * 5,700.00 Lot Ang*l**240 3*w*«Tl

THOnOtM 00023235 * 5.500242 7 Sld«r*& PmvrttntOnv

* 5j*rr.74243 T99VOV02 00023381 &f**t LightM

■ r"
10/23/2009 • 5,478.76 WffBw244 00025335 Unknown ! iflngdwf

10/29/2003 00020642 ♦ 5.437.37 Hcnow246 LwAngil*iLHnwn

* 5,400.002004/06/30 00022B3T247 15 Tiwk 5*nFWo

■r

• 5.40Q 1248 1330/05/01 00022671 3dt*«fcE SflnP^io

243 2004/06/30 00024720 4 5.3GO. 00 SMwralk Mwth hoflvw god4

* 5.333.81iseartM/it 0X21920 5 Lo* flrgiUi250
- r

Strwwt
bnpfownwnt

1393/06/25 * 5,300.00251 00019575 E SsnPwdro

Str*#c
Imptwwmwrt

♦ 5-Z33LT4252 1995/09/07 00024939 Lo* AnpiUi4

* 5JET3JI71397/04/07 00025206253 4 3tT**t Lights La*Ang**K
■ •**

9tr«w
133S/09/T7 0X24336 • &Z27.1S254 12 3«nFwman<feknprawirwf*

5584



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 53

ill I ■tlo'lfi Nr I'rr i .”>■ I- ■! r Wf-rt .p\ r.-«t ,\i !r ■ S -pjvrr! {o' Ai +ir’r SlrpiLkpn-t l P.flr 11 npT r "■h
H) ■ Ai'iJir

Stt**
00022826 * 5.200.00200*06/30 B San Padro255

bnpfOWTWrt
‘r

fmpfowiwn*
0002-30361330/07/11 15 SanPadro258

3tr«<«257 20W05730 00023649 SanPadro15 htyrwTTxnt
■ -

S«T**
tmprovaimnt

00023740 * S.0 00139V07/23 15 SanPadr©256
r

S<r*«t
litipfovaman*• 5,000.001333/02/17 00024424 3253

■ 7"
00024453 *2004/06/30 3 a* Loj Anpihs260

■r
Str**t

iRIpHWMfW
00024556 * S,000,00zxwoeno ■n Los Angibi261

r
9vh<

lfT?prciwn*nt00023643T39V05/23 12 Oi*»sworth262

■ r Str*«
lirpownant

1330/06/09 * 4»! 15263 00022973 HaftwrCfty
' r

5wa*t
hnprwrcwrt

* 4,950.0000023557139V04W 2264 VanNuyn

r
00024474 • 4,890.04265 1333W/28 Tl LNmown LoaAngalii

Snt«
ftnfHWffWrt

»266 243102004/06/30 B SanP*<*{r

■
20MAG/X 00025152 • 4.740.00267 5*dt**fo Lot AngaUt3

r
Str**t

• 4,640.00260 1383/06/13 00022tB 1 MorhHoi^ood
lmpiov*m*«

r
1363/03/25 * 4,800.00263 00022333 LWmown15 To*rarto*

■ T
«270 2004/06/30 00022624 4.500.52 6 5tdvwaA( y*nte*

■ r
4000226602004/06/30 3 5td***flc Woodland W*2T1

' 7-
00025TS • tjsoajon272 200VQV31 2 StudfeDty

W24/2016 MCB 30140 * 4,900.00273 Ena Ira
4-
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Brcnnrr rT L V- 

(.■Vcriri*- SupIVl! L>! A. * orT*'® I'lV’ Rrt’prBom! Nn ! ■ ■. f I f'lTil Rr, r-.i't fiiti ri'tr I' i.(1 i ir[)(.*nivnt P.tif h'fTltl< nrm

MC830156 * 4,500.00 Inlaw* Unknown10/27/2018 Loi Anpakg274
Sfr#«

lmprow#fn*nt1399/01/06 00025559 t 4.400.44275 3 Tirana

’ r
00025315 4.405.011397/07/31 12 9<ft Ught« NortMdg*276

-r Saw
kfi()tOM*nwnt

* 4.400.002004/08/30 OCO23340 S*nP*do278 15
Sa**t

Imptowmanr• 4,275.00199V07J3O 23TB2 15 SanPatiro279

■ r

00024675 * 4.189.00 Sd**afc2004/08/30280 3
3a***

lmp*owm*nt
00024622 « 4,120.001394/12/08 M*in*D*<F»*y281 n

Sa*m
hnpnwwrmy2004/06/30 00022562262 • 4.05a 00 <E San P*dio

133CV05W4 00022693 $ 4.000.00 StudoCty283 2 9*i***LlgHw

2004KJ6/30 00024623 4,000.00 TrMi284 V*nto*

Sa**t
ImprowrwV

00024327 • 3^80001992HW6 SanP*dio265 15

S*T**t
1939/04/28 25607 * 3J96.19286 11 Lof AngtWf

3tr*«
bnpiowtwnt

1930/03/27 00022776 Marina Drifts286 11
r

3fr**t
00024659290 » 3.550.001394/03/04 SanPadg

9o*»t* 3J5tXm1390/03/19 00025214291 3 W«t NMk
■r

2004/08/30 00025044 t 3334,72232 *E 34** mk SanP**fco

5*t**k
knpfowamant

00024961 * 3JOO )1335/03/27 tl MartiaO^Rav234
r

fcnpfovwTwnt00024362 * 3.300.00 tl295 1995/Q9/2T Marina D*JR*y

So*#*
knpiwmrmt236 • 3/BO 152004/06/30 QO02Z737 SanMo
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Drover . - i ,
[» :sj r? for Ar-; ■■llfifll Nr. i C.. ■ ■ f-v. ■ ^ v!-, B: U,- ViT k*Tl'tT*.surly lii!.Ki

* 3,000.00 Brno*00026525 Unknown Burbank4/7/2003237

StT*#t
00026007 • 2300.002001/02/20 ti Lo* Angalw239

•f SttMt
0 2.893.00000277422006mm300 Inyrowamant

T

SUwalk2Q04/06/30 00021941 • zme301 8
■ r

StT«W

Improvanant
1335/08/20 00024342 * 2J) 00.00302 11

r Str*at
O00ZS48O 0 2.TZ&0Q1390/05/31303 Panadafapfovamant

■
00Q2«-O2DO4J0G/30 • 2J5OQ.O0 to ®Wwwalc304 Lo* Angara*

• T

03026814 • U8S.004/7/2004 Unknown Panorama City305

00057840TTO2CTR O307 Ubbwan Lc« Anptte*

5/2VZ015 EFC00009 * 2J500 ) Unknown SanPadro308

% 2JHML00 JnknowVT2/20T5 EFC0Q0T1 Unknown309 Lo* Angala*

TF-

00025826 * 2.43112zooo/wie 7 Unknown310 Lot Angata*

♦ 2.400.0000022261 Skfcwafr2O04/06/3Q 43T1 Lo* Angak*
" r

000220642004/0G/30 3313 Sdawalc Lo* Angria*
■ r

4 2.100.00315 2004/06/30 00022394 SteJawafc14 Los Angola*
r

ImptOWITHHV
0CNE25TI1983/12/05 * 2,000.00316 11 Vanfeo*

■ T 9tr**t
ktipjwamant

♦ 2JMKL0000023632 Lo* Angola*1393/04/28 4317

■ f
1935/04/26 00024893 • ZJDW.OO3t0 11 Unknown Lo* Angalw

" r
% xmM000248401335/03/01 SidHidc Lo* Anga/aj319

if
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Rjonrn 'mV ! i >'i .U(,i'
fl-w ii NoLV jc^'I IVrtt i ur?r-rt ij;.r ftiliovr-Krrtl F . v S’< vt: Kn r i-t Scr-« i-' f- lh> . « ; M« Hn Neil S!rp*■•Vri

ID

0CQ22504 i 1,800.002004/06/30 e North Holywood321 Unknown

9tr**
Impfowwvtrt2000/10/25 OC0253T5 1458.91 15326 Los Angriws

2004f06/30 00021756 1.400.80327 t 0

5?28fSS3 1375.8*326 00025622 * Jnknowi Unknown

t 1307.51323 6/132003 Q0020562 Jnknowi Unknown

' r
33T 00022332 * 13011802004/06/30 9 Pk*thridg*3d*wtfr

139Q/WT2 00022046 izoaea 12332 Sd*w4fr Los Anya** %

Strw
1389/0YI0 00021670 1100,00 Tl334 SanP«ko

■ r-
SlF**

lmprov*m*n*
00024737335 1394/10/31 t 1004.21 T5 Lo* AnggU*

■ r
T2FTV2012 * 1000,00 >*ncwi Urknown338 00026517

™ r
339 t 1.000.00 Hnwi2GW/08/12 Lo*Ang*/**

'r
00023829340 X33mrz5 % 303,88 5 Ler*Ang*f*s
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VII. Survey of Comparable California Municipalities
Survey Method: SurveyMonkey.com, on-line survey

Public Works managers (finance, engineering, planning}Target Group:

Survey Sent: August 14, 2017

96 sent / 25 responsesTotal Sent/# of Responses:

Question 1: In what Cltv or County are you employed?

Responses - Cities Responses - Counties

AlamedaGlendaleAnaheim Sacramento

Los AngelesBakersfield Irvine San Francisco

RiversideLos Angeles San JoseCompton

Moreno Valley Santa Clarita San FranciscoCulver City

Santa ClaraOxnard Santa MonicaFremont

Rancho CucamongaFresno

Question 2: What is the name of vour Department?

CountResponse

Department of Building Permits and Inspections 1

Department of Construction & Development Services 1

Department of Development Services 1

Department of Engineering Services 1

Department of Planning 1

Department of Public Works 16

Department of Public Works & Land Development 1

Department of Roads & Airports 1

Transportation Land Management Agency 1

TOTAL RESPONSES 25

BRONNER



Response Options

BRONNER
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Question 3: What is your job title?

CountResponse Response Count

Administrative Services 
Manager_____________

Management Analyst III1 1

Permit TechnicianAssistant City Engineer 2 1

Assistant Director Principal Civil Engineer1 4

Chief Building Official Project Development Coordinator1 1

Civil Engineer IV Public Works Manager1 1

Deputy Director Regional Office Manager2 1

Deputy Director of Public Works Right-of-Way Coordinator / Supervisor1 1

Senior Civil EngineerDirector 1 3

Senior EngineerDivision Manager 1 1

TOTAL RESPONSES 25
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Other responses by survey participants:

CountResponse

Cash/checks 3

Certificates of Deposit 2

Letters of Credit 6

Cashier's Check 3

Performance, maintenance, and excavation bonds 1

BRONNER
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Other (please specify)Municipal Cash Bond 

Response Options i
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2

0
Yes No Unsure

Response Options

ie

permit?

18

:

i

i

2

0
Yes No Unsure

Response Options .
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Question 6: Does vour Citv/Countv have a standard process for handling deposits received for issuing permits?

20 :

18
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Question 8: Does your Citv/Countv have standard processes for categorizing the intended project purpose for the 
following permit types? Check ail that apply.

16

14

ll.l

12

u
g 10
oa.
©

5 8o
01■D
E 6

4

2

0 J-
Street RepairStreet U^Mtigid VacatiofidhqaafcitBprovemfiiib-divSjincial or Miscellaneous 

Response Options
Trees
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Other responses by survey participants:

Response Count

Assessor's parcel number 3

BRONNER
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process for refunding the deposit to the contractor/developer?

Unsure

Response Options
i

Follow-up to question 10: If yes, what is the time frame in triggering the refund process for projects) that were never 
started?

Other responses by survey participants:

CountResponse

After project completion 4

After final inspection 2

After applicant request 2

After project completion, pending work review 1

1Two to four weeks

30 to 45 days 1

BRONNER
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0 r- -
Other (please specify)Refund the money to Keep the money within Repurpose the money 

the department where for another capital 
contractor/developer the permit was issued 

for the general 
purpose it was 

collected (i.e. trees, 
sidewalk, curb and 

gutter, etc.)

Escheatment
the

project

Response Options
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Other responses by survey participants:

CountResponse

Require completion of work 2

Hold Certificate of Occupancy 2

Actions depend on project details 2

1Reissue permit

Credit deposit towards total cost of permit fees 1

BRONNER



2 s--------

0 -i--------
Refund the money to Keep the money 

within the
contractor/developer department where 

the permit was 
issued (i.e. trees, 

sidewalk, curb and 
gutter, etc.)

Repurpose the 
money for another 

capital project

Other (please 
specify)

Escheatmentf
the

i1

!

Response Options
.

Other responses from survey participants:

Response Count

Refund inspection deposit, but not plan check fee 1

Depends on issuance of bonds 1

Refunds only occur if no building permits are issued or 
subdivision has not occurred 1

No collection is taken until excavation permit is processed 1

Credit deposit towards total cost of permit fees 1

BRONNER
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part of the Capital Improvement Plan?

UnsureNo

Response Options

BRONNER
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Response Options

monies from defaulted bond deposits to fund public works14: DoesvourCii that are
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2

0 I
Transfer the money to the public Transfer the money to another fund 

works general purpose fund for a specific district/ward/service area
] Use the money to complete the 
; original project for which the deposit 
! was placed

Response Options

Other responses front survey participants:

CountResponse

Not Applicable 2

1Unsure

:

:■
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The project is 
completed with 

city/county 
resources

Other (please 
specify)

The project is 
completed with 

outside contractors

The project is not 
completed

Response Options

Other responses from survey participants:

Response Count

Require permit holder to complete work 1

Project is completed with bond funds and potentially revised to limit 
additional project expenditures___________

1

Collection is pursued only when "a life-threatening situation occurs" 1

Not Applicable 2

BROWNER
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Question 16: If the bond has defaulted, which of the following occurs? Check all that apply.
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2

o
Transfers the money Transfers the money Transfers the money Transfers the money 
to the public works to the public works to another fund (e.g. to another fund for a 
fund for a specific general purpose 

purpose

Uses the money to 
complete the 

original project for 
which the deposit 

was placed

Other (please 
specify)

specific
district/wa rd/service

corporate, 
enterprise, 

dty/county general 
fund, etc.)

fund
area

Response Options
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Question 17: If the total project costs less than the amount of the defaulted bond, how does the Gty/County allocate 
the surplus funds?
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Other responses from survey participants:

CountResponse

Use project funds to complete original project 1

Return surplus funds 1

Not Applicable 4

Unsure 1

5594



0
NoYes Unsure

Response Options

Question 19: Please explain how vour Cjtv/Countv establishes "reasonable relationships" based on the Mitigation Fee 

Act,

CountResponse

Nexus Study 4

Impact fee study 5

Traffic study 2

Master Project Plan 1

Responsibility of another Department 3

Pubit
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Not Applicable. 
City/County does not 
collect Development 

Impact Fees

Yes No Unsure

Response Options

Question 21: Does vour Gl impactuse

Pub!!
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0
Yes UnsureNo

Response Options
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12
;0

Address Geocoding Property Index 
Number

Response Options

Other responses from survey participants:

16

14 i

jcallocation of the Check all that

■
Other (please 

specify)
Unsure

|

Responses Count

Engineering studies 1

Name of location 1

Assessor's parcel number 1

Not Applicable 1

BRONNER
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Response Options

Other responses from survey participants:

Responses Count

Departments of Building and Safety 3

BRONNER
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Question 24: Has the State of California Mitigation Fee Act resulted in any legal action in your City/County?

14 ,
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0
MoYes Unsure

Response Options
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Question 25: Please provide additional resources associated with the Mitigation Fee Act that you would be willing to
share te.e. policies, procedures, legai guidance, etc.l.

Responses provided by survey participants:

CountResponse

https://wrww.sandiego.gov/facilitiesfinancing 1

Every City should have a Municipal Code or resolution 
which outlines development fees. Fees should be 
accounted for by City Council.______________________

1

We have a brand new water neutrality ordinance where 
developments must offset their increase in site water 
consumption through conservation or offset fees, used 
to fund offsite water saving improvements in other 
public or private facilities._______ _____________________

1

Not Applicable/None 2

Question 26: What other feedback do you have regarding the State of California Mitigation Fee Act?

Responses provided by survey participants:

Response Count

If new development requires development fees, base 
the fees on areas lacking adequate facilities

1

Not Applicable/None 3

BRONNER
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Vltl. California Cases Citing the Mitigation Fee Act

“i

State/YearLegal Case Summary Favor

San Jose required residential developments of 20+ 
homes to sell 15 percent at below-market prices to 

qualified buyers or pay $122,000 in-lieu fee.
Appeals court held ordinance a legal exercise of 
police power and not subject to heightened 
scrutiny.

San Clemente adopted impact fee of $1,S00 per 
dwelling to provide beach parking in 1989. After 
collecting $10 million in fee revenues, the city 

; determined the parking was not needed, but did 

not return the money. Walker sued. Trial court 
ordered refunding. Appeals court agreed.

San Francisco required property owners 

, withdrawing rent-controlled property from rental 
market to pay large lump sums to displaced tenants. 
Levin sued alleging unconstitutional talcing in 

violation of Fifth Amendment. District court agreed 

with Levin.

California Building 

Industry v. City of 
San Jose

CA/2015 San Jose

Daniel Walker 
v. City of San 

Clemente
CA/2015 Walker

! Levin-DiFs 
’ must directly 

| relate to fee's 
! proposed 
? use.

Daniel Levin, et al v.
City and County of CA/2014 

■ San Francisco

; Beaumont participated in countywide 

: Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee program.
I County prioritized projects and cities collected fee 

1 and remitted to county. City collected fees and 
spent funds on projects rather than remit to county. 
County sued. Superior court ruled for city.

1 City imposed variable rate impact fee to pay for new 

$55 million road interchange. Amount of fee based 
on proximity and beneficial relationship to 

i interchange. NorCat sued claiming insufficient 
nexus and departure from past practice. Trial and 
Appeals courts upheld fee.

City of 
Beaumont

Beaumont v. 
Riverside County

CA/2012

■ NorCal Investment 
Partners v. City of 
Redding

City of 
Redding

CA/2010

BRONNER
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i
| FavorState/Year Summaryj Legal Case

L H--- U—
Kern County 

- Fees have a 
direct 
"nexus"to 

proposed

Lamoore adopted impact fees for seven different 
facilities, including garbage trucks and a naval air 
museum. Home builders sued. Appeals court found 

fees to be reasonable and not in conflict with state 
law and sustained City's choice of using of a 

"standards-based" methodology.

Builder agreed to pay $700 per unit affordable 

housing fee and future new fee if "reasonably 
justified." New fee was $20,000 per unit and 

builder claimed it violated "vested and contractual 
rightsAppeals court found no "reasonable 
relationship" between fee and project impact.

Manteca increased development fee for 
, "government building facilities." Pultesued 

claiming "vested right" to pay lower fee based on 

| development agreement Appeals court ruled fee 
| level not vested and amount paid should be that in 
effect at time of building permit issuance.

Calaveras updated road mitigation fee based on 

, three criteria and included projects on Meyers land.
: Meyers disagreed with study findings and sued.
. Appeals court ruled County sufficiently 

demonstrated reasonable relationship between the 
I project needs and fee amount.

Homebuilders 
Association of 
Tulare/Kern 
County, Inc. v. City 
of Lemoore

CA/2010

use.

Building industry 

Association of 
Central California v. 
City of Patterson

Building 

industry 

Association 
of Central CA

CA/2009

: Pulte Home 
Corporation v. City 

of Manteca

City of 
i Manteca

CA/2009

Gus Meyers v.
County of Calaveras CA/2009

County of 
Calaveras

(CA/2009)

Goieta enacted rent control law limiting mobile 
home park owners to annual five percent increases. 
Guggenheim claimed "taking" because it created a 

transfer of wealth, violated his due processes and 
singled out mobile homes. US appeals court agreed

Daniel Guggenheim 

v. City of Goieta
CA/2009 Guggenheim

(2-1).

BRONNER
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jU.egal State/Year SummaryCase Favor

Santa Monica required multi-family projects to 

provide on or off-site affordable housing. Action 

sued claiming requirement did not meet 
Nollan/Oollan "heightened scrutiny nexus" and 
"rough proportionality” tests. Appeals court upheld 

ordinance as not "facially renewable."

County required property owners to dedicate land 

for highway bypass. Owners sued claiming request 
violated Dolan "rough proportionality" rule and they 

were treated differently from others. District Court 
of Appeal ruled for County stating "equality of 
burden" not required.

Santa Cruz required dedicated open space and 

impact fee under Quimby Act. Developer requested 
credit. City refused. Developer paid fees under 
protest and sued. Appeals court ruled credit for 
private open space against parfctand dedication is 
discretionary, not mandatory.

Action Apartment 
Association v. City 

of Santa Monica

City of Santa 

Monica
CA/2008

State Route 4 

Bypass Authority v. 
Superior Court of 
Contra Costa 

County

Contra Costa 
County

CA/2007

Branciforte Heights 
v. City of Santa Cruz

Branciforte
Heights

CA/2006

5594
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ATTACHMENT 2
PUBLIC WORKS NEXUS STUDY AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

MAP OF AVAILABLE-TO-USE DEPOSITS*
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ATTACHMENT 3

PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES

The purpose of this Fund Use Rules and Guidelines document is to provide the 
Department of Public Works rules and guiding principles to administer and manage the 
Public Works Trust Fund No. 834, including the fund management of its deposits, such 
as development impact fees, construction in-lieu cash deposits, fees, and surcharges, 
etc. Most important, the Fund Use Rules and Guidelines will aid in meeting (a) reporting 
requirement of the 1989 State of California Mitigation Fee Act (MFA) (Assembly Bill 1600, 
Gov. Code 6600 et seq.), which was enacted in 1987 with an effective date of January 1, 
1989, and (b) options to establish, find, and determine if a “reasonable relationship” or 
“Nexus" exists for use of deposit funds, such as (i) how to identify the purpose to which 
the fee is to be put and (ii) how to demonstrate a reasonable relationship (nexus) between 
the fee and the purpose for which it is charged.

In general, deposits in the Public Works Trust Fund may be broadly categorized as:

• Permit fee collected as a refundable deposit
o Deposit for work required to a public area in proximity of a project (i.e. street 

improvement, generai improvement, sidewalk, street lighting, curb and 
gutter, tree, etc.). The deposit is refundable to the extent of the deposit 
excess over actual cost incurred. If the actual cost exceeds the deposit, the 
customer is billed for the difference between actual cost and the deposit.

• Permit fee collected as non-refundable in-lieu of construction deposit
o Fee deposit for work required to be done to a public area in proximity of a 

project (street improvement, sewer work, etc ); or,

• Deposits from the settlement of a defaulted bond
o Either proceeds from bond payment or cash in-lieu of a bond deposit that 

was deposited to guarantee work (e.g. from one of two categories above).

Review and Analysis of Deposit

Each deposit shall require a review of the documentation (i.e. permit application, 
deposit voucher, etc.) to determine specific project purpose and location.

Each deposit made within the last five years from the adoption of this Fund Use 
Rules and Guidelines document (i.e. from July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2018) shall be 
reviewed and reported in a five-year reporting plan in compliance with the 1989 
State of CA Mitigation Fee Act.

If documentation for a deposit is sufficient, then a recommendation shall be made 
to the Director of Accounting and ultimately, the Executive Officer of the Board of 
Public Works for how the deposit could be used.

1



ATTACHMENT 3

• If the documentation for a deposit is insufficient (not adequate or lacks support), 
then further investigation shall be completed as follows based on three possible 
outcomes:

If it is determined that the project has not been completed, use the funds to 
complete the project for which it was collected (generally in-lieu of construction 
fees). In cases, where the funds remaining in the PWTF is not sufficient to pay 
for the entire project, then the portion of funds available will be used to the 
extent possible, transferred to another holding fund, or retained in the PWTF 
until sufficient funds are identified to fully implement the project.

1.

If it is determined that the project has not been completed because it became 
unnecessary, then the deposit shall be refunded the remaining deposit to the 
current property owner, if known. In some cases, the project address may be 
a street, an intersection, or part of a neighborhood, in which case a “current 
owner” will not be relevant. In these situations, use the funds for a similar 
project within the same neighborhood/Council District. Note: If the current 
owner is not known, gather additional information on the project to find the best 
nexus for use of remaining funds.

2.

The same nexus evaluation applies to refundable and non-refundable deposits 
collected after January 1, 1989.

3.

Disposition of Deposited Funds

If a deposit is neither used for the specific purpose and project it was intended for, 
nor refunded to the depositor, then those deposited funds shall require 
determination of “reasonable relationship” or “nexus” prior to its disposition of 
funds.

If the project for which the fee collected was intended is ongoing, then the deposit 
should be applied to the work underway for that project, or project(s) with like 
purpose at the original location if available, or within the Council District as the 
geographical nexus/boundary.

If the project for which the fee was intended, or a like purpose project within the 
geographical nexus/boundary has been completed, then the deposit should be 
applied to reimburse the City’s cost of completing that project.

If neither option applies (project type or location are unknown), then the deposit 
should be used to fund projects that have a close geographical nexus to the original 
intent in the permit, using the Council District as the geographical boundary.

Pre-1989 deposits have greater flexibility and ability to establish a reasonable 
relationship as determined by a governing body with minimal (i.e. broad nexus to 
the administration and management of funds, geographical location, and general 
purpose type) to no restrictions.
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ATTACHMENT 3

Guidance to Determine Disposition and Fund use Deposits

• If a deposit is determined to be used “At-Will”, then the use of said funds can be 
for any public works project in any location, or for administrative expenses tied to 
the management of the PWTF. The following criteria should be identified to find 
and determine a reasonable relationship, if applicable:

Pre-1989 deposits

■ No project type specified, and
■ No project location specified, and
■ No Council District specified, and
■ Non-refundable

Post-1989 deposits under $10,000
- No project type specified, and 
* No Council District specified

• If a deposit is determined to be used “On Any Project", then the use of said funds 
can be for any public works project, in locations to be determined by factors 
associated with the specific deposit, based on the variables listed below. The 
following criteria should be identified to find and determine a reasonable 
relationship, if applicable:

Within Council District Specified - Pre-1989 Deposits
■ No project type specified, and
■ Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified - Post 1989 Deposits 
■ No project type specified, and 
• Nexus:

• 1) project location; or if not available, then
• 2) Council District, and 

■ Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified- Post 1989 Deposits
■ No project type specified, and
■ Nexus:

• 1) project location; if not available,
• 2) Council District, and

• Refundable, but if stated project location is not a specific address, there 
is no current owner to receive refund per MFA

3



ATTACHMENTS

• If a deposit is determined to be used “In Any Council District”, then the use of said 
funds can be for any location for public works project related to that documented 
with the specific deposit. The following criteria should be identified to find and 
determine a reasonable relationship, if applicable:

Project Type Specified- Post-1989 Deposits
• No project location, nor CD specified, and
■ Non-refundable, or refundable (can only refund if project address is 

available, as refunds need to be made to current owner of project 
location per MFA)

• If a deposit is determined to be used “On a Specified Project Type and Specified 
Nexus”, then the use of said funds can be for public works projects, based on the 
variables listed below, for the specified Nexus of location and project type 
documented with the specific deposit. The following criteria should be identified to 
find and determine a reasonable relationship, if applicable:

Pre-1989 Deposits under $10,000
■ Project status is unknown

Post-1989 Deposits
■ Project known to be completed per notes in documentation, and
■ Can be non-refundable, or refundable. If refundable, project location is 

an area/street, rather than specific address, and therefore, not possible 
to refund to “current owner” per MFA

Reporting of Deposited Funds

• In compliance with the MFA, on an annual basis, the Department of Public Works 
shall prepare and release an annual report with summary information on all its 
deposits in compliance with the MFA and upon request by the Los Angeles City 
Council or Board of Public Works.

• Every five years, the Department of Public Works shall prepare and release a five- 
year reporting plan, no later than June 30 of the succeeding fiscal year, in 
compliance with the 1989 State of CA Mitigation Fee Act. The Department of Public 
Works shall prepare and release its first report for the five years covering July 1, 
2013 to June 30, 2018 on or before June 30, 2019. Thereafter, every subsequent 
five years, the same process shall be completed and a new report shall be 
released.
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ii
POSITION DESCRIPTIONForm POES 3ef (Rev. 7/07) DO NOT USE THIS SPACE

City of Los Angeles

1. Name of Employee: 

New Position - Vacant

2 Employee's Presen! Class Tide/Code:

Senior Management Analyst 1 (9171-1)

3. Present Salary 
or Wage Rate: 

$118,473.12
•J New Position

Change in Existing Position

A. Reason tor Preparing Description: Date Prepared

02/16/18
Routine Report of Duties 

Review (or Proper Allocation

5. Location of office or place of work: 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 361 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

6.
Board of Public WorksName of Department

Board Secretarial Finance & AdminDivision Section

7 Name and title of the person from whom you ordinarily receive instructions and who supervises or reviews your work:

Executive OfficerFernando CamposName Title

8. Describe in detail the duties and work of this position, describing each duty in a separate paragraph. Begin with the duties that normally take most of 
your time and then describe the duties that are infrequent. Be certain to tell what is done, how it is done and what materials or equipment are used. 
Using percentages, show the distribution of the total working time. Also, if the duties and responsibilities of the position have changed, indicate how and 
when the changes occurred.

PERCENT 
OF TIME DUTIES

See Attachment A for Description

New Position9. How long have the duties been substantially as described above?

10. List any machinery or equipment operated and any unusual or hazardous working conditions. 

PC, typewriter, copier, and FAX

0%11. Percent of time spent supervising (training and evaluating employees, assigning and reviewing work).

12. Indicate the number of employees supervised by class titles

n/a

13. I certify that the above statements are my own and to the best of my knowledge are accurate and complete.

Phone No.Signature Date



ITEMS TO BE FILLED IN BY THE IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR
14. Indicate in what respects if any the duties and responsibilities on the other side are not sufficiently or accurately described 

N/A

15 SUPERVISION RECEIVED. Describe the nature, frequency, or closeness of supervision received by the employee, including the way that the 
employee's work is assigned and reviewed.

Employee works independently. Supervision is minimal and includes meetings with Executive Officer, Assistant Executive Officer, 
Director of Accounting, and various bureau staff. Reviews documents for Executive Officer, Board of Public Works and City Council.

16. REQUIREMENTS, indicate the minimum requrements to perform the duties of this position:
(a) Education {include specific matter).

Bachelor's Degree

{b) Experience (type and length; list appropriate city classes, if any).

17. PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS. Check below all physical capabilities needed to do this job Hours per 
week15 15 EXTENSIVE USE OF>/ Strength to: SPECIAL NEED FOR:Lift____ _ Push. Pull

10 25 Legs, for walking/standingVision, to read fine print/numbersAverage weight Heaviest weight 

Climbing (stairs, ladders, poles)
40\/ Hands and fingersHearing, for telephone/alarms

How far Back, for strenuous laborBalance, for working heights
Face severe work conditions

Other/explainOther/explain
Outdoors _ on/near water

Other/explain

(a) List any alternative methods or devices that can be used to aid in meeting the physical requirements checked above.

Eye glasses or hearing aid. Persons with disabilities may be able to perform the essential job duties of this class with reasonable 
accommodation.
18. RESPONSIBILITIES

(a) Policy and Methods: Describe the responsibility for the interpretation and enforcement of policy and methods; indicate the extent of participation in 
development, if any, and approval by higher authority required.

Enforces codes, ordinances, and policies of financial and administraiiv matters. Oversees policy recommendations and Public Works Trust 
Fund management compliance. May conducts presentations and training to stakeholders as requested.

(b) Materials and Products: Describe the responsibility and opportunity for bringing about economies and/or preventing losses through effective 
handling, processing or storing of materials or products, or through planning or engineering in connection with same

Responsible for proper use of materials and office supplies.

(c) Machinery and equipment: Describe the responsibility for the Operation, use, repair or care of machinery, equipment, or facilities, or for planning 
or engineering in connection with the same; indteate the size and kind of such machinery and equipment; describe the opportunity for preventing 
tosses or achieving economies.

Responsible for the proper use, handling, and maintenance of equipment.

(d) Money: Describe the responsibility for and access to cash, stamps or other negotiates, or the responsibility for authorizing the expenditure of 
funds; indicate the average value of negotiates handed each month, or the amounts which are authorized to be expended each month

NoIs position bonded? ; amount of bond $

(e) Personal Contacts: Describe the purpose and frequency of personal contact with others, both within and outside the organization, indicate the 
types of contacts, purpose thereof, and the importance of persons contacted.

Interacts daily with Executive Officer, Commissioners, and Staff from Bureaus and other City Departments, including Mayor's Office and 
CAO.

(f) Records and Reports: Describe the records and reports, including the kind and value of records in descriptive terms, and the action employee 
takes in respect thereto

Responsible for the accuracy and neatness of records, letters, and interdepartmental memos. This position is expected to prepare reports, 
charts, spreadsheets, and other visual aids to pn le Board of Public Works, Mayor, and City Council.;nt to

02/16^ l ftT e DateSignature of the immediate supervisor 

Executive Officer
po S

(213) 978-1697Phone No.Class Title \Tb
02/16/18P . 0 K -n. DateSignature of department head



POSITION DESCRIPTION - PUBLIC WORKS FUND MANAGEMENT
SENIOR MANAGEMENT ANALYST I

ATTACHMENT A

This position reports directly to the Executive Officer and focuses on the examination, research, 
and analysis of the Public Works Trust Funds (PWTF) and other related special financial and 
administrative projects. Assisting the Executive Officer, this position will develop, design, and 
monitor department-wide fund management and administrative practices that could leverage 
existing or potential funds to implement critical Public Works projects and improve financial 
operations.

1. PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND (PWTF) FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT - 60%
Assists the Executive Officer in developing, designing, and monitoring sound financial 
management and administrative practices of the PWTF.

> Assists the Executive Officer in the day-to-day financial and revenue management of the 
PWTF, including but not limited to the proper management of various deposits received 
from depositors, verification of proper classification and treatment of deposits by purpose 
and description, review of non-deposit accounts with receipts from violations, fees, 
settlements, surcharges, and/or donations.

> Conducts research, collects/mines data, examines documentation, reviews permit, and 
analyzes deposits in various appropriation accounts within the PW'IY, including but not 
limited to B-Permits, General Improvement Guarantees, Special Projects, Subdivision 
Guarantees, Land Work Orders, Flxcavation Work Orders, Vacation Work Orders, U and 
E-Permits, Street Tree Planting and Oak Tree Deposits, and Damage Claims and 
Settlements, etc.

> Prepares reports and makes sound recommendations for executive management 
consideration on fund use policy compliance, including departmental operations, 
financial management practices; May present financial reports to Executive Management, 
Office of the City Administrative Officer (CAO), Board of Public Works, Mayor, and/or 
City Council,

> Monitors and tracks use of PWTF’ receipts in compliance with City’s and department 
financial policies, Controller’s guidelines, accounting and auditing standards, and State of 
California Mitigation Fee Act; Collaborates with department bureaus and offices, 
including the Offices of the City Controller, CAO, and Mayor, on matters related to the 
PWTF.

> May represent the Executive Officer at city- or department-wide meetings or discussions 
related to the financial management and oversight of the PWTF.

'> Prepares accounting and managerial expenditure reports, monitors deposits and revenues 
using the Financial Management System, Merlin (Department’s financial system), and 
PWTF System; Prepares and assists in the preparation of revenue estimates, adjustments 
of appropriation of funds, accounting documents to authorize fund transfers, and other 
financial related reports/documents.

> Creates, maintains, monitors, and updates internal protocols and standard operating 
procedures and workflows to improve the management of the PWTF.

74Admin/Pcrsonnei/PosDesc/PP-SMAf PWTF Sec-A 2-16-2018



POSITION DESCRIPTION - PUBLIC WORKS FUND MANAGEMENT
SENIOR MANAGEMENT ANALYST I

ATTACHMENT A

2. PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES - 25%

> Performs a wide variety and complex financial and administrative tasks requested by the 
Executive Officer, Board of Public Works Commission, Mayor, City Council, CAO, 
Controller’s Office, etc.

> Acts as lead as collector and administrator role in the management of the PWTF; Works 
with the Office of Accounting (who acts as the Accountant of the PWTF) to ensure that 
receipts are directed properly and instructions are provided to the Office of Accounting;

> Performs more difficult wrork in the administration of the PWTF, such as developing 
recommendations and implementing protocols for proper disposition of funds, 
performing management reviews to improve operations, conducting administrative 
analysis, and drafting revenue and fund management narrative for inclusion into the 
City’s financial status reports, budgetary documents, and other fund management 
reconciliation reports.

F- Assists in the preparation of proposed budget assignments focused on PWTF revenue or 
fund use projections, revenue transfers to the general and special funds, source of funding 
to Capital Improvement Plan, and develops responses to questions from 
CAO/CLA/Mayor/Council, including development of PWTF workload indicators, 
metrics, goals, etc.

> Analyzes, interprets, and explains State laws, ordinances and regulations affecting the 
PWTF and other public works matters.

> Assist in mediating, where appropriate, deposit or fund disputes; Investigates and 
resolves gaps in documentation and establishing reasonable relationship if applicable, to 
minimize inconvenience to permittees, depositors, public at-large, or to the disruption of 
public works operations.

> Assists the Executive Officer and Assistant Executive Officer in preparing and 
processing of PWTF reports and motions, institutionalizing PWTF procedures and 
adherence to established practices.

3. SPECIAL FUND RELATED PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS/OTHER - 15%

> Assist the Executive Officer or Assistant Executive Officer in conducting research on 
special projects related to the PWTF, department-wide operations, financial and 
administrative practices, policy development and analysis, and revenue management 
matters.

> Assists in invoice processing on matters related or use of the PWTF, such as street 
planting, management of PWTF loans, collection of outstanding PWTF loan balances, 
creating and tracking of PWTF cash flows and repayments; Prepares or assists in the 
preparation of Semi-Annual and Annual PWTF financial status report; May monitor, 
track, and oversee the preparation of purchase order, contracts, Authority For 
Expenditures, and other payment mechanisms as may be required to procure goods and 
services.

Provides other financial and administrative support services as-needed.

74Admin/Personnet/PosDesc/PD-SMAt PWTF Sec-A 2-16-2018
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