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REPORT

Ffrom

OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Date: June 15, 2018 CAO File No.  0220-05263-0003
Council File No. 18-0394
Council District: Citywide
To: Mayor
From: Richard H. Llewellyn, Jr., City inistrative Officer
Reference: Requests from the Mayor for report, dated Ma 018; and request from the Public
Works and Gang Reduction Committee for report (C.F. 18-0394), dated June 6,
2018.
Subject: NEXUS STUDY OF THE PUBLIC WORKS TRUST FUND (PWTF) SPECIAL

PROJECTS ACCOUNT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PUBLIC WORKS
TRUST FUND USE RULES AND GUIDELINES

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Mayor and the Council:

D

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

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

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

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;

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

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;

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
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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
Project Type Avallable_ for Project Type Avallable_ for
BPW Action BPW Action
CD2 436,698 CD2 $ 436,698
Street Improvement $ 436,698  Street lights $ 292,000

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

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

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

3. Concur with the finding and This Office concurs. The 2018-19 Adopted Budget
determination that a reasonable relationship appropriated $5,143,525 of the available funds
(Nexus) exist for funds totaling (please see Attachment A for detailed table of
$5,895,871.43 (as listed in Appendices | appropriations). In doing so, the Mayor and
through 1V in the Nexus Study) when said Council appropriated funds consistent with the
funds is Nexus Study recommendations. The 2018-19
(a) used for administration, original or like- Adopted Budget appropriations of the available
kind purpose, within a reasonable boundary, funds include:

and/or other specific factors and variables

described in the Nexus Study and is 2018-19 Budget Appropriation Amount
(b) in the City’s best interest to implement payement Preservation $ 3,298,193
Laous PUDNE Woks Bliecls 2nG Servees  Ciep s 1745332
on the prop BPW Contractual Services $ 100,000
and Guidelines; o
Total Appropriation $ 5,143,525

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

4. Authorize the fund use and transfer of This Office does not recommend: the 2018-19

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 | (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 I, 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 lll 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).

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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o. AUTHORIZE the Executive Officer of
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;

C. 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,

e. 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.

CAO File No. PAGE

0220-05263-0003 6

CAQO’s Recommendation

a. 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.

b. 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).

C. This Office concurs.

d. 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).

e. 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”.



The Board’s Request

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:

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 listto be approved; and,

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

8. Authorize resolution authority for one
Senior Management Analyst | (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.

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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CAQO’s Recommendation

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.

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).

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).

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



Prqgject Type

CD1

General Improvement
Sidewalk

Street Improvement
CD2

Street Improvement
CDS 11
Street Improvement

Route study
Trees
Street lights
Sidewalk
Street Improvement
Unknown
CDS
General Improvement
Route study
Street Improvement
Unknown
CDS
Street Improvement
Street lights
Unknown
CD7
Street Improvement
Trees
CDS
Sidewalk
CD9
Sidewalk
CD10
Street improvement
Unknown
CDIt
Street Improvement
Unknown
CD12

Sidewalk

Street Improvement

Unknown

CD13

General Improvement
Sidewalk

Street Improvement
CP14

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
CD15

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Street lights
Unknown

Council District Unkno
General Improvement
Street Improvement
Unknown

TOTALS

Available for BPW
Action
307,024.00
13,000.00
2.100.00
291,924.00
436,698.00
436.698.00
133,050.90
133,051.00
643,246.09
10,150.00
20,000.00

164,000.00

B e BPe B 6

A

185,734.02
242,162.07
209,931.67
17,884.90
14.000.00
165,013.30
13,033.47
289,871.84
176.477.30
87.603.77
25,790.77
106,665.95
103,916.00
1,750.00
1,100.00
1100.00
7,542.00
7,542.00
100,000.00
45,000.00
55.000.00
698,850.57
582,155.57
116,695.00
1,024,030.20

B LD OO O P D= PO BRI rme B8

500,500.00

425,430.20

©

98,100.00
112,660,00
48,260.00
1000.00
63,400.00
226,463.71
74,714.88
151748.83
1,068,001.07
8.960.00
270.168.63
3,550.00
785.322.44
540,550,33
17,600,00
66,540.70
456,409,63
5,904,686.33

* >
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Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study

February 2,2018

2018-19 Budget
Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Verde Oak Dr (2252) Bulkhead

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Sheldon Arieta Park Sidewalk
Improvement - Sharp Ave

Pavement Preservation

Western Avenue Expo Line Station

Cochran Ave (2520) - Culvert at Cul-

de-sac

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Sanborn Ave Reconstruction near
Washington BI

Sanborn Ave Reconstruction near
Washington Bl

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Via Marisol Street Repair

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation
BPW Contractual Services

2018-19 Budget Appropriation
'Pavement Preservation

CIEP

BPW Contractual Services
Total Appropriation

©

PP TS

© v OB

Amount

13,000
291.924
436.698

133,051

427,896

17,885
165,013
13,033

289,872

103,916

1100

100,000

582,156
116,695

350,000

350,000
75,430
98,100
48,260

63,400

226,464

270.169
785,322

17,600
66,541
100.000
5,143,525

Amount
3,298,193
1,745,332

100,000
5,143,525

Pavement
Preservation
_.04,924
$ 133,0ai
*
$ 195,932
$
103,916
$
a1
$ 398,851
nnN
$ 111,660
$ 1,055,491
$ 84.141
$ 3,298,193

Attachment A

CIEP

S
$
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$ 27,8!
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289,872
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$
$ 700,000
$n "m
$ 226,464
$
$ 1,745,332
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$
$
1
$
$

Remaining
Balance

2,100,00

215,350.00
10,150.00
20,000.00

164,000,00
21.200.00

14,000.00

14,000.00

1,750.00

1,750.00

7,542.00

150,500.00
150,500.00

1,000.00

1000.00

12,510.00
8,960.00

3,550.00
356,409.63

356,409.63
761,161,63



Project Type

CD1

General Improvement
Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Cu2

Street lights

Street Im provement
663

Street Improvement
CD4

Trees

Street lights
Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Unknown

General Improvement
Street Improvement
Unknown

Street Improvement
Sidewalk
Unknown

Street Improvement
Unknown

Sidewalk

Sidewalk
tD10

Street Improvement

66TT

Street Improvement
Unknown

5612

Rout Study

Genera! Improvement

Street Improvement

Unknown

CD13

Unknown

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
CD14

Sidewalk

General Improvement
Street Improvement
CD15

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Unknown

Council District Unkno
Trees

Street Improvement

Unknown

TOTALS

¥
$

BH K & PmHL B=RRATILOL OB N HBOBO -G

AUy om nrrr =L e & BR

©

Available for
BPW Action

307,024
13,000
2,100
'91,924
436,698
292,700
144,698
133,051
133,051
653,391
1,035
6,000
1,500
603,856
41,000
199,932
45,370
136,676
17,885
289,872
197,868
4,400
87,604
105,666
103,916
1350
1,100
1,100
7,542
7,542
100,000

100,000

698,851
678,851
20,000
1,039,030
56,250
500

952,280

30,000
112,660
1,000

105,160
226,464
1,800
15,476
209,188
1,059,041
7
343,613
708,328
525,550
20,000
17,600

487,950

5,895,871

Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study

February 28, 2018

2018-19 Budget

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Verde Oak Dr (2252) Bulkhead

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Sheldon Arleta Park Sidewalk
Improvement - Sharp Ave

Pavement Preservation

Western Avenue Expo Line

Cochran Ave (2520) - Culvert at

Cul-de-sac

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Sanborn Ave Reconstruction

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation

Via Marisol Street Repair

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation
Pavement Preservation

Transferto CD2 PP to cover the

budget shortfall

BPW Contractual Services

n &+

©“

@ P

@ P

wP B e

Amount

13,000

291,924

144,698

133,051

427,896

45,370
136,676
17,885

289,872

103,916

1,100

100,000

678,851
20,000

700,000
173,530

1,000

105,160

226,464

343,613
708,328

17,600
66,541

292,000

100,000
5,138,475

Attachment B

2018-19
Budget PP
an®
5 436,655
133 5T
$ 195,932
¥ 173,530
$ 111,660
$ 1,055,491
$ 84,141
$ 3,298,194

CIEP
¥
¥
$ 427,896
¥
$ 289,872
¥
$ 1,100
¥
$ 100,000
¥
5 700,00
J
$ 226,464
1
¥
$ 1,745,332

Remaining
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$

Balance
2,100

2,100

292,000
2957000

225,495
1,035
6,000
1,500

175,960

41,000

1,750

1,750

7,542

56,250
500
78,750

30,000
6,500

6,500

7,100
7,100

49,409
20,000

29,409
757,397
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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:

1 RECEIVE AND FILE the 2018 Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) Nexus Study;
2 ADOPT the establishment of the PWTF Use Rules and Guidelines;

3. CONCUR with the finding and determination that a reasonable relationship (Nexus) exist
for funds totaling $5,895,871.43 (as listed in Appendices | 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

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 | (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 I, 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)y for Public Works
Improvements/Projects as determined and documented in Nexus Study Appendix

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 300 mate tnxfl t%cyded waste
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d.

Il 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).

5. AUTHORIZE the Executive Officer of 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;

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.

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.

8. AUTHORIZE resolution authority for one (1) Senior Management Analyst | (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 |
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

u. A

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

4. 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;

5. DETERMINE that a reasonable relationship (Nexus) exists and supported for
deposits, listed in Appendices | 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.
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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:

a)

b)

d)

Administrative and Management (Salary) Expense - To-fead the management
and administration-of the Public Works-Trust -Fund iastisted-in-Noxuo Study
Appendix |

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 I,
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 Il 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 1V,
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).

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

a)

b)

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 (i) 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, 6¢, 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 ofthe 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

see page IE

see page 15
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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;

9. AUTHORIZE resolution authority for one Senior Management Analyst | (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

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 | (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 (PTWEF) 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):

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;

2 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.

3. Fund Use Policy Options - To provide the Board options for consideration to
establish rules and guidelines in the disposition of fund deposits.

4. 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.

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 | (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 I-IV).

In brief, the Nexus Study findings are focused on:

e Benchmark Survey;

e« Case Law Review - Applicability of the 1989 State of CA Mitigation Fee Act (MFA);
e Fund Use Options (see Attachment 3 for Fund Use Rules and Guidelines); and

e 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 VIl 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.

e Most were not aware of specific MFA reporting requirements.

 Most segregate deposits based on purpose of the fees.

e 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 VIl 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 Pre-1989 Post-1989 Total
A Deposits to Use"At Will' $441,409.63 $46,540.70 $487,950.33
B | Deposits to Use on Any Project $524,273.96 $1,009,257.77 $1,533,531.73
C Deposits to Use in Any Council District_ $0.00 $20,000.00 $20,000.00
| Deposits to Use on Specified Project
D Type and Specified Nexus . $291,622.00 $3,562,767.37 $3,854,389.37

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 | (Option A);

$1,533,531.73 for 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 Il, 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 lll 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).

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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Council General Street Sidewalkl, St.
District Improvement Improvement | Lights?, Treess,
- Route Study4

$ 13,000.00 $ 291,924.00 $ 2,100.00!

—

2 S 144,698.00 { $292,000.002
3 $ 133,050.90 |
4 $“"603r856!b9T'$"815'35T00L:5
5 $45,370,30 $ 136,676.47
6 $ 19786807 $ 4,400.00
7 $ 103,915 95
8 $ 1,100.00!
9 $ 7.542 00!
10 $ 100,000 00
11 $..678,850 57
12 $ 50000 $ 952,280.20 $ 56.250.004
13 $ '105,160.00 $ 6.500.00!
14 $15,47583 $ 209487.98 $.....1.800.00!
"5 $..343.612 89 .$ ' 7,100 00!

Unknown $ 17.600 00 $ 20,000.003
Totaf* $74,346.13  $4,018,681.12" $407,327.00

Unknown Total
Purpose
| $ 307,024.00
. $ 436,698.00
j $ 133,050.90

$ 41 000 00 '$'653.391 09 |
$ 17 884.90 ..$ '199.931 67 |
T'87,603.77 + $ 289787?7.84 |
"$" T 750 00~"1Tt05,665"5..

..... $ i~i00.00 "'
...... $ .."77542.00 "
..-y-jQ0'00C00

$" 20,000.00 *j $ 698,850 57
$"3a00Cro0  $T039,030.20
1 T!'ooooo $TT2,660 00
S $ 226"463¥1""
$ 708.328 18 ' $1 059,041.07
$...487 950.33' * $' 527550 33
m$1,395tsT7i8~ $5795,871.43

*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.

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.

1 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.
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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.

2. 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.

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.

3. 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.

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 | — 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 | (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 | 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 Work Load Focus

Year FY Use in Millions (Note: Fund Use Realized the Following Year)

1 2019 _ Special Projects ($6M) and Portions of St. Trees ($3.6M)

2 2020 $2.34 __ Portions of St. Trees ($3.6M) and A,E, and U Permits ($3.8M) _

3~ 2021 1.31 Excavation, Vacation, and Land Work Orders ($17.1 M)

4 2022 1.71 Excavation, Vacation, and Land Orders ($17.1M)

5 .....2023 171 Damage Claims, Settlements for CD 8 ($1M) and Misc. (500K)

6+.. 2024 1,25 Other Deposit Review ($ TBD)

TOTAL $8.32.... ... (NOTE: DOES NOT INCLUDE $5.9M FROM THIS REPORT)

NOTE: 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.
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 | through 1V 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 N
DR. FERfKIDO 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 Miguel Sangalang, Deputy Mayor
Dr, Carol Armstrong, Executive Officer, Mayor’s Office Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst
Rich Llewellyn, City Administrative Officer Edward Jordan, City Attorney's Office
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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.

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

e 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 implementthe above
requests.

e 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 oftechnology.

> 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
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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:

1 Refundable deposits associated with building permit requirements;

1 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,

1 Non-refundable development impact fees associated with traffic or environmental impacts in

the proximity ofthe 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. Feesfor DevelopmentProjects [66000 1 66008] (Chapter 5 added by Stats. 1987, Ch. 927,
Sec. 1.)

66001. (a) In any action establishing, Increasing, or Imposing afee as a condition ofapproval ofa

development project by a local agency, the local agency shall do all of the following:
(1) Identify the purpose ofthe fee.

(2) Identify the use to which thefee Is to be put. Ifthe use Isfinancing publicfacilities,
thefacilities shall be Identified. That identification may, but need not, be mode by
reference to a capital improvementplan 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 publicfacilitiesfor which the fee Is charged.

(3) Determine how there Is a reasonable relationship between thefee's use and the

type ofdevelopment project on which the fee is imposed.

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

facility and the type ofdevelopment project on which thefee Is Imposed.

(b) In any action imposing afee as a condition ofapproval ofa development project by a local
agency, the local agency shall determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the
amount of thefee and the cost of the publicfacility or portion of the publicfacility attributable

to the development on which thefee Is Imposed.

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

for, and expend thefees pursuant to Section 66006.
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(d) {1) For thefifth fiscal yearfollowing the first deposit into the account orfund, and
everyfive years thereafter, the local agency shall make all ofthe following findings
with respect to that portion of the account or fund remaining unexpended, whether
committed or uncommitted:

(A) Identify the purpose to which thefee 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 offunding anticipated to complete

financing in incomplete improvements identified in paragraph (2) ofsubdivision
(.
(D) Designate the approximate dates on which thefunding referred to in

subparagraph is expected to be deposited into the appropriate account orfund.

{2) Whenfindings are required by this subdivision, they shall be made In connection
with the public information required by subdivision fbl ofSection 66006. The findings
required by this subdivision need only be made for moneys In possession ofthe 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 afuture date. Ifthe findings are
notmade as required by this subdivision, the local agency shall refund the moneys in

the account orfund as provided in subdivision (ej.

(e) Except as provided In subdivision, when sufficientfunds have been collected, as
determined pursuant to subparagraph (F) of paragraph (If ofsubdivision (b) of Section 66006,
to completefinancing on incomplete public Improvements ldentified in paragraph (2) of
subdivision (a), and the publicimprovements remain incomplete, the local agency shall
Identify, within 180 days ofthe determination that sufficientfunds have been collected, an
approximate date by which the construction ofthe public Improvement will be commenced, or
shall refund to the then current record owner or owners ofthe lots or units, as Identified on
the last equalized assessment roll, of the development project or projects on a prorated basis,
the unexpended portion ofthe fee, and any interest accrued thereon. By means consistent
with the Intent ofthis section, a local agency may refund the unexpended revenues by direct
payment, by providing a temporary suspension offees, or by any other reasonable means.
The determination by the governing body of the local agency ofthe means by which those

revenues are to be refunded Is a legislative act.

|ff 1fthe 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 ofthe development project, may determine that the revenues shall be allocatedfor some

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

BRONNER

on which thefee was originally imposed.
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(gf A fee shall not Indude the costs attributable to existing deficiencies in publicfacilities, but
moy include the costs attributable to the increased demandfor public fadlities reasonably
related to the development project in order to (1) refurbish existingfacilities to maintain the
existing level ofservice or (2) achieve an adopted level ofservice 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
1 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 oflegislation 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 recommendationsfor 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



Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 7

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. Itis 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:

1. 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.

2. 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.

3. 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.

4. The engineering department then shares this information with the accounting or finance

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

BRONNER
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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, ifitis determined that
there are deposits being held that will not be needed, at this time Ms. Chimienti authorizes the
release ofthe 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
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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 Ill. 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.

BRONNER
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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 ofa project (street

improvement, sewer work, etc.);
®  Permit fee collected as a non-refundable in-lieu of construction deposit.

Thefee was tied to work required to be done to a public area in proximity ofa 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 $6,746,972 56%
$50,01X3 - $99,999 $1,386,622 12%
$10,000 - $49,999 $3,130/403 26%

Under $10,000 $716,760 6%

Total deposits: $11,980,757

BRONNER
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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 | — 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. Ifthe 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:

1) If it is determined thatthe project has not been completed, use the funds to complete the

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

2) |Ifitis 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.

3) if Itis 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.

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 Available for BPW BOE Further
Project Type by Council District ~ Unencumbered Action ___ Research

1 $ SQgjmflp $ 387,02400 $ 201,00000
General Improvement $ 178,000,00 $ 13,000.00 § 165,000.00
Sidewalk S 2,100.00 g 2,100.00 $

Street improvement $ 327,924,00 ¢ 291,924.00 $ 36,000.00
2 $ 61R,55».*5 $ 436.we.00 g 181,352,85
Sidewalk $ 26,429.66 $ $ 26,429.66
Street Improvement $ 277,121.19 ¢ 144,698.00 § 132,423.19
Street lights $ 296,000.00 $ 292,060,00 $ 4,000.00
Unknown $ 19,000.09 $ $ 19,000,00
1 $ 449,719.19 A 133,050,90 $ 316,668"9
Sidewalk $ 15,873.11 $ $ 15,873.11
Street improvement $ 433,846.08 $ 133,050.90 g 3m,795.18

$ 1,038476.98

Sidewalk $ 9,260.00 $ 1,500.00 s 7,760.00
Street improvement $ 890,802.31 § 603,856.09 $ 286,946.22
Street Lights $ 11,279.67 $ 6,000.00 g 5,279.67
Trees $ 85,835.00 § 1,035.00 § 84,800.00
Unknown $ 41,000.00 $ 41,060.00 $

S $ 772°5836 $ 1M,93L67 T 572,726.69
General improvement $ 45,370.30 $ 45,370.30 $

Street Improvement $ 686,646.44 § 136,676.47 $ 549,969.97
Street lights S 21,793.04 $ $ 21,793.04
Unknown $ 18,848.58 $ 17,884.90 $ 963.68
6 $ 605,048.02 ¢ 283,871.84 T 315,176.18
Sidewalk $ 67,748.35 § 4,400.00 $ 63,348.35
Street improvement $ 449,695.90 $ 197,868.07 $ 251,827.83
Unknown $ 87,603.77 $ 87,603.77 $
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Project Type by Council District

1

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Street lights
Unknown

8

Sidewalk

Unknown

9

Sidewalk

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
11

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Unknown

12

Design study
General improvement
Route study
Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Street lights
Unknown

13

Sidewalk

Street Improvement
Unknown

14

Genera) Improvement
Sidewalk

Street improvement
Street Light
Unknown

Sum of

Unencumbered

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

o e A A R A - = A - B ¢ o B R < L R - R - R - B < < B - S 0o B 2 I Vo I V)

482354.72
11,600.00
430,716.61
6,376.38
34,261.73
2UHLOD
19,450.00
1,800.00

20,211.00
1237">4>
2,988.00
121,000.00
1713,71447
43,249.56
1,486,928.27
53,536.64
1743,639.58
168,750.00
40,737.26
244,506.00
1,200.00
1,454,046.71
4,405.61
30,000.00
2643SS"0
6,500.00
257,455.80
1,000.00
1/455,30491
112,975.83
3,900.00
325,784.98
5,477.74
1,007,165.96
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Available for BPW

¥V P L B o m B B DB

©B B B e

L R - A - B R - R )

S e A

Action
105365.95

103,015.9s

1,750.00
1,100,00
1,100.00

7/54280
7,542.00

100,000.00
9SBJSSBJS3

678,850,57
20,C30.0Q
1703973120

500.00
56,250.00

952,280.20

30,000.00

6,500.00
105,160.00
1,000,00
226,463.81
15,475.83
1,800.00
209,187.98

69699-}69696‘)(/769696969(06920696999"999999%6969696969%696969&)69%69

BOE Further

Research
377,288.77

11,600.00
326,800.66
6,376.38
32,511.73
Mijijainn
18,350.00
1,800.00
INMUJO
12,659.00

2,988.00
21,000.00

43,249.56
808,077.70
33,536.64

168,750.00
40,237.26
188,250.00
1,200.00
501,766.51
4,405.61

1S&29SJC

152,295.80

tjawa.70
97,500.00
2,100.00
116,597.00
5,477.74
1,007,165.96
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Protect Type by Council District

IS
Sidewalk
Street Improvement
Street Lights
Trees
Unknown
Council District Unknown
Sidewalk
Street Improvement
Trees
Unknown
TOTALS

Sum of

Unencumbered

$
$

©

LR R R S

1,485,78SJ3
39,013.72
717,947.91
6,496.48
9,400.00
712,928.18
606,775.72
1,917.32
24,219.00
20,000.00
560,639.40

Available for BPW

$
$
$
$
$
S

*

©

- o n B e
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BOE Further

Actkm Research
umjmjsi $ 426,745.22
7,100.00 s 31,913.72
343,612.89 g 374,335.02
$ 6,496.48
$ 9,400.00
708,328.18 § 4,600.00
525,550.33 T 81,225.39
$ 2,917.32
17,600.00 g 6,619,00

20,<KM).00 g

487,950.33 72,689.07
5,8-75,871"13  $ 6/?ft4,8SS.gS
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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 thatis 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:

*  Ifthe 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 | - VI.
A. Deposits to Use "At Will" ->$487,950.33

Pre-1989 deposits

* No project type specified, and
1 No project location specified, and
1 No Council District specified, and

®  Non-refundable
Post-1989 deposits under $10,000

 No project type specified, and
1 No Council District specified

BRONNER
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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 ofthe 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

1 Non-refundable
Within Nexus Specified - Post 1989 Deposits

= No project type specified, and

®  Nexus: 1} project location; if not available, 2) Council District, and

1 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
1 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

BRONNER
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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
1 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

1 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

m  Status of completion unknown, or

1 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.

BRONNER
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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.

Policy Option Group Pre 1989 Post-1989 Total
A  Deposits to Use "At Will $441,409.63 $46,540,70 $487,950.33
B Deposits to Use on Any Project $524,273.96 $1,009,257.77 $1,533,531.73
C Deposits to Use in Any Council District $0.00 $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Deposits to Use on Specified Project Type and
D Specified Nexus $291,622.00 $3,562,767.37 $3,854,389.37
Deposits to Refund to Current Owner, Per MFA
E  Requirements $0.00 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
Deposits That Require Further Investigation (>
Fi $10Kk) $0.00 $5,466,236.59  $5,466,236.59
Deposits That Require Further investigation (<
F2 $10Kk) $5,300.00 $583,349.47 $588,649.47

Total $1,262,605.59 $10,718,151.90 $11,980,757.49

BRONNER
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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.

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.

1 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.

1 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.

1 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.

e 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.

1 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 ofthe 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.

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.

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:
“Ifthe administrative costs of refunding unexpended revenues pursuant to subdivision (e)
exceed the amount to be refunded, the local agency, after a public hearing, notice ofwhich
has been published pursuant to Section 6061 and posted In three prominent places within the
area ofthe development project, may determine that the revenues shall be allocatedfor
some other purpose for which fees are collected subject to this chapter and which serves the

project an which thefee was originally Imposed."
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TTTIrtfc*de AWNS

Nieet from KJ5' to 195*
bptoveroent ELYfQUfreaAv

Street Vo Hyperion Aye. Non-refvndabfe oash deport for future construction. TR 54162, Condition
Improvement  w/o Cjleodele Ave  ts-ath)

Zeizah Ave (Tt3Q9)
and Longaor* Ave
Cedw AvW/S 620*

Route study

Street t0444*NfO Construct street Improvements, Street light* confirmed complete. A*-bufe
Improvement NwdhoffS 5/1A4/0=2—
Street non-re*undabJe cash pwent. Receipt §66309 6 67043 (416,000 6
Improvement 1423 V. 218th St. 43,306.30)
SahSt&PeoiftoAv
SeCor
Ave, Se Comet
Street LealngtonAwGi
Improvement Vine St Ccndtoon §10
Tyrone Av* w/s 170*
Street toZtHTa/p Valerio settlement for oat* no. 14KQ7521, *urety bond *435872VCAOO70001S.
hyrovement St 1/23/15 SS: Bonddefaufc settlement paid and recorded
BthSt" Plymouth 81
Street TolLucerneBh
Cgnd»6-3(t1
WflburAveend
Street Rosooe Rvd (SV  ClefaJdt Settlement Qty Planning Case 86-1095ZC. Grating, paving, curb.
Comer] gurnet, rider* afc BC202243.
Street to312Vo
Improvement  woodman Av
Street 1633 Abort Kinney  taken as non-refundabie cash payment for condition §35 of APCW 2005-
5122
Noto 403 Frond*
Street AVfWTSWtodso.
Improvement BO no refund cash payment
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1*1r|Pi \ W 4f>ljr>r

Use Fundi CD 4, newtis “
streetImprovement
U»e lunds CD 15, nanus -
streetimprovements

Use funds In CO 12. Nanus
at discretion tit BPW

Use Funds In CD 8, Menu* *
streetimprovement

Use Fund* InCD 15. Nein»»
street Improvement

UseinCDIS.neHu*- street
improvement
Wotk appear* complete in
Google Map*. UteTnCO 8§13,
lor streetimprovement

Use frauds inCD 2, nenu*n
streetimprovement
Use fundsin CD 4, as desired
rinoe pre-83, although
newus*streettetrptovement

Use In CO 12, newus * street
improvement
Useln CD 2. new* * street

Improvement
Uie in CD H,n*nus * street

Use In CO4, nanus* street
Improvement

NANT
Pm -V:pnn
Kipps

completed on GoogW
Map*, end no
documentation

provides permit«s. Also
sine#there *a* no

“originaf deport” uakje,
he tthawbeen

defaulted bond moved BPW

into tNs account Action
refundable, in feu of BPW
consttuctton Aotton
nudripl* depositors for
route study 18 years BPW
SO; Action

Notes indicated work
completed, end not tied BPW
to specie address Action
Document
as part of
MFA-
required S'
year. BPW
ncrt-reftHidabie Action

deposit more then 20
years oid, and not Far BPW

specific street address.  Action
year*old, and for

general sheet BPW
improvement Action

Document

as part of

MFA-

required 5

year. BPV
defaulted bend Action

deposit I* pre-83, and BPW

mote than 40 yets okl  Action
BPW
defaulted bond Action

pre ‘93 deposit, and For BPW

cornmercittiintersection  Aotion
norrrefundaWe BPW
deport- Action

BPW

notr-ifundable Action



Rroflmv  Pppnsrt

m

120

125

130

131

132

134

135

136

736

133

142

143

145

7/17/890

6/13/20G7

7/9/2003

m<vms$

12/13/2001

4/13/2000

sfsmss

71231336

5/271384

8/TV2014

11/3011936

3/22/1332

6/25/1331

Pin
F*wi N |
Po*t 00023052
Postl 0ODOZT344
r
Post 00026611
r
Post _ 00025507
-.r
Post 00026201
Post 00025775
Post 00024900
Post | 00Q25491
Pre 00022071
Post 00023825
ir
Post 00025145
Posi | 00024236
Post 00023635
r

UfK-ivrijn'i

14

1

b

Sow
Improvement

Street
Improvement

Improvement

Stmt
Ifnpfowmtnt

Sun*
Improvement

Street
Improvement
Street
Improvement

Street
Improvement
Street
Improvement

Sweet
Improvement

General
Improvement

Street
Improvement
Street

Improvement

WV

Ocean Front Wit
(2915-23193
AvNe Comer
ISSB/o Otsego St
50H Heyvwnhurft
Ave. (Parcel 2004-
71401

217 4th Street
Charuft-r Wwd STS
5Ttrlo 67ff WfO

Fulton Aw

i iasra
E/O Vineland Ave
CamadfoStN/S
550*to30CT E/o
BeflBoyai Ave
Laurel Av (1550) Es
No Sunset BfaJ
Blythe 5t N/S158*
to Z3T W/O Geyser

150-225WO
Costelo Av

Poorttf Blvd&CaH
3tNE Comer

Clarence SWISS'
w 260-1*01ft St 5

Ambherst AvEsBet
Montana Av 6
Goshen Av (824
Ambherst Avl
(eOll&FwfcAvS*

Comer

I-i-Hi hro.-p: % ar- "t K7t In"'

Noniefundable cash payment

Non-r»fasdi”o**h payment b lieu ofimprovements on Hayvehurst

oash payment only, meet improvement

condition *1

Traci 53103

NomefundabJe Cash Payment

iwrtefur>dable(af of 2/'E/20T7L Bond default settlement paid and
recorded (September 2000}.........cccccvuer v

icentral improvement

nonrefundabl* oashpayment
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Pinjpri M.inigt'l
R/ n'ptvfi.h!

Lis# h CO Tl, nexus a n»*(
improvement

Lb* fund*in CO 5, Nexus »
street Improvements

Use flt discretion of BPW
nexus » greet Improvement

Us# in CD 4,nexus * stieet
Improvement

Usa In CD 4, nexus * street
improvement .

Ufaln CO 2, nanus “ rtteet
improvement

Usa in CD 4, neku* n street
Improvement

Usa hCO03, nexus n street
Improvement ..........

Use in CD 2, nexus m street
Improvement

Ut*in CD 7, nexus n ftreet
Improvement

Usa In CO14, nexus * general

Improvement

Use In CO TL rwHus * street
improvement
Use funds In CD tl, nexus *
street Improvement

Suppcfl %j ATpri HO%
Steps
BPW
non-tefundabl* deposit ~ Action
BPW
non-refundable Action
research location, h
Los Angeles, rhere is 4
217 E. 4th St.end a 217
W. 4thSt Otherwise,
thtf address bein BPW
Santa MotVca Action
address/ow ner tied to
projeol location for BPW
refund Action
*ddr*ss/owner tied 10
pro)act location foi BPW
refund Aotjgn
adefeess/ownat tied to
project location for BPW
refund Action
BPW
non-refundabie Action
address/owner tied to
project beatlon for BPW
refund Action
BPW
depositif pre-OS Action
Document
as part of
M7A-
requtredS'
non-refundable default year. BPW
settlement_____ Action
nospeoifb
mddress/ow nettied to
project boatlon lor BPW
refund If completed Actbn
no sp”otfio
adiiess/owner rled to
project location fof BPW
refund if completed Aptbn
BPW
non-refundable Action

BRONNER



Bionnei
TU

146

147

150

151

153

153

180

161

163

166

170

174

175

MI

3/28f1332

3fl9f1338

12fKw2Q08

6126/1398
3mregi

711371331

4715/2009

41281200C

3fiiyt33Q

e/se00s

8n4flsw

mm3
5fSTt383

3261383

AV
trr.l

Pott

Port

Pott N

P«t
1

Post

Post

Post

Post

Post

Post

Pr+

Post

Pott

Post
L

5'i?in| H- V-t | tr!

00024290
‘T

00026305

V00025474

. r00023432

00023735
-T

00022370

00025701
r

00022700
1T

00028533
or

00017038

" 00022375

00022137
r

00024444

12

Tl

vr

Improvement

Street
Improvement

8am
tnyovement

sStmt
Vnpfovtnwmt

Satft
Improvement

Stmt

Street
Improvement

Str#*<
Improvement

Generd
improvement

Stmt
Improvement
Se#*t
Improvement

Sveet
improvement
Street
Improvement
Sam

Improvifnent

\i

Styo Lassen St

Calvert St S)S 245" -
34fIWFOUrrfry
Av
8420 Blackfran
Avenue 740* SEc*

LaCi#ip»D*ft
SWQrimdo Av*

DonnaAv E/5 23Q
to 330°sto
Hatterat St

D#*p C«r«n Dj ft

fiMgjgndOrid

Ventia*0(9©&Eo
WoodftyAv

Pd*316 to 388
awofCrfttwo*
EBvd
MIDVALE AVE
EAST SIDE 90
CHAfINGCKRQ

SoarxSaWay&Av*
43ta

14803 Vmr»ow#n St
n/s 663to 5™ eta
Kester Ave

125 5 FawW*n Av*
Mast 3t Ss Bet Aly
(Speed*ay) &
OaeirtFronr WV-
Cand*2&S3k
TtraSMooipiskSt i
No & W/o Ensign Ay
Rose Av (650) 3fs
Wp 7th Ave)

bend.

DEFAULT SETTLEMENTTRS02S6.10,003 (400001 d*F«JrbU 6 3,033.47

Cash Payment Only; Condition *4

jfir

confirmed complete, Aj-buftS/TVSB.

Non-refundabl* oath bond

Oaf*<JtBond Settlement Tract 24946,

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

{5714/02} tiff S-perm.

Defat* settlement When closed, B-Permft few wi be hardened to this

MCBaooount..

n<iT**fie7debl*o*ahpeymeniforth*ocnstiuoHono4 el*y*ft

tiensferred to non-t*rfuncWMeoesh payment fund, based on a letter of

treat, oesh payment only

oorreotion on December 26,1991

norrrefyrxlabfe cash payment cash payment on”™

; igth*
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s>iriw rufr 1D

Ut* In C012, n*Hia * stmt
Improvement

Ut* funds In CO 5, nexus*
____stmtimprovement

Use funds In CO 5, nanus *

rtmtIimprovement

Us* funds In CD 3, n#Mus>
street Improvements
Us* Fund*In CD 5, nexus m
street Improvement
U$*funds In CD 5, nexus ¢
dialnafle Improvement

Usefunds CO4. Nexus*
street improvement

Us*kiCD5,N*»ry*" street

improvements
1Js*in CD L Nexus * fl*n*id

Uf* In CO 6, nexus * street
improvement rime project
looebon If Wersectton, end
no other Ho auajlabj*
Us* InCD S, nexus » stiver
Improvement

Us*In CD tl, n*Hu* - street

Us# funds InCD 4, neHUS"
s»e*t Improvement
Us# funds INnCO TLnewus m
street Improvement

) Noii
Support ?nr Ac?ir:ll
Deposft from 1332, and *
no spaotflo eddn* tlad
to protect location for BPW
refund if completed Action
no specific
addressfoener tied to
project location tor BPW
Tfrlund If completed Action
BPW
nonnefundaW* Action
no specific
addressfovnertied to
prof*Qt location for BPW
refund if completed Aotlon
BPW
jofwkgjbgnd Action
BPW
non-r*fund*ble Action
BPW
defaufcedbord Action
BPW
defaulted bond Action
no specific? eddiess tied
to pro|eot boadontof BPW
refund Acliori
BPW
defaulted bond Action
deposit 38 veers old. BPW
end not subjectto MFA  Acation
non-refundebk. BPW
Deposft from 1383 Aotlon
non-refundaWe, Inlieu BPW
of Actkm
BPV
non-refundable Action

BRONNER



38

Rrnnnpr
1f*

178

183

136
139
200
206
213
215
220
231
232
235
238
241

24s
277
287
283
293

238

{VpiKii
1)

3/2/1378

2/13/20T5
1376/Q3/2Q

138H1U20
mmsm
1988/04/06
1388710/31
1377/04/08
1381/03/23
1973/05/02
1387/02/20
TIT6/Q7/13
1988/03/21
mAioom
1386/06/05
1386/08/13
1363/08/23
1387/12/09
1380/08/27

1388/01/26

Pf*<\

Pr*

Post

Pw

Pte

Pre

Pt*

Pr+

r

‘r

Llg

fin n:jj M

00017163

00023715

00015763

00018146

00021342
r

00020971

00021470

00016901

00018123

00017556

. 00020203

00017303

00020301

00018306

0CP13747

00013851

18524

QQQ207Q7

00017856

00020784

i

AV

12

15

15

15

15

15

16

15

JiN

B««t
Improv»m*nt

Stmt
jmprpurw*
Stmt
AT|jruvwriMA
3*f«t
tmpfoy»fn*Pt
StT*«
Irnpiwamant

Suaat
krptDwamam

5lda*alt
Svaat
hbpfouwrfnt
Strtat
kngwanwint
Stm*
kuprownant

S5*t*«t Lights
sStmt
knprovamf*

Skfewdk
St7*0t
improuamary
sStmt
Improvement

Sid*y*V.
StTMt
Improvement
Stmt
Improvement
Stmt
knpMment
Sirnt
knpfOvwTpent

fi Hdlywpod BW,
V. L|BwwtAve

13055 Mwptofta
BhrtJ.

Lp« Angelas

SanFadro

SanPedra

3*nPadfc

Harbor City

Lo*Aogal*S

SanP+tfro

Lo#Ang#t#g

StudbCky

Los Angelas

Los Angela*

Harbor City

Toluca Lake

Vinta*

San Pedro

HatbotCfry

Gardena

Harbor Cky

r H. il Ki

noir»turid<rf*Q<"piivmx»fTtin~of oonfftiuctton.

5*trtiwn#nt Cm™> Numbat, T4AK07B87. Artak Akopian, «t d., Surety Bond
Nuirb*< *3430683
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tvIf’
ns

Uj# InCD 4, news » sn«M
[mprQvwnTrt

3c* Bronnet ID* TT6 for i*m*

depositor and button. Um

inCD 4, * flre#t

impfpsr*m*nt

pr*-89

prc-63

pi*~83

pr*-89

pea-83

pr»-89

pie-63

pr*-83

pr*-83

pi*-99

pr»-83

ptc-83

pt*-63

pra-89

pie-83

pr*-83

pr*-89

pr*'89

At:ppr r ten Ar*ion Nt
PP S?7ps

nom-rtfundabJe.
Deposit Pr*-T983 BPV Action

Document
m« pan of
MFft-
i*quftfrd 5-
ytar BPV

defaulted bond Action
BFV Action
BPV Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPV Action
BPW Action
BPWAGotton
BPV Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPV Action
BPW Action

BPW Action

BPW Action

BRONNER



Elronn™

10

3Q6

312

314

320

323

32s

330

333

337

344

346

347

351

353

357

Pepos
P.Ve

maemnaj
1977/10/04
B&wosnn
1988/QV29
198303/03
1386/07/23
1935/08/06
1965/11/18
"HasrtOflK
1987/09/23
1988/02/24
1988/08/24
1977/06/27
1387/01HS
1978/08/17

1986/03/24

ft*

ft*

ft*

Pr.

Pr.

Pr*

Pte

ft*

Pr*

-r

ar

p. in.r N<

00013651

00017049

00016788

00020809

00020860

r 00019823

.‘k

00019325

00013474

00020673

00020599
r

00020841

00021125

00016379

0Q020K3

00017322

00013633

‘mtrSi

13

14

13

13

13

12

LN GEAY|

3dwv.li
Stmt
Improvwiwrn
adwjt
Stdw»8t

Sidwifc

5/dwrfr

Sldwrfr
Sldwrtt
Sid**dk
3Hwdt
Tré*i
Gtniril
Impioy*m*nt
Tt.«

Srrr*r

8dwv.It

Lat Anotiw

Main»D.IR*y

LocAnc*)**

LotAnfln.

Haber C3ty

Haborpty

V.nlc*

Vittrtc*

Lo*Ang*i**

Mortbrlda.

Syirrur

Tu/ong.

. 'elK
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't M.uufjiv

Kt rciivtjinMvmi~ns,

pr*-88
pre-83
pijiffi
pr*-83
pte-83
pt*-83
pf*-89
prf-83
pf-69
pr*-89
p<*-83
pr*-89
prr-89
pffe-83
pr.~83

pt»-63

SiipjH!

Neil
Sfpps

AItT

BPW Action
BPWAOollon
BPWAcUon
BPW Action
.BPW Action
BPW Action
BPW Aotion

BPW Action

BPW Aolion
BPW Action
BPV Action
BPW Action
BPW Action
BPWAGtiori

BPW Action

BRONNER



V. Policy Option: E

Bronner

ID

84

Deposit
Date

12f5f2003

Pre
Pest
1989

Post

Bone No

00026723

lInen-cun ¥

+30,000.00

+30,000.00

CD

7

Unknown

Project
Lor alien

‘Andress*

11074 N
Sepulveda
Blvd

Bono Receipt
Nctei ci

Reference Info

IWT3
Erroneration letter
prepared, and
sent on 9f18f13

Project tteneaer Recommendations

tir

Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
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Support for  Next
Action Steps

Project address and permittee

address appear to be Toyota
dealership. If funds have notbeen

refunded, per exoneration letter, then

Refund
current

owner

should be to currentowner.

Pr

i

O1A

if

um{jo'&s'

BRONNER
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VI. Policy Option: F

Rrenner  1Vpitvt

o . V.-jitiiv* fv .
H. vM" r 1to ft\ Ii;i A i NN rmrPTIMy-»T o' "% Nrri
D D.rtf Actor'
Alameda Strait from
25th Sdfftto I-"
l 10/31/2005  OOODieST 4382,16531 U4 Unfewn X Mat] contacted Street SenAo** vdthpforBSS
Freeway Project/ +*he
M4t" Prefect.
ST. MORTZDRTVE 1830 Ei—"td BOE lot mnf fvrttw Info on Current Status.
Street FEETEAST CF TO PVidph bend* Issued for seme development Port 89 deposit. If project completed, <<* hard* In CO 11, newut - Furth
6 11/3/1999 22341 +253,500.0Q Tl h H\/:/e\;}/Mnt RESEDABOULEVARD - Nolecord of compftforrresting to tH* bond  "new Improvement* for pubio right-of-way." ff not, *ho«id refund urther .
P TRACT NO. 35339- number to "ourrerV owner4 d record, knot readily known, should put issue InvwdgadoFi
COWXnONNO.14 pubte notice
T
Ei—iwvl BOE for any funhen Info on Ctment
Street Hunt Pub Ln (Pvt St 10/5/98 per accounting, refund from Statue. Po*r "99 deposit. | profeqt completed. use fund* In CD Futhei
7 ‘B/2BJ1994 00024035 240m.n 12 ree unt Pub Ln (Pvt S BC20TDO vu used to pay off deficits on 12,newm m «eet Improvement. tf not, should refund to "ounefn el_
knpfovemen*  37fl' Nolo Pkenmer St . . hveetfgarion
other Lyocn penrAs <wnet* of record, I not reedfly known, should put issue pubic
nodee
r EStIE31??w3H "-NjL.r&lJrted to Cendttibrwto
MWgate | t* lot d bl hR&D
Jate Impact”lot proposed b oceo EasUed BOE for afty further Info on Current document as part
Street Bafeoa/Devcnshke center af CA State Untv. Northtdge. Payment Status. Impact fee coleoted h 1993 originally. Potstbi* that wa* f MFA-tequired 5
. . of -tequire
3 7/22/2003 00025802 *138,000.00 12 In leu of construction In amount of $1°3,000 P " 9 . v d
Improvement ZC38-C103 X X moved Into went4673 hii 5___ i dler completion of work. If ro, use year. Further
coBaboj/Oevonshfre Transportation . .
ferrds In CD 12, rvwu a street improvement hveetigation
Impro”ment Trtart Fund (to be wtab 6c
r —mananedhii RTF]
Track 44077. Traok
: 7238. Track 7237. Track . Furth
n VT3H383 03021650 twajsa. oo 12 Route study Enidfd BOE for any further Info on Current Status, urher
450T7—> transferred to InwstIDatlon
51583 Ttack5T035
3 2/10/2004 00026701 +160,750.00 12 Design study BOOOSESNONBLVD Emaflad BOE for any further Mo.on Cergnt Status.If Furthw
E/OBEALFAIT AVE no answers, wM check with Pluming. Investigation
-
General Receded from Storm hdunties. ho. In Itu of Furth
14 10/5/2006 =~ 00027653 +185.000.00 1 1425 |k 1447 NAUD ST  general Improumti ft forthe oonrtruottanof ~ Emaded BOE far mj further Info on Current Status. urther
Improvement Ways* St Inuertgation

o

BRONNER



Bronner
ID

[

13

20

21

23

24

25

PtpiU't Rootl No
P.rfr

W2Qm34 00324795

4/Y1937 00025162
g

eran33e  00025T12

47W2000  0002477B
*r

812VT931 00023813
-

47v20M 00026806

4iiZBi*20T1 00029983

*150,000.00

*0024.77

*133,600.00

*131,000.00

tmjimM

*127,970.00

*124,430.00

>

15

PiotcT r>n1

Street
Improvement

bnprovemant

Street
hw»ovemert

Street
tmpfCTement

Street
Improvement

Street

Improvement

Street
Improvement

i
VMp-'iv

W ENCMTA3 AVE & N
BLEOSOESTjandPdk
& * Edg*dIff Av* hi
Lauref Canyon BW

PCOBLVO£17121)7
BUNDY DR WW
COFffCR

EXTENSION OF LAUREL
CYNBLUDFROM
APPROX 600 FT NfWLY
OF POLKSTTO
APPROXTJCFTNArlY
TVEREOF

150QEUOMTABLVO

CENTURA BLVD M73 k
3&TH ST 5"S BELLANCA
AVE TO 35D VLY
THEREOF CPC 23335,
CPC 23336

3oL*h Side ForestLmm DocumwYs evfll*Jo are not dearly tied

Dr. Vert of Zoo Di,

11320-1038W.
Enpofkon Bvd - TR
64543

0 Mi (:» Nrtt's of h:-FMr-ri r

TRA4T036-Cwid#9in5520t AboM
MC024785A (TR 432ZB-02) lor #75J0Ott -

Futijemtfenrien of Laurel CynBhd. Total amr

of fund# kithb accountis*E0.QOO [216023}

DOT CaseWLA #30-019; Work Order Unfc
Comments: Closed 0/3VOO. Forrrerded to
accountNtg,

PER AGREEMENT CITY WLL USE THE
FUNDS FOR MPRQVEMENTS

to this bond number, but same location

Ca*h In Aev of constructioninto FVTF 4373,
This (j an additional bond see Bond rei #
TIZ83

Public Works Trust Fund Nexus Study
February 28, 2018 - Page | 40

Piii~n: <kfoifr-mlish «!

EmaRvd BOE for any further info on Current Status.

Emafltd BOE far further Info on Current
Statu*. Likely this was |-i-Beu payment* far work that (he Oty
needed looompiere. If determPe work *<< done, then use fund*
In CD tl rebut » street Improvements

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 InBronner *16, bond
#00024735, ffdetermine workwas done, Ihen use funds In CO 7,
nemjs * street Improvement*

Eeattad BOE for any herher info on Curreeu Bratus. If
delermine work was done, then uae funds In CO 5, nanus n street
Improvements

Eiaalled BOE for any Further fnfo on Current Status.

Ukeiy this eat h-Beu peyment* for work thatthe C»y needed to

oomplet*. If determhe work was done, then Lise funds In CO 6,
rraeus * street frnprovement j

Enafcd BOE for any further Mo on Curfrtirt Status.

Liely thii vas hv-teu paymer*# for work that die Oty needed to

complete. # determine work was done, then 1b* Funds In CD 4,
newt» street Improvenvents

Emailed BCE for any further Info on Current Status. If
determine work was done, then use funds in CD 11 news- street
improvements

fVjpiKt IV

Further
trvefligaOon

Furtfin
Investigation

Further
Investigation

Further
Investigation

Further
InvnsrigaHon

OoCMiTKynt as part
of MFA-reqwred 5-
year. Further
Investigation

Further
Investigation
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EWincr |Vl'Wiii;

L Tr [N = R >l (VW [
Horn: \r tll-r-r, in.jt n wne ot t——.ri 1pi-r p/rrivTi ( N-'tf
m Dtfr rrr Ajtmor
S«itifn*nt rot o*sawrt.4L|LLE}Bnr ShiiTry
5*0* and 9mon Lou, Surety bond
stml #034233464, 9/9/14: SS: Bond dafatit pd & Ahbough dtf«A should ohaok with City Attorney
26 6/5/2014 00023624 4115,49124 3 ; 5139 forat'da Orient* t#ccfd*dw/2chaofe»friair<s*83,Qro iho* not* FWffw to suggest that ouuent ownw Is doingwork, not City Attorney
wnprovarnan
P (r*o*tp< #87087) and #27,786.40 (receipt thaCity, hspossfWaihat a”nant own*raise paid/** lo do work.
*67068). 3/31/2015VJt Apfltowtinqufcad
T <rftf¥*thrt Mftfaimaatfuork whathggJLtfr».
Sonet  MOTETWSSAUFIAVE Srimow ey vtk ayment r vark it O
oae
23 3/7/1337 00025213 4100,00000 5 (PEoom*i ntnuland  TR38183 - Cond *S~1, S-2.3-3 ZT6070 rmiw Uerfy this vatkHiau payments lor v ork that the Oty Further
kty*ow*m*rt Matookn) naadedto complete.. ff determine work was don*, than us* funds Investigation
INCDS4n*Hijs” street Improvements
General - . Furth:
30 4/13/2017 MCB30272 *37,500,00 14 205-215 S, State St& & Wa Check wkhQQE re: status. 2CT7prc”ectihouM have more Info ur. er.
knpraueman* 2nd St Investigation
r
Document as pari
ftwrrida Dr ft Kathati . Sine* itlas* i i * AFA-r*quY*dS'
a3 4142014 00029538 +94.000,00 4 Tree* rrida Dr ft Kathatina non rahmdabt* oath In K*u Check v Nh BOE. Sine* deposit las* ihan 5 years ch,. if notdon*, of I"FA-r«quY*dS'
may need to hofcfto gomplat* whan appropriate pear. Further
Investigation
'
Chy Counofl Motion: NBOE & KtInr partnering
to dafciaf Vannont Aw* Widaning b*tw **n Check with BOE ra status. H afl ref*t*d work compI*t*. than
Street " i * i i iti i ino* i
5 12128/2004 00DZ7062 ~77. i reei Vermont Av*between PCH and Normwidk Aw*... BOE wl design oonndat.cormmng City Attorney, rino Alh.at to Further
hnpwveitient PCH and Normtmcft* Awa and manage ptoJsoL.raajv#d Jspend documentation that supports return of remaining funds, or Investigation
*2.1M from Kals«, deport manias Into Fund retention of funds.
834, Raw Scivo* 4973"
r
Dooiananr aa part
i Cbeofc with BOE. Stow* d tless than 5 Id, d t - -
36 8/13/2015 00023046 +7BJKMLOO 14 Stieer 810-6903. St Lotfs Marked as non-re/taicUMe colew! oW deportiess than 5years old, may needto o/MFA-requhedsS
ImprOvement haUta complete when appropriate y*ar, Furthar
Investigation
* . * i
ag 3/22/1934 00024876 %74,400.94 5 Streel Tabor St/J/5B*tw Dunn Check w|th BOE t+: statu*. .and determine currentowner(s) of Fl{lher )
Improvement & & 35600arhgton Av address, ffprefect oompiafd, refund to currant ow nerfs) InvKiigattori
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10 Ctjfr
39 TV8/2016  MCB3QT59
ir
10 oTa/1999 00025612
i &312015 00023632
r
43 6/24/2014  QO00295T3
45  613G/2QT7  MCB30330
ir
48 2/13/2014 00023512
61  7/25/2016 MCB3C085

4

th'r'mfi:frh

000.00

00,00

*85,000.00

+57.000.00

+56.2B6.80

Gi®james

+41,000.00

s

13

VA f

3freer
Improvement

Street
Improvement

Street
knprovement

Street
Improvemar*

Street
Improvement

Street

heprrremerrt

Sewer*

I'nVvt L
Adftricis

816 N. fUnww Aw, T3CT
of Marathon Si. 242 o*
Marathon St

Sade<jy St “e*t)from V*r>
Nuy* BW toto od-de-
uo #fT*TU* VIO
Woodman Aw

13949MartncllaBbef nit
1QS'to ZDS' e/oCostefk?

4435 Cornelia Ave wfs
aFtoaSSi/oLendate
St

3443 Oesoanso Drn/f
from TTCTto 174" w?0
TularosaDr

Valey VlisraBh*d n/s 535*
to TOC e/o Woodley Ave

B4Z5T«iana Drive n/f
218"tp 2BCT w/o Avenida
Haefende (GenImpl

V-(f-s Jm Ri-fpfH "mr 11,

Marked a* ncn-Tefundabl*

Condfoon «4-fund* to be used e*ch«hf*ly fort

the purchat* of land related to the ewtensfon

of Satfooy Sheet from Van Nuys Bhd to It wJ-
de-aaotrjrmtnuewestof Woodman Ave.

Marked a* rron-refundable

Marked a* norrtehrdabfc

Marked as non-refraidable

norr-rrfh*>dab(e. ©ash kr tiw of ponstrueMon

~nonerationistret dated 413/2014 for fSSK
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Trill-] wjn Rtrr nrlrv+pilyl yis

Check v Ith BOE, Since depositlex* then 5 y*<«< old. tf not done.
m*y need to hold to complete when app? opiate

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* m street
Improvement

Check with BOE. Sine* deposit A*** than 5 year* old. i not done,
may need to hold to oompleta when approcnat*

Check with BCE. Slnoe depositles* than 5 year* old. tf not done,
mayneedtohoM to complete when ippropri-tte

Checkwtth BCE Since a recent depo*k,f not dene, may need to
hold ro complete v hen appropriate

Check with BOE Since deposit less than 5 years old, tf not done,
may need to hold to complete when *2p»oprtatr

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

S.row' ff*
Actor

WeJl StfrrTife

Document as part
of MFA-required 5-
year. Further
Investigation

Further
kwesrigatfon

Document as part
of MFA~r*quJred 3-
yeai, Further
Investigation

Document as part
of MFA-requfred S
year. Further
kwejtJgation

Document as part
of MFA-requlred 5-
year. Further
Investigation

Document u pen
of MFA-requk#d S
year. Further
krvestfgarlon

BOE and/or
Acoou'iling
investigation. Also
document af pert
of MFA-Tequked 5*
year.

BRONNER
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fliint: Nr-

5/26/1393 00024437

6/30/2004 00013221

MCB30318

B/3/2Q17

4/21/2014 0O00Z3B23

6/30/2004 OP02S382

776/2008 00027610

+40.537.00

MIU3T.28

*39,327.00

433,22151

*37£4&4S

+36700.00

1"fl

14

Tz

4

1

Stfaat

Garrard
liywwamant

Straat
foprovantar*

Straat
lwpwwament

Straat
bprwerrrefH

Straat
fewproMtnrar*

‘r.Hv. =

1i4)le'ri-

3»HaFa AvW*30
Santa Monica Fwy

Vrfay OrokBvd at
Woolsay CynW

5CnBW. Rosewood Ava,
w/s from SO' to Z34* a/o
WftonFTaoa

7234 Claire Ave

Ti“unga Av & Qftng St,
NE comer

W5 Abbot KkwieyBbd
and North Vertoe BW
Wawaobon ufchkv(no

Tabor Cotat
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< I'mrrp Nk ‘Mr> IS npr-- i'ri

S . CKIto&Qm(jta**45'hrf

ri*Dt-of-w ayki accordance with Saoondary

Fflitfmay Standard*, Honl*f tobatrandafred

kjB55 for straw* mafcntananoe of thbportton
of Santa FaAwvji

Chacfc with BOES55. LMy tW*wa* m-Kaupaymant Form wk that,
tha City naadad to oomplaw

Check *ithKE£i«: status. Oddthauhaorlginjddeposit amid
+0.00. Perhaps dafaufe without documentation?

Chack with BOEra; *tatu*. Fund* ~wuld b* ratainad andusadfor

narnah*>dabt* tht*cao(aotrtwlloonpmod,u»lund*lhC04,na«uj * straat

3/3114 Bond default settlementpd &
jaoorded, Settlement from Indemnity
Company of CaWomfa for StJb«W*ten

Checkwith BOE ra: status. Fund* should ba attained and u>d for
tH* project, and o* f oompfetad, used In CO 3, new* strew*
Nnprouemants.

CWy ft dootanant ivafl able

thews *14,000.

Chaok wfthSQEia: status, tfeorkoomptewd, us* funds C04.
news* streetfruprouement

Checkw*h BOE re: status. teorkewwoptaed. Ifso. refund

abo see bend t HCB27603 for *46,300 . )
peridttea, a« that#|* no "owner" of Intersection

m\Vtjc-r

rvon-rafundabla

defaulted bond

Work not
ast#odat*d with
specie address,
so refund to
“ourrent ownerfsf
not possible.
Permittee no
loneatai
addm

Hrrt S'rf*

Further
IngartpaHon

Further
fnwvittHPtlor

Doorman! as part
of MFA~r*qUr*d s
yaar. Further
huwttgatlon

Ooourwant a* pan
of MFA-raqukad 5-
year Further
Inv»»irtgation

Fiatbar
InvastlpatTon

Further
hvaatlQatton

BRONNER



Bfmnpf

ID

63

70

72

73

7fl
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On-post*

Knnrj No
Dole-

3/17race 0D026108

1WZ0/1336 00025140

-

8/23/1935 00024946

800/095 00024344

5/12/2000 00025783

3/22/1337 00025334

B/30/2004 00024480

7MOM391 00023742

it rvi:

*36,000.00

*35,784.58

*35*740.15

*35*000.00

*35.000.06

+34*400.00

*33*228.26

*32,700.00

Ty

Street
Improvement

Stfeaafc

Street
imprevwmvn*

Street
Improvement

Sweet
Improvament

Impnwement

Sdowalk

Street

knpfovement

V-i-ftt[ 1>l ™

Luca* Avenu* (204-21Q]
*00' sfo Second 3t?eet

Via Defoe WFS at
Marquesas Way

ufly Hh 1st St Between
La BreaAv5 Syoamorv
Av-

LoQenegaESvd 1
Saturn 3t 3/v oomt-f

20713 Parthenfa St

30th3tftPeok. Ave.NW
comet

3i*fondB|190001*
Penrose St Me Comer

373G*yfoyAv*a
Lendfa* Av Mw Corner

['r fr *n r {jt N.jV* oi S*f-

cash in Seu of ©cn*mx«IQn

non-reftmdabie iwwh pajewH n leuof p.w.

cwh payment ki leu of oonttruotton

see Cxsuncf Resolution dated 6-25-91 in
oonnachon « fth C53T - WLA93-068. Non-
refundafcde cash payment
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Sl h'

PmM~NI P+s.'prrrvl.tt-ors Nr*; S>ps
P Aft-on
CheckW|%h BOE re: status, ffwoik complete(.i If «>:| .u|e fundi CD Deposit in lieu of Further
1. nnui” street Improvement, end I not either finish « refund . -
) ) construction. Investigation
permkee, if possible
Refund not
pewfbta a?

permittee no

Cheek efch BOE rsr status. If work completed. | so, use Fundj CD . Further
. longer at active -
11* nenui m sldewdfcs . Investigation
business.
Deposit is 21
yea«old
Refund not
possible a?
X B permittee no
Checkwith EXXte statu*, tf workcompeted Iso, ui* funds CD I i Further
X onger active .
5, newts * street imptoyertwnt 9 " Investlgatlon
busiiess.
Deposit 22 years
jsfaL
Check with BOE re: statu*. 1 work ©omploted. ffsc, refund Further
permittee, whk?h Is still located at address of record, as there is no L
Investigation
"owner' of *otton
Cheek vIdiBOE ter status. | workcompleted If to, use funds CO  Deposit in S*u oi Further
3, nanus » street pmprovemen*. construction investigation
"Deposit in lieu oF
construction;
work not
Check with BOE re: statu*. | work completed. us*funds CD 15, . Further
. associated wkh .
nenus- street improvement i Investkk«ion
speoiRo address.
so refund to
miciAMfttjnjKcietfUl
Check wfch BCE re; status. Looks Incomplete on Goople map*. If Refund to Further
so, use funds to complete w ork a* location currem owner investigation
Check mkh BOE re: status and CondhJon *1 requirement If Furthe:
L . non-refundable .
complete, use haidi INCD5,neHus* street Aimprovements Investigation
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32

34

35
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Opnvt
pn Bon:) No
hate
SW1331 00023836
4/3/2017 KCB30201
-
4/4H994 00024887

6/6/2007 ooc27921

0/W2C16 00030047

7/30/2015 00029806

-

nmr20s 00029685

5/20/2C16 00030033

VV-FTTI™)

#32.632.08

#29,000,00

#28,727.03

428.2011.08

#27,809.08

#27.000.00

#28840.00

#25.000.00

A"

14

Street
knprgueinert

Street
Improvement

Street
htprwefnent

StNMt
Improvement

3ti*at

Improvement

Street
knprpwarnant

Unknown

i\l I
1* [

KehonAv* & Landair
Au#

1834 Pandora Ave.e/i
fro*n3S0,t0430°" whs
Santa Monica E3W

ChasaSi & Langdon
AveSW comet

22S5Fom HPfDi. W/S,
SfoKeswickAm

Preston AveandEwfrrg
3t

btte S- Inglewood Bfvd

Broadway and 5th A».

2917-2937East1stSt

i T ir\/ 1 K-pim-frr  *1

i6~25~31in
.Hot-

(«t Counol Resofutfcn di
oomaptan with DOT -WL
rafuf*daUaoashpaymert

non-r*fundable cash bond

©ash payment f«acnciticin93HTR8TKX
Received from An Qbradcvteh, cto
C*radovieh Const Co.

Monies to b* usedto si*aplsmerl other
locartons, This speofc location Is unknown.

3/3/®WJ; Al#ian<*OM leftv.m.T»qu*fting
bond release. Fhad Inspection from BSS
retried for Inspection of haul rout*. 6/3/TG
33: Emailed Manny Pefe* of BSS to request
for refeese lartei
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A-tT.terr 2 ITT HITT 1>

Cheok with BOE r*: status and Condition *1requirement f
oomplttt, 1is* funds to CO 5, news = sheet Inprovafnehta

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.

Check with BOEte: stem*. I completed, used In CO 6, nenus*
streetimprovement*.

ChaekwlIthBOE.Tr statu* and condition flared before
daWmining destination of mortts

Check vkh BOE r#e status. Evfrttng Nonnation If completed, im
funds to CD 15. newus * ttraet kprovwtiants

Check wkh BCE re: status, Ifthe protectls oompleied and the
work Is assoolatedvEh a property address. than refund should spa
to th* aidsting property owner.

Check with BOE re; statu*. Afchcuflh the speclfto address saatris
unknown, the pwmfcte* Is «1 an aotiw oomp«iy and can be
contacted

Checkwith BQE re: status, tfthe prefect Is oornpfetad. refund to
permittee of racord sin©* work not associated with single pt©party

non-i*lundabb

"Vir.potf 1%

J+tt tj'rpi

Further
Investigation

Document as part
of MFA-requif*d 5*
yaw, Further
Investigation

Further
Investigation

Fuithei
Investigation

Oocumenra* p«t

of MFA-raquii*d
year. Further
Inve*tig*ion

Document as part
of MFA-tatfukadS-
yaar. Furthei
Investigation

Document ** part
of MFA-required 5-
yaar. Further
Investigation

Document: as part
of MFA-required 5-
year. Further
Investlgation
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1/15/2004 00026743
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ir
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2/12/1336 00025024

1/3/1389 00021647

424,000. (HI
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*28,000.00
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Street
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3n*e<
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Street
knprovement

Street
Improvement

10887 Topenga Canyon
0Wwf*688’»'W86>JO
Chats*ofth St

Mariano St rJs 3TS"to
264'e/oRoyetAu

Satfcjoy a */* 495" w/o
Amigo Ave

BQ9-1611 Overland Avt

N, Ventura Blvd & West
Ti&mg©Av

3800 Whiw Oak Av*

Federal Av 11631181 Idaho
Av*, NW corner

Seo»dvedaBU2558-
2562] E/S Bat*
EHpcskten B) & RJohiand
Av

Woodley AvV* 550-750
30 Valley Vista Bl
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PIT-1j S(*|»1 Vtrd O Hr o[\ £ 1i +ft */j-"3GCE Km-O V-renr [t

BOE research needed. Qogk-ial Bond TrackingOoo show*
+VE&QQQ- Qltfnal date of parmil aopkoaiion was 7/27/201z,
and bond defayfc nottoe sent5707©

KtMtty bond wi + PBQ019830QQQ8

Check with BOE te; itatUL OnGt
does not appear to be Improved. Deposit ha* been held for 25

rleMapi, tHiintersection
3/27/36 - “No nnd to Srprav* m this t#n«"
jie-sr*. Drhw knprove or vs* In CO 13

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

Check with  E, re: status. If the protect o completed refund tc

current ownet

Cheok wfch BCE r*. status. # work complete, use in CD 2, Nexus *
streetknprovement

cdgbond for*127j0QU, July 2013.
Nctiticns 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

Cheok wfch BOE *ndtaiAcoor*ving re: status.

Checkwith BOE re: Status. ( work oompJete, use in CD T, Menus »
Strew improvement

Check withBOE re; status. If work complete, use in CDS, Nwhws-
DOT Case VLA 88-0051 2TS305 .
street improvement

Cheok with BOE re status. 1 work complete, use inCD 5, Nmus =
strew improvement

Sop.X'i" trv .
. toil >>p»n
AtJion
Further
Investigation
Further
Investigation
Further
fnvMttgation
Further
huestigation
ba*ora refLric&ig
Refund to
current owner
natpoasbie Further
smoe not Investigation

specific project

location.

Further
Investigation

Further
Investigation

Further
Investigation

Further
hwstigatlcn
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rwea o\ I-

Chaok wfth BOE f*: status. If aoA
straat ynprovamanl

. main CD 2, N*wui*
*h paymant only.tn lau of oonsttuotkin

C-T dsdkafonraqufead to potnp4»t a45~-
(T haff righ*-o<-w*y tn acoordanca a*h

Check with BOE nc status. Sfrwa note* Indowad that v or*: not

Sacondary Norway standards. racommandad.. and or Haps, cfaaa not appaartoba

dona, funds should Kav* b**n rafLTidfd. Cuoantoanar Is Mart

Hsufltont ilglv-T”wayniooriitiuor aha! Auto

roadway la City Standards.

Otaok with BOE t*; status. If egA campkrta.use in CO 2sing* not

Cash payment oHy. oondWon 42 N R
Uad to ipaotfto addraj*. Manus * straat knprcvamaot

Check aHh BOE re; status. ffwork oompleta, refund currant

TVmlIl has aWady mat th* bond .
aww, If Idtntiflabfa.ocusefaCDT1, nanus* strawbnprovamam

Tagutramaris”

Chaofc eth BOE re* ratus. If work complata, catund to outran*
oener.lf po«fWa,csuse!nCD7,Nei*js« ivwv<« knpranemaw

58-Et IghthigaaamanJfctars. Check alth Ouretu of Street Lighting and? sutftafant. use lunch In
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VII. Survey of Comparable California Municipalities

Survey Method: SurveyMonkey.com, on-line survey

Target Group: Public Works managers (finance, engineering, planning}
Survey Sent: August 14, 2017

Total Sent/# of Responses: 96 sent / 25 responses

Question 1: In what Cltv or County are you employed?

Responses - Cities Responses - Counties
Anaheim Glendale Sacramento Alameda
Bakersfield Irvine San Francisco Los Angeles
Compton Los Angeles San Jose Riverside
Culver City Moreno Valley Santa Clarita San Francisco
Fremont Oxnard Santa Monica Santa Clara
Fresno Rancho Cucamonga

Question 2: What is the name of vour Department?

Response Count

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



Question 3: What is your job title?

Response

Administrative Services
Manager

Assistant City Engineer
Assistant Director

Chief Building Official

Civil Engineer IV

Deputy Director

Deputy Director of Public Works
Director

Division Manager

Count

1

February 28, 2018 - Page | 5S

Response

Management Analyst Il

Permit Technician
Principal Civil Engineer
Project Development Coordinator
Public Works Manager
Regional Office Manager
Right-of-Way Coordinator / Supervisor
Senior Civil Engineer

Senior Engineer

TOTAL RESPONSES

%

Count

25
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5: surety bonds Cash Bonds to

Number of Responses

0N -UQ " >008NY4n

o0 5" Municipal Cash Bond Other (please specify)

Response Options

Other responses by survey participants:

Response Count
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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Question 6: Does vour Citv/Countv have a standard process for handling deposits received for issuing permits?

Number of Responses

permit?

Number of Responses

20
18

00

0>

18

Yes

Yes

No

Response Options

No

Response Options

Unsure

Unsure

BRONNER
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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
12

10

m&= oll 6 po@c
©

Trees Street RepairStreet UMMtigid VacatiofidhqaafcitBprovemfiiib-divSjincial or Miscellaneous

Response Options
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Other responses by survey participants:
Response Count
Assessor's parcel number 3
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10: ifthe :ified in the does have a standard
process for refunding the deposit to the contractor/developer?

Number of Responses
ONJM0'CCOPI-1"0THa

NO Unsure

Response Options

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:

Response Count
After project completion 4
After final inspection 2
After applicant request 2
After project completion, pending work review 1
Two to four weeks 1
30 to 45 days 1

BRONNER
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ion 11: In the event that the

Number of Responses
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00
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Refund the money to Keep the money within Repurpose the money Escheatment
the the department where for another capital
contractor/developer the permit was issued project

for the general
purpose it was
collected (i.e. trees,
sidewalk, curb and
gutter, etc.)

Response Options
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ills to meet the terms and condltions of which

Other (please specify)

BRONNER
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Other responses by survey participants:

Response Count
Require completion of work 2
Hold Certificate of Occupancy 2
Actions depend on project details 2
Reissue permit 1
Credit deposit towards total cost of permit fees 1

BRONNER
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12: In the event that the is never started, which actions does take?
coec® o 3t ooomy
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Refund the money to  Keep the money Repurpose the Escheatment Other (please
the within the money for another specify)
contractor/developer departmentwhere capital project |

the permit was
issued (i.e. trees,
sidewalk, curb and
gutter, etc.)

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

Lo 1
subdivision has not occurred
No collection is taken until excavation permit is processed 1
Credit deposit towards total cost of permit fees 1

BRONNER
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13: Does maintain a line item for a Public Works Capital

Q&:‘mg—x Qoil‘h

o

Number of Responses

Ves No Unsure

Response Options

14: DoesvourCii monies from defaulted bond deposits to fund public works that are

part of the Capital Improvement Plan?

§O

Number of Responses

KJ

Y= No Unsure

Response Options

BRONNER
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15: ifa bond has how does the Check

Number of Responses
©

0 I
] Use the money to complete the Transfer the money to the public Transfer the money to another fund
original project for which the deposit works general purpose fund  for a specific district/ward/service area
! was placed

Response Options

Other responses front survey participants:

Response Count
Not Applicable 2
Unsure 1

BRONNER
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Question 16: If the bond has defaulted, which of the following occurs? Check all that apply.

9

8 f
L
g
"R
@
g3
o<
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23
IS
>s

1

0

The project is The project is The project is not Other (please
completed with completed with completed specify)
city/county outside contractors
resources

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 1
additional project expenditures
Collection is pursued only when "a life-threatening situation occurs™ 1
Not Applicable 2

BROWNER
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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?

12

Namber obResponees

Uses the money to Transfers the money Transfers the money Transfers the money Transfers the money

complete the to the public works to the public works to anotherfund (e.g. to another fund fora
original project for  fund for a specific general purpose corporate, specific
which the deposit purpose fund enterprise, district/ward/service
was placed dty/county general area
fund, etc.)

Response Options

Other (please
specify)

BRONNER
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Other responses from survey participants:

Response Count
Use project funds to complete original project 1
Return surplus funds 1
Not Applicable 4

Unsure 1
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monies from defaulted bonds?

Unsure

Question 19: Please explain how vour Cjtv/Countv establishes "reasonable relationships" based on the Mitigation Fee

Act,

Response

Nexus Study

Impact fee study

Traffic study

Master Project Plan

Responsibility of another Department

Count

Pubit
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Unsure

Response Options

impact

No

Response Options
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m o ccgi

Not Applicable.
City/County does not
collect Development

Impact Fees

Unsure

BRONNER
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ion 22: Which does use to link a Fee to the

jcallocation of the Check all that

Number of Responses

Address Geocoding Property Index Unsure Other (please
Number specify)

Response Options

Other responses from survey participants:

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
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Question 24: Has the State of California Mitigation Fee Act resulted in any legal action in your City/County?

14

12 ¢

cn

Number of Responses

Yes Mo 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:

Response Count

https://wrww.sandiego.gov/facilitiesfinancing 1

Every City should have a Municipal Code or resolution
which outlines development fees. Fees should be 1
accounted for by City Council.

We have a brand new water neutrality ordinance where

developments must offset their increase in site water

consumption through conservation or offset fees, used 1
to fund offsite water saving improvements in other

public or private facilities.

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

Not Applicable/None 3

BRONNER
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VItl. California Cases Citing the Mitigation Fee Act

Legal Case

California Building
Industry v. City of
San Jose

Daniel Walker
v. City of San

Clemente

Daniel Levin, et al v.

City and County of

San Francisco

Beaumont v.
Riverside County

NorCal Investment
Partners v. City of
Redding

State/Year

CA/2015

CA/2015

CA/2014

CA/2012

CA/2010

| City imposed variable rate impact fee to pay for new

Summary

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.

Beaumont participated in countywide
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee program.
County prioritized projects and cities collected fee

and remitted to county. City collected fees and

spent funds on projects rather than remit to county.

County sued. Superior court ruled for city.

$55 million road interchange. Amount of fee based
on proximity and beneficial relationship to
interchange. NorCat sued claiming insufficient
nexus and departure from past practice. Trial and

Appeals courts upheld fee.

Favor

San Jose

Walker

I Levin-DiFs

must directly

* | relate to fee's
| proposed

City of
Beaumont

City of
Redding

BRONNER
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j Legal Case
L

Homebuilders
Association of
Tulare/Kern
County, Inc. v. City
of Lemoore

Building industry
Association of
Central California v.
City of Patterson

. Pulte Home
Corporation v. City

of Manteca

Gus Meyers v.
County of Calaveras
(CA/2009)

Daniel Guggenheim

v. City of Goieta

State/Year

February 28, 2018 - Page | 80

Summary

p— U—

CA/2010

CA/2009

CA/2009

CA/2009

CA/2009

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
project needs and fee amount.

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
(2-1).

| Favor

Kern County
— Fees have a
direct
"nexus"to
proposed

use.

Building
industry
Association
of Central CA

City of
Manteca

County of

Calaveras

Guggenheim

BRONNER
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jU.egal Case

Action Apartment
Association v. City

of Santa Monica

State Route 4
Bypass Authority v.
Superior Court of
Contra Costa

County

Branciforte Heights
v. City of Santa Cruz

State/Year

CA/2008

CA/2007

CA/2006

February 28, 2018 - Page j 81

Summary

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.

Favor

City of Santa

Monica

Contra Costa
County

Branciforte
Heights

Publi
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ATTACHMENT 2

PUBLIC WORKS NEXUS STUDY AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

MAP OF AVAILABLE-TO-USE DEPOSITS*
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* Pinpoint locations ofdeposits may not be exact.

Locations ofdeposits with unknown or unspecified

project addresses are mapped within the Council Districtfor display purposes only. One pinpoint may

represent multiple deposits. Six deposits with unknown project locations and Council Districts are not

displayed.
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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.
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e 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:

1 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.

2. 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.

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

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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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

1 No project type specified, and

1 No project location specified, and
1 No Council District specified, and
1 Non-refundable

Post-1989 deposits under $10,000
- No project type specified, and
* No Council District specified

e |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
1 No project type specified, and
1 Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified - Post 1989 Deposits

1 No project type specified, and

* Nexus:
e 1) project location; or if not available, then
e 2) Council District, and

1 Non-refundable

Within Nexus Specified- Post 1989 Deposits
1 No project type specified, and
1 Nexus:
e 1) project location; if not available,
e 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
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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

1 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
1 Project status is unknown

Post-1989 Deposits

1 Project known to be completed per notes in documentation, and

1 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.



Form POES 3ef (Rev. 7/07)

1. Name of Employee:
New Position - Vacant

A. Reason tor Preparing Description:

5. Location of office or place of work:

200 N. Spring Street, Room 361
Los Angeles, CA 90012

POSITION DESCRIPTION
City of Los Angeles

2 Employee's Presen! Class Tide/Code: 3. Present Salary
or Wage Rate:
Senior Management Analyst | (9171-1) $118,473.12

-3 New Position Routine Report of Duties

Change in Existing Position Review (or Proper Allocation
6.

Name of Department Board of Public Works

Division Board Secretarial Section

7 Name and title of the person from whom you ordinarily receive instructions and who supervises or reviews your work:

Name Fernando Campos

) Executive Officer
Title

DO NOT USE THIS SPACE

Date Prepared
02/16/18

Finance & Admin

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

9. How long have the duties been substantially as described above? New Position

10. List any machinery or equipment operated and any unusual or hazardous working conditions.

PC, typewriter, copier, and FAX

11. Percent of time spent supervising (training and evaluating employees, assigning and reviewing work). 0%

12. Indicate the number of employees supervised by class titles

n/a

13. | certify that the above statements are my own and to the best of my knowledge are accurate and complete.

Signature Date Phone No.



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:
(@) 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
15 15 week
>/ Strength to: Lift _ Push. Pull SPECIAL NEED FOR: EXTENSIVE USE OF
) 10 25 isi i i Legs, for walking/standin
Average weight Heaviest weight Vision, to read fine print/numbers gs, walking ing
S : ! 40

Climbing (stairs, ladders, poles) Hearing, for telephone/alarms \/ Hands and fingers

How far Balance, for working heights Back, for strenuous labor

Face severe work conditions .

Other/explain Other/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

Is position bonded? No ; 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 ;ntto le Board of Public Works, Mayor, and City Council.

%Y
Signature of the immediate supervisor T e po S Date 02/16" 11t

Class Title Executive Officer - Phone No. (213) 978-1697

Signature of department head P . OK-n. Date 02/16/18



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 ofdeposits 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'lY, 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.
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POSITION DESCRIPTION - PUBLIC WORKS FUND MANAGEMENT
SENIOR MANAGEMENT ANALYST |

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 wiork 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.
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