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Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT:

Building Permit/Plan Checking Reforms

SUMMARY

At the December 21, 1982 Budget and Finance Committee meeting the Committee
reviewed the staff report entitled "Building Permit/Plan Checking Reforms".
The Committee received testimony from city staff and representatives of the
building industry. The Committee, on a 3 to 0 vote, approved the staff
report for consideration by the full Council. Councilman Kastanis was
present as a non-voting member of the Committee.
RECOMMENDATION

The Budget and Finance Committee unanimously recommended that the City Council
approve the recommendations included in the Building Permit/Plan Checking
Reform Report. Additionally, the Committee recommends that the city staff
report implementation progress on a six month and one year time basis. This
follow-up report will utilize the advice and assistance of a special ad hoc
committee representing the building industry.
Respectfully submitted,
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City Council
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Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Building Permit/Plan Checking Reforms
SUMMARY
The management analyst staff has completed a major analysis of the
City's plan checking and building permit process. The resulting study,
available in the Council office and labeled as Exhibit 1, was conducted at
the direction of the City Manager's office and with the full cooperation of
the various departments and divisions involved in the current plan checking
process. On the basis of this analysis, staff recommends a net increase of
five positions and various changes in procedure, effective January 1, 1983.
This will reduce plan checking time from 13 weeks to 6 weeks.

BACKGROUND
The motivation for reform in this area is two-fold:
First, AB 941 (McCarthy) of 1981 takes effect on January 1, 1983.
This legislation requires all cities and counties to "provide for
coordination of review and decisionmaking and the provision of information
regarding the status of all applications and permits for /esidential
developments a single administrative entity " (emphasis added). Fees
may be charged to recoup all costs associated with implementing this act.
Second, some developers have complained in recent years that the
commercial plan checking process is too lengthy and unresponsive.
Staff has reviewed both the commercial and residential plan checking
processes, and the granting of planning entitlements, which are as follows:

•

Major Commercial Permits: Plans of building permit applicants
are routed among Inspections, Engineering, Fire, Water and Sewer
and Planning. Average review time is 67 working days, or 13.4
weeks. Includes multi-family residential. (See pages 8-20 of
Exhibit 1.)

•

Binor Emimercial permits: These are interior finishing or
remodeling projects only. Review is done by Inspections alone,
with average review time of 19 working days. (See pages 8-10 of
Exhibit 1.)
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•

BesOential Permits: Permits are issued over-the-counter for
remodeling, and desk checks are made in Inspections for new
construction. Includes single family homes and duplexes.
Average review time of 9.5 working days. (See pages 8 and 21 of
Exhibit 1.)

•

Planning Entitlements: Concerns all variances, rezonings,
General or Community Plan changes, lot line adjustments. Handled
by Planning Department. Affects both residential and commercial
property. State law limits total review time, including EIR's,
to one year. (See pages 21-25 of Exhibit 1.)

ANALYSIS
As detailed in Exhibit 1, staff found the following:
1.

No one person or office is charged with
expediting review of building permit plans, ensuring uniformity
of procedures, or providing information on either the overall
process or a specific project's status within the commercial plan
checking process.

NQ central Egxridaisak

By virtue of its role in accepting applications at the outset of
the process, and issuing permits at the end, the Inspections
Division is perceived by applicants to be in charge. This is not
the case, as Inspections has neither the staff nor the authority
to serve in that role.
2.

No Source lat Project 3tatus Information, There is no central
repository of information on a commercial project's status. Each
department records only its own actions, and this information is
not uniform among departments. AB 941 mandates centralized
information with respect to all residential projects. This is no
problem for single family dwellings, as these permits are all
handled at the Inspections Residential Counter. Multi-family
residential, however, is handled at the Commercial Counter.

3.

ro

4.

Counter Overcrowding. A frequent complaint is too few staff
serving too many applicants at the counters. The Commercial
Counter is open from 1 to 5 pm only and usually has only one to
two available staff. There is no receptionist. The Residential
Counter is open all day with one person, sometimes two in the
afternoon. The delays are frustrating to all applicants, but
especially so for the experienced applicants who feel they could
otherwise make an expeditious application.

Overall Checklist _of Yiai Requirements. Largely as a result
of the numbers and complexity of state and local codes, many
building permit applicants fail to provide certain information or
to obtain certain approvals prior to seeking a building permit.
This contributes to some of the substantial delays in the review
process. Of the 14 surveyed projects held up over 30 days in
Planning, 13 were due to the applicant having neglected (or been
unaware of the need) to previously apply for a special permit or
lot line adjustment.
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•

Residential Termits: Permits are issued over-the-counter for
remodeling, and desk checks are made in Inspections for new
construction. Includes single family homes and duplexes.
Average review time of 9.5 working days. (See pages 8 and 21 of
Exhibit 1.)

•

Planning Entitlements: Concerns all variances, rezonings,
General or Community plan changes, lot line adjustments. Handled
by Planning Department. Affects both residential and commercial
property. State law limits total review time, including EIR's,
to one year. (Seepages 21-25 of Exhibit 1.)

ANALYSIS

As detailed in Exhibit 1, staff found the following:
1.

14, Central Supervision. No one person or office is charged with
expediting review of building permit plans, ensuring uniformity
of procedures, or providing information on either the overall
process or a specific project's status within the commercial plan
checking process.
By virtue of its role in accepting applications at the outset of
the process, and issuing permits at the end, the Inspections
Division is perceived by applicants to be in charge. This is not
the case, as Inspections has neither the staff nor the authority
to serve in that role.

.Project Status Information. There is no central
2. Source
14
repository of information on a commercial project's status. Each
department records only its own actions, and this information is
not uniform among departments. AB 941 mandates centralized
information with respect fo all residential projects. This is no
problem for single family awellings, as these permits are all
handled at the Inspections Residential Counter. Multi-family
residential, however, is handled at the Commercial Counter.
3.

10 Overall Checklist of 22An Requirements. Largely as a result
of the numbers and complexity of state and local codes, many
building permit applicants fail to provide certain information or
to obtain certain approvals prior to seeking a building permit.
This contributes to some of the substantial delays in the review
process. Of the 14 surveyed projects held up over 30 days in
Planning, 13 were due to the applicant having neglected (or been
unaware of the need) to previously apply for a special permit or
lot line adjustment.

4.

Counter Overcrowding. A frequent complaint is too few staff
serving too many applicants at the counters. The Commercial
Counter is open from 1 to 5 pm only and usually has.only one to
two available staff. There is no receptionist. The Residential
Counter is open all day with one person, sometimes two in the
afternoon. The delays are frustrating to all applicants, but
especially so for the experienced applicants who feel they could
otherwise make an expeditious application.
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5. AB 241 Mandate Affects Acts LI More Than aieDepartment. AB 941
affects all residential permits, which fall into two types:
Building permits, handled by Inspections, and planning
entitlements, (rezonings, variances) handled by Planning. In the
case of multi-family residential projects, both Inspections and
Planning review plans in the building permit process. AB 941
does not require one department to make all the decisions
regarding building permits and entitlements, just to provide
information about the status of both types of projects.
After reviewing the options presented in the attached report, staff
recommends the following actions be taken by the City Council:
I.

Staffing
a. Add A Building Permit Administrator lo the Commercial ,Plan
Checking staff. This person would be appointed by the City
Manager and perform the following functions:
1.

Give a preliminary check of building plans for completeness
at the counter.

2.

Advise the public as to plan content needs and associated
planning and permit approvals (e.g., lot line adjustments,
tree shading requirements, driveway permits).

3.

Answer phone and counter inquiries on code requirements and
the plan checking process.

4.

Assist other Inspections staff in checking interior
remodeling plans done in-house.

5.

Coordinate plan checking procedures with other affected
offices.

6.

Prepare and maintain pUblic information materials relative
to building permits and planning entitlements.

7.

Establish and maintain a project status monitoring system
for all commercial and residential building permits and for
residential planning entitlements.

Knowledge of building codes and plan reading will maximize the utility
of the person filling this exempt position. This person would report
to the Superintendent of Building Inspections, and would supervise the
receptionist and other commercial plan checkers in Inspections. A job
survey must be conducted by Personnel to establish a proper job class,
but salary is assumed to be between a Senior and a Supervising
Engineer.

b. Add A Clerk II IQ the Commercial 21m Checking staff whose duties
would entail:
1. Acting as receptionist
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2.

Assisting staff by transferring notes on plans and with
other routine items.

3.

Maintaining the project status information system.

c. Add .aFire Protection Engineer to the Commercia12Ian Checking
stMf; and delete • Fire Prevention Inspector 11 foal Fire
Prevention. This reflects a change of responsibility for plan
checking areas such as water supply, sprinkler design, fire
equipment access, hi-rise requirements, etc. By bringing this
position into Inspections the following advantages are realized:
1.

Greater coordination is achieved with the fire and panic and
sprinkler design work already done in Inspections.

2.

Routing time is reduced by eliminating one "outside" office.

3.

The .additional staff will aid Inspections in dealing with
counter overcrowding.

Personnel must perform a job survey to establish a proper jcb class,
but salary is assumed to be comparable to a Fire Prevention Inspector
II. The duties being transferred from Fire to Inspections presently
occupy one FPI II full-time. (It is assumed that this person would
transfer to Inspections until such time as the Fire Protection
Engineer position is filled.
d. Building Inspector 111 t p Commercial Plan fbe_ju
c'_ng staff to
augment the two existing checkers of Plumbing. Mechanical A n d
Energy code requirements. Increasing state euergy requirements
in particular have made this the primary "bottleneck" within
Inspections itself. This position is needed so that Inspections
can conclude their review by the time plans return from Planning,
so that the routing time reduction would indeed translate into
net time savings.
e. Add Building Technician to Residential lam Checking staff to
provide full-time back up on counter duty and to perform plan
checking. This would allow field inspectors currently performing
this task on a rotating ad hoc basis to concentrate solely on
field work, and thus allow a qualified support staffer to be
trained full-time in this area.
II. Procedures
a. Implement _a project status monitoring ,system via microcomputer,
to be located at the Commercial counter. The existing system of
hand-kept logs is ponderous. The volume of applications
virtually precludes a manual system, and the microcomputer would
both find specific projects immediately, and be able to generate
program statistics.
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2.

Assisting staff by transferring notes on plans and with
other routine items.

3.

Maintaining the project status information system.

c. Add A Fire Protection Engineer tQ the Commercial 21An Checking
staff; and delete Fire .Prevention Inspector Irma Fire
Prevention. This reflects a change of responsibility for plan
checking areas such as water supply, sprinkler design, fire
equipment access, hi-rise requirements, etc. By bringing this
position into Inspections the following advantages are realized:
1.

Greater coordination is-achieved with the fire and panic and
sprinkler design work already done in Inspections.

2.

Routing time is reduced by eliminating one "outside" office.

3.

The additional staff will aid Inspections in dealing with
counter overcrowding.

Personnel must perform a job survey to establish a proper jcb class,
but salary is assumed to be comparable to a Fire Prevention Inspector
II. The duties being transferred from Fire to Inspections presently
occupy one FPI II full-time. (It is assumed that this person would
transfer to Inspections until such time as the Fire Protection
Engineer position is filled.
d. /Add A _Building Inspector III t_Q Commercial. Plan checking staff to
augment the two existing checkers of Plumbing. Nechanica2 and
Energy code requirements. Increasing state energy requirements
in particular have made this the primary "bottleneck" within
Inspections itself. This position is needed so that Inspections
can conclude their review by the time plans return from Planning,
so that the routing time reduction would indeed translate into
net time savings.
e; Add /Building Technician lo 1Residential Plan Checking staff to
provide full-time back up on counter duty and to perform plan
checking. This would allow field inspectors currently performing
this task on a rotating ad hoc basis to concentrate solely on
field work, and thus allow a qualified support staffer to be
trained full-time in this area.
II. Procedures
a. Implement / Project status monitoring system via microcomputer,
to be located at the Commercial counter. The existing system of
hand-kept logs is ponderous. The volume of applications
virtually precludes a manual system, and the microcomputer would
both find specific projects immediately, and be able to generate
program statistics.
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b.

Prepare a checklist for applicants
checkersJafJbasic
I.galirements for plan submission and the various associated
approvals. This would be distributed among builders, and would
be available at Inspections and Planning counters.

c.

Prepare individual information handouts for distribution which
expand on key plan requirements and approvals, including "model
plans" where appropriate. This has previously been done only for
residential permit applicants.

d.

Revise commercial plan check routing procedure as follows:
1.

Applicant receives an initial desk check for plan
completeness at the Inspections Commercial counter, pays his
applicable fees, and has his plans logged in. Inspections
staff begins its check of Structural, Building, Fire, Panic,
Energy, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Codes. Each
checker logs out plans to next checker.

2.

Applicant hand-carries plans to Water and Sewer (on second
floor). (Applicants will continue to take a site plan to
Traffic Engineering if a driveway permit is required, as per
current procedure.)

3.

Water and Sewer completes check and returns plans to
Inspections. Receptionist logs plans through and handcarries plans to Engineering.

4.

Engineering completes check and returns plans to
Inspections. Receptionist logs plans through and handcarries them to Planning.

5.

Planning completes check of planning, landscaping and tree
shading requirements, and returns plahs to Inspections where
they are logged in.

6.

Inspections compiles all staff comments and requirements and
issues permit for approved plans.
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FINANCIAL DATA

Total proposed 1982-83 direct and indirect costs are as follows:
1. Costs by Item(a)

Half _Year

Building Permit Administrator
Typist Clerk II
Fire Protection Engineer (net change)
Building Inspector III
Building Technician
Subtotal

Employee Services •

Other Services and Supplies
Furniture, Telephone, Remodeling
Microcomputer
Total
2.

$ 38,125
11,174
5,289
22,273
16,763
- - - —
$ 93,624
3,000
23,398
10,000
------$130,022

Costs Jay Activity(b)

$ 82,690
47,332
--$130,022

Commercial
Residential
Total

=======

(a)

Indirect cost factor for Fire is 1.0895 and Inspections is
1.3699. Direct salary costs only total $64,483.

(b)

Residential includes half of Administrator and Clerk, and
all of Building Technician.

Staff proposes to fund these additional appropriations by adding a 24%
surcharge on plan check fees, which are paid by commercial applicants only,
and by adding an 11% surcharge on all building permits (residential and
commercial, effective January 1, 1983. This spreads the fee impact
according to the commercial vs. residential cost shown above. The calculations are as follows:
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FINANCIAL DATA
Total proposed 1982-83 direct
1.

Costs

and indirect

by Item(a)

Balf Year

Building Permit Administrator
Typist Clerk II
Fire Protection Engineer (net change)
Building Inspector III
Building Technician

Other Services and Supplies
Furniture, Telephone, Remodeling
Microcomputer
Total
Costs

$ 38,125
11,174
5,289
22,273
16,763
$ 93,624

Subtotal Employee Services

2.

costs are as follows:

3,000
23,398
10,000
$130,022

by: Activity (b)

Commercial
Residential

$ 82,690
47,332

Total

$130,022

(a)

Indirect cost factor for Fire is 1.0895 and Inspections is
1.3699. Direct salary costs only total $64,483.

(b)

Residential includes half of Administrator and Clerk, and
all of Building Technician.

Staff proposes to fund these additional appropriations by adding a 24%
surcharge on plan check fees, which are paid by commercial applicants only,
and by adding an 11% surcharge on all building permits (residential and
commercial, effective January 1, 1983. This spreads the fee impact
according to the commercial vs. residential cost shown above. The calculations are as follows:
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Residential Cost
Add equal amount of
remaining Commercial cost

$ 47,332
47,332

Amount to be raised by
Building Permit surcharge

$ 94,664

Total Cost

$130,022
(94,664)

Subtract Permit surcharge
Amount to be raised by Plan
Check Fee surcharge

$ 35,358

Divide Building Permit surcharge by current Jan-June 1983
Permit revenue estimate to obtain surcharge rate:
$94.664
880,000

=

10.98%; round to 11%

Divide Plan Check surcharge by current Jan-June 1983 Plan
Check Fee revenue estimate to obtain surcharge rate:
$35.358
147,000

= 24.05%; round to 24%

These fee increases will offset both direct and indirect costs to the
City. The Plan check fee surcharge will pot be applied to the recently
implemented energy plan check fees.
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the position changes
and additions, the procedural changes, the budget amendments and the fee
increases, as outlined above and as pursuant to the attached
resolution.
Staff believes these changes are responsive to the letter and spirit
of AB 941, and in fact go further than the State mandate to provide a more
expeditious review of commercial building permit plans. Staff estimates
tha plan checking time will be reduced from the current 12-13 weeks to 6
weeks when all personnel are on board. NO one enjoys paying higher fees,
but this proposal will provide an increased level of service. Since time
is money to developers, this reduced review time may more than offset the
impact of the fees.

7

The fee impact has been structured in a way to minimize the increase
in cost of a building permit per se, so that residential property owners
will not be unduly burdened. In fact, this proposal goes far toward
demystifying the process for the novice builder/owner, by providing for
public information capabilities heretofore lacking in the building permit
process.
Respectfully submitted,
1441.4.11
SOLON WISHAM, JR.
- Assistant City Manager
attachment
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The fee impact has been structured in a way to minimize the increase
in cost of a building permit per se, so that residential property owners
will not be unduly burdened. In fact, this proposal goes far toward
demystifying the process for the novice builder/owner, by providing for
public information capabilities heretofore lacking in the building permit
process.
ctfully submitted,

TISHAM, JR.
SOL
Assistant City Manager
attachment
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RESOLUTION NO. gPZ-942'
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

A RESOLUTION RELATING TO BUILDING PERMITS
AND PLAN CHECKING, WITH BUDGET AMENDMENTS,
PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATIONS AND FEE INCREASES
WHEREAS, AB 941 of 1981 requires cities to "provide for coordination of
review and decisionmaking and the provision of information regarding the
status of all applications and permits for residential developments by a
single administrative entity", effective January 1, 1983, and
WHEREAS, the intent of the Council is to reduce the length of time to check
plans relative to both commercial and residential applications for building
permits, increase administrative accountability and public information on
the entire permit and application process, and
WHEREAS, the intent of the Council is to recoup both direct and indirect
costs to the City of implementing both personnel and procedural changes to
achieve reforms and compliance with AB 941, then
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
Section

1

Effective January 1, 1983, the Inspection Division's FY 1982-83 Budget
(3300) is hereby amended by adding $100,881 to be transferred from the
Discretionary Reserve (1-01-5072-xxxx-xxxx), as follows:
Object fpda

4101
4202
4204
4205
4241
4242
4272
4411
4412
4461
4630

Wage and Salary
Telephone
Reproduction
Mail
Remodeling
Equipment Maintenance
Tuition
Office Supplies
Drafting Supplies
Small Tools/Office
Equipment

$ 64,483
100
1,000
100
6,000
500
200
1,000
100
3,899
23,499
$100,881

APPROW7E)
131 ME CITY couNco_
DEC 2 8
OFFIC E OF THE
CITY CLERK

Legtjai 2
Effective January 1, 1983, the following positions are hereby added to the
Inspection Division's FY 1982-83 Budget:
a. Building Permit Administrator
b. Typist Clerk II
c. Fire Protection Engineer
d. Building Inspector III
e. Building Technician
Section

.3.

The Personnel Department is requested to expeditiously conduct a job study
to establish an appropriate job title and salary range for the positions
tentatively titled Building Permit Administrator and Fire Protection
Engineer.
Section

The City Manager is authorized to fill the Building Permit Administrator
and Fire Protection Engineer on a limited-term basis, if necessary, on or
before January 1, 1983.
,Sect ion

a

It is the intent of the Council that the procedural changes described under
"Procedures" in the Analysis section of the accompanying report be
implemented.
.Sect ion

The 1982-83 Approved Budget is hereby amended by adding a total of $130,022
to General Fund Revenues ($94,664 to 1-01-3203-xxxx-xxxx and $35,358 to
1-01-3611-xxxx-xxxx).
,section 2

Resolution No. 80-427, which established fees and charges for various City
licenses, permits, services and facilities, is hereby amended effective
January 1, 1983 to reflect the Inspection's Division related fees and
charges as set forth below:

•
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Section 2,
Effective January 1, 1983, the folloWing positions are hereby added to the
Inspection Division's FY 1982-83 Budget:
a. Building Permit Administrator
b. Typist Clerk II
c. Fire Protection Engineer
d. Building Inspector III
e. Building Technician

afsligia
The Personnel Department is requested to expeditiously conduct a job study
to establish an appropriate job title and salary range for the positions
tentatively titled Building Permit Administrator and Fire Protection
Engineer.
Section 4

The City Manager is authorized to fill the Building Permit Administrator
and Fire Protection Engineer on a limited-term basis, if necessary, on Or
before January 1, 1983.
Section

a

It is the intent of the Council that the procedural changes described under
"Procedures" in the Analysis section of the accompanying report be
implemented.
Section L.
The 1982-83 Approved Budget is hereby amended by adding a total of $130,022
to General Fund Revenues ($94,664 to 1-01-3203-xxxx-xxxx and $35,358 to
1-01-3611-xxxx-xxxx).
Section 2.
Resolution No. 80-427, which established fees and charges for various City
licenses, permits, services and facilities, is hereby amended effective
January 1, 1983 to reflect the Inspection's Division related fees and
charges as set forth below:

•

2

a. Building Permits (City Code Sec. 9.49), to be raised an average
of 11% as follows:
Rate
$

7,-se
2(hee

$ 8.00
22.00
33.00
47.00
61.00
89.00
116.50
135.50135.50 for first $5,000; plus 4966 $10.00
for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof to and including
$25,000

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

50
500
1,000
1,500
2,000
3,000
4,000
5,000
25,000

25,001 to

50,000

308700

342.00 for first $25,000; plus 467196 $6.50
for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof to and including
$50,000

50,001 to 100,000

45e790

508.50 for first $50,000; plus 43756 $4.00
for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof to and including
$100,000

100,001 and'over

633766

702.50 for first $100,000; plus 42759
$3.00 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction therecf

$

1
51
501
1,001
1,501
2,001
3,001
4,001
5,001

b.

40709
42750
56:430
ee-490
+05:44e

122768
1227-00

Plan Checks (City Code Sec. 9.51), to be raised on average of
24%, as follows:
Rate

For work exceeding
$1,000 in value

65 80%

of the building permit fee

Section .8
The City of Sacramento Fee and Charge Report (Building Inspection), page
62a, is hereby amended to reflect the Engineering Department related fees
and charges as set forth in Section 7 above, effective January 1, 1983.
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3g_clign 9
The Planning Director or his designee is hereby designated as the "single
administrative entity" with respect to the requirements of AB 941 of 1981.

MAYOR
ATrEsr:

CITY CLERK
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Section 9
The Planning Director or his designee is hereby designated as the "single
administrative entity" with respect to the requirements of AB 941 of 1981.

MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY CLERK
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
;;IFIA1i7A1

It3:111:07
EXHIBIT 1

t'D

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

JACK R. CRUST
DIRECTOR OF FINANCE

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

915 I STREET
ROOM 112

TELEPHONE (918) 449-5738

ROBERT C. LELAND
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

September 14, 1982
FA:82291.1:RCL:KMF
TO:

WALTER J. SLIPE, City Manager
SOLON 'DOC' WISHAM, Assistant City Manager

FROM:

ROBERT C. LELAND, Assistant Director of Finance

RE:

Building Permit Review Process Reforms;
Preliminary Report

SUMMARY
Management staff was directed by your office to review City
operations governing issuance of building permits (often referred
to as "plan checking") and to recommend appropriate reforms. The
motivation for reform is two-fold:
First, the January 1, 1983 effective date of AB 941
(McCarthy) of 1981, which requires cities to "provide for
coordination of review and decisionmaking and the provision
of information regarding the status of all applications and
permits for residential developments —.by a single
administrative entity," and
Second, the complaints by some developer applicants for
commercial building permits that the City's plan checking
process is too lengthy and does not afford a means of
readily determining the status of a project.
The problem is to reconcile AB 941's mandate for residential
development with the desire by commercial developers for a more
responsive building permit/plan checking process, without
sacrificing the City's high standards of review and without
extending the time it currently takes to perform plan checking
for building permits.
To this end, staff conducted over 12 hours of interviews
with City staff involved in the building permit process,
discussed AB 941 with legislative and State Office of Planning
and Research staff, and reviewed both the 1977 report by the
Mayors' Committee on the Building Inspections Process and the
1982 Connerly Report on Sacramento County's operations. A
special survey was made by tracing samplings of applications
through the entire review process, to note the time involved and
the problems typically encountered.

This preliminary report provides the staff's findings and
presents an array of alternatives for complying with AB 941 and
reforming the building permit process. Staff recommends that
this report be shared with concerned department heads, and that a
meeting be held to solicite their reactions. At that point,
staff proposes to produce a final report, with recommendations
for change and an implementation schedule.
Please note that the focus of this report is on plan
checking procedure, rather than the substance of the mandates
which necessitate the checking. Clearly, plan checking becomes
more lengthy and involved as mandates, both those imposed from
without and from within, mount in their number and complexity.
The determination of which of those mandates self-imposed by City
Code might be modified to ease plan checking burdens should be
pursued, but staff felt this area was beyond the scope of this
report.
BACKGROUND
Overview of Permit and Entitlement Process. The permits and
applications for all forms of development may be divided into two
categories: (1) "building permits", and (2) rezonings,
subdivision maps and variances, hereinafter referred to as
"planning entitlements". The City's manner of processing
applications for building permits versus planning entitlements
differs substantially. Figure 1 on the following page presents a
graphic outline of the entire system, which is highlighted below.
1. Building Permits
a.

Commercial--Substantive. These are permits for
any work more substantial than interior finishing
or remodeling . "Commercial" includes residential
properties larger than a duplex. Applications for
permits are made to Building Inspections, and four
sets of plans are submitted. Two sets are
reviewed by the Commercial Section of Inspections
while the other two are routed through
Engineering, Fire, Water and Sewer, and Planning
for review of various aspects of the project. All
comments are consolidated by Inspections and given
to the applicant, who may have to revise his plans
to satisfy the concerns of the City offices in
question. Recent experience indicates an average
elapsed time of 67 working days (just over 3
months) from application to permit issuance.

b.

Commercial--Non-Substantive. These are permits
for interior finishing or remodeling. The plans
are not routed, and all review is done by
Inspections. Time required for review has
recently averaged 20 days, although some minor
projects are granted over the counter.
2

FIGURE 1
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c.

Residential. All permits for duplexes and single
family units are handled by the Residential
Section of Inspections, without routing to other
departments for comment. New construction is
subjected to a desk check of the plans, with
permits available within an average of about 9
working days. Remodeling work is inspected in
the field, with no desk check of plans, and
permits are issued over the counter.

2.

All Other Entitlements
Applications for both Residential and Commerical
properties are handled by the Planning Department.
State law (Subdivision Map Act) governs the division of
property (tentative and final subdivision map filings).
City Zoning Ordinance governs entitlements involving
use of property (rezoning, variances, etc.) Various
time limitations established by AB 884 (1977) apply to
City action. The City arranges for all related
applications for entitlements to be covered by one
Planning Commission/City Council action.

Table 1 shows the number of building permits and planning
entitlements issued from 1976 through 1982:

TABLE 1
NUMBER OF BUILDING PERMITS AND PLANNING ENTITLEMENTS
1976-1982
1226 1221 12/8

1979

1211 1982

1280

Building Permits
Total Permits
Total Value
Residential
Value
Commercial
Value

8,361 8,258*
10,362 10,760 12,387 12,841 9,973
208.7M 298.8M 180.8M 161.0M 175.1M*
94.6M
148.5M
8,134
54.5M
2,228
40.1M

10,248 10,694
108.3M 172.4M
2,147
2,129
100.4M 126.4M

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

8,258
6,566
56.7M
84.8M
1,795
1,715
96.0M 104.3M

--

Planning Entitlements
Tentative Maps/
Lot Line
Adjustments
Rezonings
Special Permits
Variances
Design Review

99
50
104
64
144

209
93
119
98
145

164
97
109
126
158

155
82
138
155
124

N/A = Not Available
* = Projected from actual through August 1982
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188
71
152
75
106

186
65
153
91
122

167*
59*
137*
78*

AB 941. This legislation was enacted on September 26, 1981,
to take effect January 1, 1983. The text of the law is contained
in Exhibit I. AB 941 provides the following:
1.

The City must designate a single administrative entity
to coordinate the review of and provide information
about the status of all local permits for residential
development projects.

2.

The single administrative entity may be either a person
or agency designated by the City Council.

3.

The City may adopt procedures by resolution to
implement AB 941.

4.

The City may charge fees to recover the costs of
implementing AB 941. (The City has this authority in
any event.)

The legislation does not require that all permits be issued
by a single entity. The City need only provide a single source
for coordination of residential permits and issuance of permit
status information. The law does not distinguish between
planning entitlements and building permits; all of the permits
must be coordinated through the single entity.
This latter point required staff to look Joeyond the building
permit process in exploring alternatives for compliance with AB
941. Therefore, while the primary focus of this report remains
on the building permit/plan checking process, ensuing discussion
will include the impact of AB 941 on the City's planning
entitlement process.
Developer Complaints. In February 1976, the Mayor's
Committee on the Building Inspections Process was created by the
City Council in response to a recommendation by the Metropolitan
Chamber of Commerce. The Committee, consisting of private
industry representatives, was charged with recommending ways to
streamline and simplify the inspections process. In its final
report of August 9, 1977, the Committee made the following eight
recommendations relative to commercial plan checking:
1.

That the construction industry and the building
division be encouraged to submit, receive, and process
only complete plans.

2.

That buildings division practices reflect a policy of
conducting more reasonable plan checks.

3.

That smaller, less complex commercial plans be exempted
from the formal plan check review.

4.

That the plan checking process be consolidated and
conducted within the buildings inspection division.
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5.

That realistic plan check review time limits be
established by the division.

6.

That the division establish and maintain a reserve of
qualified plan checking personnel.

7.

That the division and the City Public Information
Officer (PIO) design and publish a series of
informational brochures.

8.

That the division and the PIO develop a "road map" for
the building and project development process.

Exhibit II contains the portion of that report which elaborates
on these recommendations.
Without commenting on the practicality or desirability of
these recommendations, it is apparent that the ensuring years
have seen little tangible progress in implementing them. The
following points correspond to recommendation number:
1.

Inspections will only process complete plans, but many
submitted by developers are initially incomplete, even
from "experienced" firms.

2.

A "reasonable" plan check is in the eye of the
beholder. There are specific laws mandating various
types of review. Plan checking is technically complex
and tedious work, and City policy has always been to do
it right, regardless of the time it takes.

3.

Smaller, less complex commercial plans ALa now
exempted from the formal plan check process--they are
checked by Inspections "in-house".

4.

The plan checking process has not been consolidated
with Inspections.

5.

No plan check time deadlines for handling building
permits have been applied to any of the departments.
(Driveway permits may be requested on 2 day's notice.)

6.

There is no "reserve" of qualified plan checking
personnel per se. Field inspectors have been pressed
into service to help process residential permits, but
not on the commercial side of Inspections. Most of the
other departments have only one person qualified to
check plans of all degrees of difficulty.
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7.

There is almost no printed information available for
commercial applicants, and what little there is was
prepared ad hoc, not as part of an organized
departmental package. The situation is somewhat better
for residential applicants.

8.

A "road map" of the process is not presently available
to applicants, although Figure 2 of this report does
represent the plan checking portion of the total
development process.

According to industry sources, complaints have continued
notwithstanding the 1977 report, especially when post-Proposition
13 staff cutbacks slowed plan checking during the booming 1978-80
construction period. Exhibit III is a March 1982 complaint
alleging unresponsive City staff and delays in permit approval.
Ironically, the complaints seem to come from comme.Lcisa
developers about the building permit process, while AB 941
addresses only residential developments and includes planning
entitlements as well as building permits.
Formal Process is One Drawing Ire. The focus of developer
discontent with the plan checking process is the "formal"
procedure used for the substantive c_ompercial permits, i.e., the
process of routing plans among departments. They are unhappy
because (a) this may take a long time, (b) they never know what
the status of their application is, and (c) "established"
developers of major projects must submit their plan in the same
manner as novice applicants.
By contrast, the time involved with the non-substantive
=mercial permits is relatively short, and developers always
know where their plans are. As noted, Inspections has adopted
the 1977 Mayor's Committee recommendation that "smaller, less
complex commercial plans be exempted from the formal plan check
review", by handling them in-house. The same applies to the even
briefer review of residential permits.
The time involved with other entitlements may be up to one
year, but (a) that is the time limit imposed on local government
by State law, (b) the developers know what the status of their
project is, and (c) the City acts on all entitlements at one
time, saving the developer time spent pursuing in consecutive
fashion a general plan change, rezoning, lot split, variance,
etc.—, as is usually the case in other cities.
To better understand the frustrations of developers, the
following section gives a more detailed look at the commercial
plan checking process. Subsequent sections provide more detail
on residential permits and planning entitlements. Figure 2
depicts both the commercial and residential permit process.
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COMMERCIAL PLAN CHECKING
Building Inspections. The formal multi-department plan
checking process for commercial building permit applications
begins in the Commercial Section of the Building Inspections
Division (927 10th Street, Room 100). This section is headed by
Dean Tieman, Senior Engineer.
Plans may be submitted at the Commercial counter from 1:00
p.m. to 5:00 p.m. each weekday or in the morning by appointment
only. Plans from out-of-town applicants will be accepted at any
time, however, and information is available by phone. The
building permit application is shown in Exhibit IV. Plans are
given a once over at the counter by either Tiernan or Neil
Haworth, Assistant Engineer, who share counter duty. The plans
are then logged in by Tieman or Haworth who each keep their own
form of logs--there is no uniform log book kept by the Division.
Two sets of plans are then bundled up with a routing slip (see
Exhibit V for copy) and the applicant delivers this package to
Engineering. The other two sets are retained for Inspections
staff review.
The Inspections review consists of checking compliance with
the Uniform Building Code, and involves three main areas:
"Building, Structural, Fire and Panic", comprising Tieman,
Haworth, and Hedda Prall, Associate Architect, "Plumbing and
Mechanical", involving Jerry Angelides, Associate Engineer and,
temporarily, Andy Diloreto, Building Inspector II (subbing for
Gene Petralli, Building Inspector III, who is ill); and
"Electrical", handled by Pete Charles, Building Inspector III.
The appropriate plans for a given project are circulated
among these three staff groups. Projects are taken up on a
"first in, first out" basis, except that the interior
finishing/remodeling projects (which are not routed) are given
top priority, as they are usually small in scale and can often be
quickly dispensed with.
All six staff persons basically check plans 100% of the
time, except for occasional field calls. There is a substantial
amount of interaction between the six, with Tieman (18 years
experience) and Haworth (12 years) coordinating the review of
those particular projects they originally logged in. Tieman had
a CETA employee with drafting experience assisting him until
July, 1981, when the City's CETA program was terminated, and that
person has not been replaced. There is no clerical staff
assigned to the commercial plan-checking staff. They must handle
all phone inquiries and related paperwork themselves.

9

The applicant and/or his architect/engineer are consulted as
ambiguities develop, or additional information is required. As
conflicts are noted, the applicant is notified of required
changes. While the "typical" plan may only require a few hours
of concerted study, the lapse of many days may be associated with
awaiting an applicant's response or revisions. Delays are
compounded by backlogs of plans awaiting initial review. Similar
circumstances arise in the other departments.
Upon return of the "routed" set of plans, Inspections must
reconcile the various plans within the set, making sure any
revised plans submitted are still consistent with the others in
the set. Tieman or Haworth must then transpose by hand all
comments by City staff onto two complete sets of plans: one to
be returned to the applicant for use by the contractor in the
field, and the other to be retained by Inspections.
Upon resolution of its own staff's concerns, receipt of
approval from the other affected departments (including receipt
of a driveway permit and/or Design Review/Preservation Commission
approval, if required), and payment of any County sanitation fees
due, Inspections issues the requested permit and records the
permit fee paid at the Residential counter. If public
improvements are required to be installed by the developer, City
Code requires that permit approval be withheld until those
improvements are completed. Inspections will maintain an "open
case" for six months, but if an applicant hasn't come back with
the required changes by that time, the staff seeks to determine
whether the applicant considers the project "dead", and if so,
the plans are discarded.
Engineering. The first department on the routing list for
substantive commercial permits is Engineering (City Hall, Room
207), where the plan checking is done by Ron Wicky, Engineering
Technician.
A principal reason for its "starting" position is that
Engineering determines any need to install frontage improvements
and estimates the cost thereof; if an applicant decides that the
cost of such improvements renders his project financially
infeasible, then at least he discovers this at the beginning of
the process, before any further time of his and the City's is
wasted. Another consideration is that if a right of way is
required, it is best that this be determined at the outset,
because some time may be required to secure it, which would mean
holding up project approval if the need for the right of way was
not determined until the end of the review process. Other major
items of Engineering review (see checklist in Exhibit VI) include
grading, paving and drainage.
Plan checking is a high priority in Engineering, and Wicky,
who has worked at this task since 1975, spends about 90% of his
time reviewing plans (including parcel, subdivision, and
condominium maps). In his absense other engineers in the office
will pick up his work. Wicky also relies on the assistance of
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other engineers on specific frontage improvement questions, and
on the department's files on past municipal improvements in the
area.
Projects are considered on a strict "first in, first out"
basis. Rather than hold plans pending applicant revisions, Wicky
will send the plans on without his approval, to expedite the
process. Engineering's approval is a condition of permit
issuance, however, so a successful applicant must subsequently
bring a revised set of plans back to Wicky with the appropriate
changes.
Real Estate. Projects requiring an improvement agreement
(i.e., where the developer is required to install landscaping,
curbs, gutters and sidewalks) are referred to the Real Estate and
Street Assessment Office before leaving Engineering. The
determination of qualifying projects is made by Ron Wicky, who
refers such projects to Ir y Moraes, Real Property and Assessments
Supervisor.
Moraes prepares the improvement agreement, and handles all
payment of bonds or cash to ensure developer performance, as well
as "staking fees" for subsequent City inspection costs. The
function is primarily a financial one, and Moraes has been doing
it for about 10 years. He also checks for requirements of rightof-way dedication which entails recordation of a deed, and
monitors projects involving a City contribution toward
construction of certain improvements.
The checklist employed by Moraes is embodied in the
routing slip (see Exhibit V). While Real Estate is
shown on the routing slip as a separate stop for each project, in
fact it is applicable to comparatively few projects, and the time
required for Real Estate action is included within Engineering
proper.

Inspections

Upon completion of the Engineering review, including Real
Estate, Wicky hand carries the plans downstairs to the Fire
Department, the next office in the routing progression.
Fire. Plan checking by the Fire Department's Prevention
Division (City Hall, Room 3) is handled by Dennis Loheit, Fire
Prevention Inspector II. Loheit reviews plans for compliance
with the Uniform Fire Code and certain other requirements of
State or City law. (See Exhibit VII for checklist retained for
files.) Major items of consideration are:
1.

Fire flows

2.

Access for fire equipment

3.

Sprinkler requirements

4. Fire alarm requirements
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5.

Fire extinguisher locations

6.

Existing requirements

7.

High-rise building provisions

The sprinkler requirements checked by Fire are those above
and beyond the Uniform Building Code (UBC), checked by
Inspections. If a UBC-required sprinkler is called for, Loheit
defers his review of that area until Inspections sends in the
applicant's sprinkler plans at a later date: this process is
separate from the commercial building permit review. If,
however, the need for sprinklers stems from the more stringent
Uniform Fire Code (UFC), then Fire Department approval is
required prior to issuance of the building permit.
Another area which may supercede the UBC is &xiting
requirememts, where state law mandates higher standards for
public assembly type buildings (restaurants, auditoriums,
stores), and for high-rises (generally above 6-9 floors). An
item often left for the Fire Department to designate themselves
on the plans is fire extinguisher locations.
Loheit is the only Inspector to do substantive work on plan
checking. He has worked at his current job for 10 years. He has
a number of other duties; most of them relating to the
supervision of three Inspectors who do Fire Code violation work
and on-site inspections. At present Loheit spends about 70% of
his time on plans, which includes subdivision and condo maps, and
30% on supervision. Until January 1, 1981, however, he worked
one week out of every eight on arson investigations on a rotating
basis in addition to his supervisory duties.
Plans are generally reviewed on a "first in, first out"
basis, although requests to expedite relatively simple projects
will be considered. Reliance on office resources is somewhat
limited: occasional use is made of department files on fire
incidence, code violation history, and use to which structures
are put, and other staff are sometimes consulted about fire
equipment capabilities. Upon completion of Fire Department
review, the plans are either mailed inter-office or hand-carried
to Water and Sewer.
Water and Sewer. The review of plans by the Water and Sewer
Division (927 10th Street, Room 201) is very straight-forward.
The plans are checked for water and sewer service. (See Exhibit
VIII for review check list.) The size and type of connections
required determines the service installation charges to be
ultimately paid based on City Ordinance. Main availability and
backflow prevention requirements are also determined. If no main
is available or if on-site fire hydrants are required, the plans
are referred to the Engineering Section of the Division. At this
point the Engineering Section reviews the plans and checks to see
if the main extension design process has been started. If not,
the plan is disapproved. If Division requirements are not met,
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water service to the site will be denied. This done, the plans
are passed upstairs to Planning, usually the same day the plans
are received.
Water and Sewer approval is required for issuance of the
building permit. However, if inadequate information exists to
make a determination of required connections, and if no main
extensions are required, staff simply notes it and passes the
plans on as is. The contractor will eventually contact Water and
Sewer about making needed connections, and the fees and
connections will be determined at that time.
Water and Sewer review is handled by either Carl Setter,
Clerk III, Jim Hickey, Clerk III or Craig Hamner, Associate
Engineer. Setter and Hickey have about 10 years experience in
this area, and spend about 5-10% of their time on plan checking.
Division policy is to have plans checked within 24 hours unless
problems exist. There is no divisional priority on the order in
which plans are reviewed or the importance of plan checking
versus competing duties, but since most plans are in and out the
same day, both concerns are rather moot. At one time in the
past, this aspect of plan checking was handled solely by
Engineering.

Planning. The last department in the routing system is
Planning, (927 10th Street, Room 300), where plans are reviewed
by Linda Lange, Zoning Investigator. Her title is somewhat of a
misnomer, since 75% of her time involves plan checking, as
opposed to zoning enforcement. The former is her first priority,
by department policy. The zoning work involves substantial field
work, to which is generally devoted a couple afternoons a week.
There is no logical link between Lange's two assignments.
Her background was in Inspections as a Field Representative, and
she became self-trained at her plan checking position in
Planning, where she has been for two years. Her "predecessor"
was actually three people--a zoning supervisor and two zoning
investigators. All three took turns between plan checking and
zoning enforcement, and the tradition stuck.
Plans are reviewed on a strict "first in, first out" basis,
regardless of project complexity, to preclude any charges by
applicants of preferential treatment. A checklist (See Exhibit
IX) is employed. Planning's scope of review is perhaps the
broadest of the four outside departments, and encompases:

1.

Zoning Ordinance compliance (including building
setbacks and height, landscaped planters, parking and
other ordinance requirements)

2.

Entitlement applications (i.e., special permits,
variance, lot line adjustment or tentative map)

3.

Planning Commission/City Council conditions of approval

4.

Design Review/Preservation Commission approval
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5.

Shading and landscaping ordinance compliance.

The conditions of approval applied by the Planning
Commission or City Council require special attention. Frequent
reference is made both to departmental files that contain
pertinent information on Commission action taken and to the
individual Planner(s) who originally worked on the project in its
conceptual stage, to ensure that the plans submitted match what
was envisioned by the staff planner when the conditions were
established.
Occasionally, it is discovered at the tail end of the
process that an applicant never acquired the necessary lot line
adjustment or other entitlement from the Planning Commission or
approval of the Design Review/Preservation Commission (if located
in the downtown area). When this happens, action on the plans is
frozen until the applicant goes back and secures these approvals.
(While Design Review (formerly the Architectural Review Board) is
listed on the Inspections routing slip as a separate stop, in
fact the applicant is responsible for securing that Commission's
approval prior to obtaining a building permit.)
Landscaping and Shading. Lange refers projects involving
landscaping and shading requirements to Penny Bell, Associate
Planner, for separate review, owing to the complexity of this
area. Bell, who is also the energy specialist in Planning, is
charged with applying the requirements of the Tree Shading
Ordinance. (At least 50% of parking lot surface must be
shaded; this reduces reflected heat, thereby allowing airconditioning in adjacent buildings to also be reduced; see
Exhibit V for shading-related plan requirements.) She also
reviews zoning ordinances and set-backs relative to the
landscaping plan. She has been working on this ordinance since
March 1981, and spends about 50% of her time on plan checking.
Bell is assisted by David Spease, a licensed Landscape
Architect from the Parks Division of the Community Services
Department, who acts as a consultant to Planning on landscaping
requirements. Spease, who has served in this capacity for eight
years, also lends advice on sprinkler coverage, selection of
plant materials, site clearance with regard to future tree
growth, and design of parking lots relative to landscaping. He
only spends approximately one day a month working on commercial
plan checking; his principal duties involve landscape design of
City projects.
Upon completion of the landscaping and shading review (if
required), the project plans are delivered by Lange to
Inspections, where they will have traveled full circle.
Traffic Engineering. The Traffic Engineering Division (1023
J Street, Room 202) is charged with issuing driveway permits.
Until 1980, Traffic Engineering was included in the routing
process for all commercial building permits. Currently, the two
14

permit processes are separate but related for those projects
requiring both permits.
Driveway permits are required on all commercial projects
major renovations, etc.) and residential only when
construction is required in public right-of-way. Many driveway
permits are issued for projects where no building permits are
required, and vice versa. Where both are required, however, the
building permit is not issued until the driveway permit is
secured.

(including

Driveway permit considerations center on expediting traffic
flow and safety of pedestrians and automobiles and protection of
public facilities (poles, trees, etc.). Traffic Engineering
checks the proposed driveway location for obstacles, the curb
conditions for required cuts, and the impact of the parking and
driveway layout on vehicle ingress and egress. (The number of
off-street parking spaces required to be provided is governed by
Planning, however, and parking lot paving/drainage is covered by
Engineering.) All of these considerations are outlined in the
permit information as shown in Exhibit XI, and are governed by
the City Ordinance on Traffic Engineering.
The plan checking is handled primarily by Leonard Johnson,
Engineering Technician, who is backed up by William Houston,
Drafting Technician II. Applicants must bring in their site
plans in acceptable condition at least two days before they
desire the permit. Johnson works extensively with applicants
over-the-counter to revise their plans where appropriate. In
cases where both a driveway and a building permit is required,
the driveway review may be done in advance, but the permit itself
normally is issued later, generally concurrent with the building
permit.
Johnson, who has 25 years experience at this job, spends
about 20% of his time on plan checking. He communicates with
Engineering and Planning, Tree Division, etc. frequently
regarding parking and drainage problems. Field checks are
required of all commercial properties, and of unusual residential
projects.
COMMERCIAL PLAN CHECKING IN PRACTICE: SURVEY RESULTS
Having completed the "theory" of how formal commercial plan
checking operates, the next step is a view of how it works in
practice.
Methodology. Two samplings of permit applications were
taken to determine the time required for each City office
involved in commercial plan checking to complete their review.
The first sample was 43 applications made between August 14 and
September 30, 1981. The second was 31 applications made between
January 1 and February 28, 1982. Both periods are recent enough
to reflect current practice, while far enough removed that all
serious applicants should have since been issued their permits.
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Data collected from these two samples are shown in Exhibit XII.
The logs of Building Inspections were the basis for
establishing date of application. The logs of Engineering, Fire,
Water and Sewer, and Planning were examined to track each
application as it was routed through those offices. Only
"working days" were counted, i.e., weekdays excluding paid
holidays for City employees. Because none of the logs cited time
in and out (only the dates were noted), any part of a day was
counted as one full day, for consistency.
Limitations. There ax several limitations to the
usefulness of this information. First, the number of days a
project is held does not differentiate between the time a plan
sits waiting to be opened, the time it is actually under review
or the time spent waiting for an applicant's response to staff
inquiry or corrections by the applicant. Further, a plan may be
sent on without an office's approval, which may ultimately come
days or weeks later while the plans are physically located in
another office.
Second, the logs are only as good as the diligence of the
staff in maintaining them. All logs reviewed differed in format,
content and legibility. The common denominator was address of
the project in question, and the date received and disposition
date (which sometimes differed from the date of approval). By
examining the logs of all offices involved, it became evident
that a few applications in each sample failed to be logged in by
one or more of the offices that reviewed it. Most omissions were
in Building Inspections, caused by the retirement of a staff
member and the loss of the logs on "his" projects. By referring
to the logs of other office, however, such isolated information
"gaps" could usually be plugged.
A more significant problem was the non-logging altogether by
Inspections of non-routed "minor" projects. The plans for these
projects were checked at the counter and the permits issued the
same day with no record being entered into the logs. Without a
log record it is impossible to trace the history, however brief
it may have been, of any given permit. Therefore, the samplings,
by representing only .1s2g.gg projects, are not completely
representative of all applications during the two periods, and
thus are somewhat biased toward "major" projects. With an
unknown number of "I day" reviews omitted, the average total
review times reflected appear slightly higher than they actually
are.
Third, the way the Building Inspections logs are kept
present some special difficulties. Each of the two principal
staffers for commercial permits keep their own logs, which differ
in the level of information provided. Neither reflects the time
spent by any of the several Inspections staffers that review each
plan, i.e. Building/Structural/Fire/Panic, Plumbing and
Since Inspections retains a set of
Mechanical, and Electrical.
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plans from the date application is made, it is unclear how much
time their staff actually requires to review a given set of
plans. This situation differs from the four offices on the
routing system, because each receives the "traveling" set of
plans in turn, i.e., their work is consecutive, not concurrent,
so the time spent by each is better defined than for Inspections.
Further, since Inspections is the end of the line for the
inter-departmental routing, the time between receipt of the last
department's input (Planning) and the date of issuance cannot be
accounted for between active review time by Inspections, or delay
by the applicant. According to staff, the typical situation is
that the applicant and his architect are responding during this
period to the need for revisions as dictated by Inspections
and/or one or more of the reviewing departments whose approval is
conditioned on such revisions being made. Therefore, in Table 2
following, and in Exhibit XII, the working days from completion
of the Planning review to date of permit issuance are simply
ascribed to "Inspections/Applicant".
Finally, if a permit has not yet been issued, the question
is raised as to the days to attribute to "Inspections/Applicant".
Such projects may still be alive, pending further revisions, but
issuance of the permit may be days or weeks in the future. On
the other hand, the project may have been dead in the eyes of the
applicant, perhaps for several months. Since the reviewing staff
is not always aware of which case applies, to avoid distorting
the "Inspections/Applicant" time of review, no entry is made
under this category for "pending" or "dead" projects. For such
projects, the other departments' review times stop at the date
they recorded an impasse being reached. (Even then the
departments' review time may be distorted due to the obvious
problems presented by such projects, so the review time figures
in Exhibit XII are summarized both with and without pending/dead
projects, to seek if the effect on a department's average is
significant.)
Findings. Notwithstanding these limitations, this survey
does provide for the first time the tracing of a more or less
random sampling of commercial permit applications through the
entire plan checking process. The information obtained on each
application in the two samples is listed in Exhibit XII. A
summary of the average working days in review for the "routing"
offices and the applicant is shown in Table 2:
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Table

2

AVERAGE COMMERCIAL PLAN CHECKING TIME BY ORGANIZATION
(in working days)

Aug-Sept

!al Sample

Engineering
Fire
Water/Sewer
Planning
Inspections/Applicant
Total

Routed Plans
Applications
Applications
Pending
Granted

2.38
16.25
1.23
25.82

21,11

All
Applications

1.86
18.57
1.43
24.00

2.12
17.41
1.33
24.91
22.12*

2.18
20.45
1.09
34.73

2.31
19.39
1.16
27.70
19.49*

2.02
19.51
1.26
29.37

2.21
18.40
1.24
26.31
20.81*

67.39

Jan-Feb '82 Sample
Engineering
Fire
Water/Sewer
Planning
Inspections/Applicant
Total

2.44
18.33
1.22
20.67

21.11
66.89

Combined Samples
Engineering
Fire
Water/Sewer
Planning
Inspections/Applicant
Total

2.41
17.29
1.22
23.25
22.97
67.14

* Average of both routed and non-routed plan checks resulting in
approved plans.
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Average Review Time. Table 2 indicates that the average
number of working days to approve a routed set of commercial
plans under "formal" review is 67 days, or just over three
calendar months. The "in-house" review of commercial interior
remodeling projects is about 19 working days, less than one-third
as long as under the formal review.
Allocation of Review Time. Based these samples, it is clear
that the bulk of the routing time only is spent in Fire (39.1%)
and Planning (52.7%). Total review time for all permits granted
indicates that 34.2% is used by either Inspections or the
Applicant. See Figures 3 and 4 on the following page for pie
chart representations.
"Pending" vs. 'Approved Applications. Projects which have
yet to be approved generally took longer for departmental staff
to review than plans for projects which have since been approved.
("Pending" plans have completed inter-departmental review and are
sitting in Inspections awaiting applicant response. As
previously noted, no review time is recorded for
"Inspections/Applicant" because there is no completion date.)
While Engineering and Water/Sewer did not change by more than one
day, Fire took 2.3 days longer, and Planning required an
additional 6.1 days. When a permit for plans submitted up to one
year ago has yet to be issued, there clearly is something wrong
with the proposal, and it would be surprising if such plans did
not take more staff time to process.
Workload Impact on Review Time. One purpose to having two
samples was to see if the processing time was related to
workload. The results were more conclusive for
"Inspections/Applicant" than for the other departments. The
former required an average 22.5 days for 19 projects in AugustSeptember, and an average of only 14.75 days to process 8
projects. ("Pending" projects were ignored in both samples.)
This 34% time reduction may have been possible due to the 58%
drop in projects needing review.
The workload for projects routed among the departments
turned out to be relatively constant (only 3 fewer routed
projects in January-February sample), but review time was
generally higher in January-February. Of the five groups, only
Planning registered significantly less time spent on routed
approved projects (down 5 days), but conversely spent
substantially more time on pending projects (up 11 days). Fire
was up by 2 days in both categories. Inspections/Applicant was
up 2 days for approved projects. The changes in Engineering and
Water and Sewer were not significant. The variations in time are
probably explainable by varying degrees of difficulty in projects
reviewed.
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FIGURE 3,

ALLOCATPOWCF TOTAL PERMT—REVIEW:TIME.

INSPECTIONS/
APPLICANT

FIRE

17.29 days
(25.8%)

22.97 days
(34.2%)

PLANNING

23.25 days
(34.6%)
1.2 days

WATER & SEWER

(1.8%)
ENGINEERING

2.41 days (3.6%)
FIGURE

4

ALOCATIONAF'ROUTING -TIME ONLY:

FIRE

PLANNING

17.29 days
(39.1%)

23.25 days
(52.7%)

WATER & SEWER

1.2 days (2.7%)
11111111111tINEERING
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2.41 days (5.5%)

RESIDENTIAL PLAN CHECKING
All plans for residential permits *(duplexes and single
units) are checked in-house by the Residential Section of
Building Inspections. Plans may be submitted at the Residential
Counter from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. New construction permits and
major second floor additions are held for a desk check. All
other remodeling permits are issued over the counter, with all
checking done by field inspectors before and after project
completion. There is an average of about 7 residential permits
issued each workday. Permits for both residential and commercial
are issued and fees collected at the Residential Counter, from
8:00 A.M. to 4:30 P.M.
This is basically a one-man operation by Jim DeCosta,
Building Inspector III. He initially reviews plans at the
counter to be sure that information on plot, foundation, parcel
number, and plan content is satisfactory, and then logs in the
application. Inspections has developed a handout for applicants
which indicates the necessary information and an example of a
proper plan (See Exhibit XIII). DeCosta is assisted at the
counter from 1:00 - 5:00 p.m. by a field inspector, on a rotating
basis. Desk checks of plans are performed by DeCosta, and by the
inspectors in the late afternoon when they return from the field.
An extensive checklist (Exhibit XIV) guides the inspectors in
these checks. Upon completion of the check, the plans are
logged out as ready.
Based on a survey of all permit applications during March,
1982, the average review time was 9 working days, and in July,
during a period three times as busy, the average was 9.5 working
days.
DeCosta has worked at his current assignment for 3 years.
Until the expiration of the CETA program, he had a full-time
assistant. Since then the rotating field inspector has served as
assistant.
PLANNING ENTITLEMENT REVIEW PROCESS
Entitlements are processed by the Planning Department and
unlike building permits, the entitlement process is largely
dictated by State laws: the Subdivision Map Act, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Permit Streamlining
Act(AB 884 of 1977). Figure 5 provides a flow chart of the
entitlement process.
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FIGURE •5',
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DENIED

I

Entitlements comprise a wide variety of approvals: tentative
and final subdivision maps, general and community plan
amendments, rezonings, zoning variances, lot line adjustments,
and a number of special permits for planned unit developments,
signs, architectural review, etc. The rules governing
application procedure are generally the same. Space does not
permit detailed treatment of the substance of each entitlement,
so only an overview of the process will be presented.
The applicant for any entitlement starts at the Planning
Department public counter (927 10th Street, Suite 300), where
his/her proposal is presented to a member of the current Planning
section staff. Handouts are available to help the applicant
acquire the necessary information.
Once submitted, Planning has 30 days under state law to
"certify" the application as complete. Once an application is so
certified, a one year clock starts running for final City action
or the application. If no City action is forthcoming within the
first 30 days, the application is deemed certified. If no action
is taken within the following year, the application is deemed
approved. (The latter has yet to be tested in practice or the
courts.) Applications are tracked by their individually assigned
Planning or "P" numbers.
Under departmental practice, the submitted application makes
a quick trip through a succession of Planning staffers: The
Current Planning staff looks at the various entitlements that
will be necessary under the proposed project; AdYAlicgd
(Conittunity) Planning notes conformance or lack thereof with the
General Plan and applicable Community Plan (the City is divided
into 11 Community Planning areas); the Planning Lonnission
Becreta/y prepares a draft public notice ad for newspaper
publication; and the Environpental RevieN staff checks the ad and
determines how CEQA comes into play. A Planner from Current
Planning is then assigned to do a more detailed review and, if
applicable, the proposal is scheduled for the next Subdivision
Review Lomnittee (SRC) meeting. This process normally takes 7-10
days of the 30 day allotment.
The SRC is an interdepartmental group of City staff from the
Engineer's Office, Traffic Engineering, Attorney, Fire, Parks,
Police, Water and Sewer, Planning, and County Health
Department,which reviews the various impacts of new subdivision
proposals. As part of this review, plans are circulated to
various City departments and interested outside agencies, utility
companies, and community groups for comment which is due back in
two weeks. The involvement of the City departments is similar to
the routing of plans for commercial building permits. This SRC
input, plus that of the current planner, is weighed by the
Planning Director in his decision on how the project is to be
treated under CEQA. The direction of the process at this point
hinges on the CEQA decision.
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If CEQA is deemed not to apply, then following this initial
staff review, the applicant is contacted regarding
insufficiencies, if any, in his application. If possible,
necessary information is obtained in the next two weeks, so that
positive certification can be made within the 30 day limit.
However, the law allows Planning to take the entire 30 days and
then say the application is incomplete, in which case the
applicant must come back within another 30 days with a response
or the application is dead. Planning then has 2.11 days to
respond, and if necessary, the applicant has another 20 days to
counter-respond, and so on in 20 day intervals. This occurs only
rarely -- generally either a project is dropped, or if it is a
major undertaking, consultations took place between Planning and
applicant before the first 30 days started to run, to iron out
difficulties.
If CEQA LIgg apply, the City must either prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or make a negative declaration
finding (i.e., CEQA applies, but the project is okay as is). The
law allows 45 days for Planning to make an "environmental
determination" as to whether CEQA does in fact apply. If it
does, and the negative declaration route is chosen, Planning has
another 60 days (a total of 105) to prepare the appropriate
findings, followed by a 10 day City review period, a 10 day State
review period, the notice of determination, and then a 30 day
period for judicial appeal.
If an BIR is required, then the law allows one year
(inclusive of the first 45 days) to go through a complex series
of steps requiring preparation of a draft EIR, hiring a
consultant, conducting various hearings by the Planning
Commission or City Council, and allowing different review and
appeal periods. It usually requires the entire year to
accomplish the required steps.
Once either CEQA is waived, a negative declaration is made,
or an EIR is prepared, the process goes back to the newspaper
notice. It is published and a hearing date is set for the
Planning Commission.
Prior to that hearing, a Planning staff report including SRC
input is presented to the Commission. This report addresses all
entitlements required for the project. If a negative declaration
was made or an EIR prepared, then these are also presented to the
Commission along with the staff report.
If the entitlements concern only special permits or
variances, then by City Council policy, the Planning Commission
action is all that is required. Appeals of denials may be made
to the City Council. Approval may be granted with conditions,
such as specific plan changes, or receipt of Design Review
Commission approval, etc. If CEQA does not apply, current
practice is to have a turn-around time from application to
Commission action of six weeks.
24

If the entitlements involve tentative maps, rezonings,
General or Community Plan amendments, then the Commission action
becomes a recommendation to the City Council, which must either
give final approval, with or without conditions, or deny the
application. State law requires this Council action within one
year of the date the application was certified, whether a CEQA
review was required or not.
The foregoing process is the general case: it is not
inclusive of all possible requirements for a project, such as
approval of a Project Area Committee and the Housing and
Redevelopment Agency if located in any Neighborhood Development
Program area, or Design Review Commission approval if located in
the Central City area, among others.
The point to keep in mind, however, is that the planning
entitlement process preceeds the building permit process for new
construction, sometimes by 2-3 years, and operates under
different constraints and a different cast of players than the
building permit process.
DISCUSSION
The formal "routing" plan check procedure was not devised to
torment developers, but rather to take advantage of the special
expertise of staff persons in the various departments or
divisions. There are many technical considerations to be made in
the approval of plans. Providing less than a thorough review may
have tragic consequences down the line, such as with the collapse
of the Hyatt Regency Skywalk in Kansas City. By providing this
expertise "part-time", the staff may carry on other duties in
their own department or division when not occupied with plan
checking. This may be more cost effective than having one of
each kind of "expert" in a separate office devoted solely to plan
checking, if each of these persons do plan checking less than
full time at the present.
However, the sacrifice for gaining this expertise has been
the development of an unwieldy structure that takes some time to
produce a final product, i.e., comments on how to revise the
project plans as necessary to ensure construction of a safe
structure in compliance with all applicable state and local laws
and regulations. Specifically, management staff has identified
the following basic problem areas during the course of its study:
1. No Central Supervision. Perhaps the biggest difficulty
with the present system is that there is no one whose specific
task it is to expedite plan review, ensure uniformity of
procedures, and provide information on application and plan
checking status. In sort, there is no one "in charge".
By virtue of its role of accepting applications at the
outset of the process, and issuing permits at the end, the
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impression is conveyed to applicants that Building Inspections is
in charge. Not so. In fact, Inspections staff take great pains
to disavow any knowledge of the fate of plans while in the hands
of the other departments, since Inspections has no power to
control these departments' procedures or priorities.
Each office may act to change its own policies governing
plan checking, but it is only through the good will and informal
coordination of the plan checking "staff community" that the
current routing procedure works as well as it does. Providing
active rather than passive coordination in the form of a person
"in charge" would comply with the mandate of AB 941.
2. No Source of Project Status Information. There is
currently no central repository of information on a project's
status. Each department records only its own actions with
respect to a given set of plans, and what information is retained
is for their own internal purposes only. As a result,
information quality and quantity varies from office to office, as
does the diligence with which the logs are maintained.
Applicants seeking the status of their plans must call around to
several departments just to pin down the location of the plans.
3. No Overall Checklist of Plan Requirements. Largely as a
function of the aforementioned number and complexity of state and
local codes, a developer/applicant without a good deal of local
experience can be caught up in a bewildering array of
obligations. The City does not provide one list of all the
potential areas requiring compliance. Inspections has little to
offer: the Residential Section has a sample plan handout
(Exhibit XIII), but Commercial has only two brief items (Exhibit
XV).
Since no such list is afforded at the outset of the process,
the applicant tends to hear about the compliance areas one at a
time, as he progresses from department to department.
Difficulties may arise when he doesn't hear until the end of the
line about a requirement that ultimately contradicts one of his
earlier changes. Such a list would also help prevent applicants
from not learning until they arrive at Planning that a lot line
adjustment or Design Review Commission approval is required,
the securing of which may add two months to the process.
The evidence suggests that this is a major problem: fully
13 out of 14 projects in the two samples that resided in Planning
for 30 days or more were delayed because the applicant had
neglected (or was unaware of the need) to apply for one or
another special permits, variances or lot line adjustments.
4. Counter Overcrowding. A frequent complaint is that the
counters at Inspections are crowded by too many applicants served
by too few staff. As previously noted, the Residential counter
generally has only one staff person available from 8 am to 1 pm,
and one one or two from 1 pm to 5 pm. The Commercial counter
usually has only two persons available from 1 pm to 5 pm. This
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l imited staff must answer general questions, provide sometimes
detailed assistance to novice applicants, and take applications
from all comers, novice and experienced. According to building
industry sources, experienced developers are frustrated waiting
in line when they feel their plans are complete and need no
counter check for proper contents.
The problem of Commercial counter crowding is a function of
the limited hours (open afternoons only due to staff workloads),
and too few staff available for counter duty. The Residential
counter, while open all day, is understaffed. The complaint is
not one of inexperienced staff, as has been voiced with respect
to the County (1982 Connerly Report), for it is the plan checking
supervisors themselves that staff the counters. However, even
this experience will not compensate for inevitably greater delays
as building activity picks up under economic recovery. The
Residential staff state flatly that they will be unable to cope,
and the Commercial staff will handle the counter crowd only by
pulling staff from their desks, which means delaying plans
already under review.
5. AB 941 Mandate. The sticky area of AB 941 is the extent
to which "decisionmaking" on building permits and planning
entitlements is merged. As previously discussed, these two areas
are in no way linked at present. Doing so would render more
cumbersome one of the two procedures, if not both. However, the
intent of AB 941 is clearly to expendite, not slow down, the
system of permits and applications.
Staff does not propose that Planning take over the building
permit process, nor that Inspections assume control of planning
entitlements. Nor is it proposed that a new Community
Development Department be formed, with a merging of Planning and
Inspections. These are all overkill solutions with respect to AB
941. While reorganization of public works and community
development functions may be desirable, it should be undertaken
with broader organizational imperatives in mind.
A strict reading of the language of AB 941 shows that the
operative function to be to be performed is "coordination", with
respect to "review and decisionmaking and the provision of
information", all of which modifies "regarding the status of all
permits and applications..." Thus, it appears that compliance
can be achieved by having one person or office which can tell an
applicant where his project is in the City review process and who
has say-so in that process. The law does not appear to require
one person or office to Elakg all the decisions regarding the
application, but rather to serve as a clearinghouse for
information on the decisions of others.
This position is supported by a staff report of the
State Office of Planning and Research. A question and
answer section reads in part:
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"2. Q. Does the law require all permits to be
reviewed and issued from a single
administrative entity?
"A. No. AB 941 does not require that all permits
have to be issued by the designated single
administrative entity. It merely states that
a single administrative entity must be
responsible for coordination of all permits
for residential developments and be able to
provide information as to where the project
is in the review process."
By referring to "developments" and "developer", the law also
seems to address permits and applications associated with new
construction. This is consistent with the avowed purpose of the
bill to reduce the cost of housing by reducing delays in the
planning process.
It would thus appear that compliance with AB 941 may be
achieved by City Council designation of one person or office to
monitor the status of all building permits and those planning
entitlements involving subdivision maps. The status of all other
variances, special permits, etc., unless associated with a
tentative map, would not have to be tracked, which would
significantly reduce the amount of information to be exchanged
between Planning and the "designated entity". This should
minimize any added bureaucracy that may be the unintended
consequence of AB 941, and would allow implementation to be
handled in concert with changes to improve the building
permit/plan checking review process, alternatives for which
follow.

ALTERNATIVES FOR CHANGE
Management staff has identified the following array of
alternatives for reforming the plan checking process for issuing
building permits. To the right of each alternative is a brief
comment on impact or feasibility. These alternatives are divided
into five categories:

I.
II.

Plan Checking (changes affecting assignment of staff)
Supervision (who should oversee plan checking and
information efforts; "single entity" designation)

III.

Review Time Constraints (limitations on time allowed
for plan checking)

IV.

Project Status Reporting

(ways of maintaining

centralized status information)

V.

Public Information/Counter Service

(ways of providing
information to applicants and reducing counter delays)
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These alternatives are not listed in any order of priority.
Many combinations of alternatives are possible to constitute an
overall reform package, although practicality dictates that some
alternatives are mutually exclusive. Alternatives in all five
categories need not necessarily be adopted in order to comply
with AB 941. The minimal requirement is designation of a "single
entity" and institution of centralized project status reporting.
COMMENT

ALTERNATIVE
I. Plan Checking

in
necessarily
A. Retain present routing system Not
for commercial plans. conflict with AB 941,
however, should only be
considered in tandem with
significant changes in
other categories below.
Extent to which present
routing problems are
resolved depend on such
additional changes.
B. Centralize all plan checking
activity under Inspections.

1. Add staff to Inspections
and train them in Fire,
Engineering and Planning
review criteria. New
FTE to be determined.
Reassign present
departmental staff to
other duties.
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Complies with AB 941
(acceptable but not
sufficient in itself). The
1977 Mayor's Committee
recommended
this
action.
Highest cost in terms of
staffing and training.
Advantage is centralized
process, but creates
logistical difficulties
in reference to files and
other staffers in the
departments. Has effect of
expanding staff in other
departments by freeing up
time. Least efficient
option due to experience
lost of current plan
checkers.

2.

Transfer existing staff
from Fire, Engineering
and Planning to
Inspections, with or
without replacement
of departmental staff.

Resolves "loss of experience" issue. However,
most staffers perform
other duties, so plan
checking's gain is
departments' loss, even if
they are replaced. With
replacement, same cost as
(1).
Retains centralization.
Reference problems remain.

3.

Assign existing staff
from Fire, Engineering,
Planning to Inspections
on a fixed weekly
schedule, i.e., staff
reports to Inspections
certain days of the week,
or every afternoon, etc.

Resolves both "loss of
experience" and "other
departmental duties"
issues. May avoid any
increase in cost if
partial FTE "lost" are not
replaced. New problem is
one of direction, with
supervisors in both "home"
dept. and Inspections.
With split attention, work
in both areas might
suffer. Lessens somewhat,
but does not resolve
reference problems.

C. Some combination of (A) and
(B).

Decision would be made on
office by office basis.
Allows experienced plan
checkers to remain in this
function. Where
staff/file resources are a
problem routing could
continue. Added cost may
be minimized through parttime transfer of only
certain staff. A greater
share of plan checking
would be done in
Inspections than at
present, but process would
not be wholly centralized.
Same comment on AB 941 as
(A) above.

II. Supervision/"Single Entity'
Designation
A. Designate Inspections as
"single entity" under
AB 941, with Building
Inspections Superintendent in charge of all
facets of plan checking.
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Requires all information/
reporting to be consolidated within Inspections
Division. Allows
supervision within
existing chain of command.

Supt. already supervises
Inspections portion of
plan checking process.
Can't be done without
added staff, however.
Supt. cannot personally
track projects, nor can
existing plan checkers.
Most practical option if
all plan checking is
centralized in
Inspections.
B. Designate a "Plan Checking
Coordinator" as the "single
entity", to report to-1.

Buildings Inspections
Superintendent

2.

City Engineer

3.

City Manager

Requires all information/
reporting to be handled
by one person, who would
handle logs, ride herd on
plans during routing,
provide public information
program. Location in
Inspections would
facilitate logging and
tracking permits and
planning entitlements, as
Planning is in same
building, and enables
assistance at counter.
Closer to applicants.
Location in City Hall
increases communication
problems. Review time may
be expedited by having
someone to check on
status. Reporting to
Superintendent most
practical if plan checking
is centralized in
Inspections. If routing
retained, reporting to
City Engineer or City
Manager would provide
greater authority in
inter-department setting.
Not an option under AB
941.

C. Retain present supervision and delegation
responsibilities.

AB 941 doesn't speak to time
limits on applications for
permits. The 1977 Mayor's
Committee Report called
for "realistic plan check
review time limits."

III. Review Time Constraints
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A. If plans are routed,
require plans to be sent
on to next department
with a list of all
deficiencies, as soon as
they are determined,
whether applicant has
responded with revisions
yet or not.

B. If plans are routed,
require a time limit for
disposition of plans 1.

Within each dept., or

2.

by which time the
applicant must be
notified of plan
deficiencies, or

3.

both (1) and (2).
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This may speed review in
in departments, as they
would not wait until their
own objections were met
before passing on plans.
This might help inconsistant demands from
different departments to
be resolved. Would create
much greater burden for
Inspections, however, as
they would be bearer of
bad news in one large
dose. Inspections would
still be unable to answer
detailed questions about
the other departments'
concerns. Engineering
does do this now, however,
as does Fire at times.
Planning does not. This
may result in less time in
departments, but more time
in Inspections. May
result in re-referrals to
departments, which may be
as time consuming as
present set-up.
Any limit is arbitrary,
but this is not
inconsistant with the AB
884 constraints on
Planning to notify
applicants of problems
within 30 days. Limits
could be placed on each
department at their median
review time under the
sample, but departmental
limits only make sense if
plans are passed on after
identification of
problems, otherwise,
applicant delays could
cause exceeding of the
time limit. The best case
for limits is if either
the existing routing
system is maintained, or
if Inspections takes over
all plan checking. If
substantial other changes
in procedure are made,
then perhaps these should

be given a chance to
reduce review times,
without limits.
C. Apply no time constraints
to plan checking

A. Provide project status
information at a single
location-1.

Inspections, or

2.

at location of Plan
Checking Coordinator,
if different from
Inspections.

B. Log of project status to be
maintained-by hand, or

2.

by microcomputer.

Plan Checking
to spur
advance
to eliminate

AB 941 requires a single
source for providing
status information.

IV. Project Status Reporting

1.

Relies upon
Coordinator
reviews, or
information
problems.

Since applicants are used
to dealing with
Inspections, that is
probably the best
location. Locating
Coordinator at Inspections puts him/her closer
to applicants on routine
basis, since applications
are made and issued there.
Logs are presently kept in
several locations, by
hand. Consolidating logs
will increase the
information that needs to
be kept in one place. A
microcomputer would lend
itself well to this
application. Hardware and
software together can be
had for less than $3,000,
which could be recouped by
fees.

C. Logs to be maintained-1.

by departments, if
routing is retained,
and reported to central
location by phone, by
hand, or by multiterminal micro-computer.

Too cumbersome and time
consuming. Information
can be garbled in transit.
Multi-terminal computer is
is overkill--costly and
involves too many people
being trained. Loses
coordination.

4.

by Inspections, with
all plans routed in and
out through that office,
or

Allows for both
coordination and consistency. Applicants used to
coming to Inspections. If
plans are hand-carried the
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routing through
Inspections each time will
not take more time than at
present.
3. by Plan Checking Coordinator if located away
from Inspections, with
all plans routed in and
out through that
location.

Same as (2), but added
inconvenience/confusion
for applicants. If
location in City Hall,
coordination with
Inspections is reduced and
requires transfer of
information to/from
Inspections and Plan
Coordinator.

V. Public Information/Counter
Service
A.

Develop series of informational pamphlets/handouts
to explain building permit
process and provide a
checklist for applicable
ordinances, permits that
may be required, etc., as a
joint project of Inspections,
Planning, and the Public
Information Officer.

There is a void of
information in this area
at present, except for
Residential permits. Two
of the 8 reforms proposed
by the 1977 Mayor's
Committee Report called
for informational
brochures. The PIO
could make these handouts
easy to read and
understand, provide
graphics, etc—.AB 941
does not mandate provision
of general information,
just that related to
project status. However,
access to information on
requirements relative to
his/her project may enable
applicant to secure all
needed approvals in timely
fashion, thus speeding
permit process.

D.

Develop and staff a public
information desk where
questions about procedure
only can be asked (but no
plans reviewed or
applications taken).

This takes (A) one step
further by providing a
specific part of the
counter or a desk
staffed by someone
capable of answering
process-related questions,
as well as giving out
information. This would
reduce the wait at the
counter for applicants
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needing plan checking.
There may not be
sufficient demand for an
information person full
time, however, so that
person would have to
perform other duties.
C.

Provide "express dropoff" for experienced
developers to leave their
plans and avoid waiting in
line.

This has been requested by
industry representatives.
There are several
problems, however. The
"experienced" firms often
send inexperienced
"runners" to deliver their
plans, who are often
unable to fill out all the
information required on
the application.
Inspections staff, to
reduce errors, now fill
out the applications
themselves. If plans were
just dropped off, the plan
check fee would not get
paid--this must be done at
the outset, but it takes a
staff person to figure out
the project cost used in
calculating the fee.
Finally, giving the plans
a once-over at the counter
with the applicant present
catches many minor
omissions that would be
time-consuming if left to
discover later. Options
A, B and D might better
reduce counter congestion.

D.

Increase staff at Commercial
counter and/or Residential
counter.

Commercial and Residential
counters are both arguably
one person short for
rendering efficient
service. This shortage
might be made up in part
by a Plan Checking
Coordinator or public
information person, both
noted above. Inspections
maintains that their field
inspectors have a full
load, and that no present
staff can be reassigned.
The Commercial Counter
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might be aided by any
staff transferred or added
for plan checking duties
per I(A) (B) or (C).
Additional staff would
reduce counter congestion.
Is this worth the cost of
more personnel? Any added
cost may be recouped if
part of AB 941
implementation.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the following actions be taken with respect
to this report:
(1) That the City Manager's Office review this Preliminary
Report and discuss it with management staff (September 14-20).
(2) That this report, be submitted to the City Engineer,
Director of Planning, Fire Chief, Superintendent of Building
Inspections, Water and Sewer Division Manager, and Traffic
Engineer, for their comment and staff reaction (Sept. 20-24).
(3) That a meeting of these same managers be held to receive
their input on the range of alternatives (Sept 27- Oct. 1).
(4) That management staff prepare a final report for
signature of the City Manager, making specific recommendations
and providing an implementation time table (to October 15).
(5) That the final report be distributed to all affected
departmental staff and to building industry representatives (Oct.
15).
(6)

Implementation period (October 15 to January 1).

I am available at your convenience to discuss this report.

ROBERT C. LELAND
Assistant Director of Finance
Attachments (15)
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ATTACHMENT 1

Assembly Bill No. 941
CHAPTER 846
An act to amend Section 65913.3 of the Government Code, and to
amend Section 35800 of the Health and Safety Code, relating to real
property.
[Approved by Governor September 26, 1981. Filed with
Secretary of State September 26, 1981.]
LEC1SLATTVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 941, McCarthy. Real property: development: discrimination.
(1) Existing law requires cities, including chartered cities, and
counties, upon request of developers, to provide for administrative
review of all applications and permits for residential development by
a single administrative entity, as defined.
This bill would delete the requirement that developers make such
requests and, instead of requiring the administrative review of all
applications and permits by a single entity, would require such local
agencies to provide for the coordination of review and
decisionmaking and the provision of information regarding the status
of all applications and permits for residential developments by a
single administrative entity, as redefined by the bill.
(2) The provisions of existing law regulating discrimination in
financing of housing are known as The Housing Financial
Discrimination Act of 1977.
This bill would rename those provisions as the Holden Act.
(3) Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 2231
and 2234 of the Revenue and Taxation Code require the state to
reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs
mandated by the state. Other provisions require the Department of
Finance to review statutes disclaiming these costs and provide, in
certain cases, for making claims to the State Board of Control for
reimbursement.
However, this bill would provide that no appropriation is made
and no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 65913.3 of the •Government Code is
amended to read:
65913.3. Every city, county, or city and county shall, on or before
January 1, 1983, provide for coordination of review and
decisionmalcing and the provision of information regarding. the status
of all applications
imul_pe
ritirrtes'Ideritlal —deVeroprTeria,..as
_
required by such city, county, or city and county, by a single
administrative entity. The city, county, or city and county may

96 50

Ch. 846

— 2—

charge fees to defray costs which are directly attributable to the
coordination of an application of a developer by a single
administrative entity.
For the purposes of this section, "administrative entity" means a
person or agency designated by the legislative body of the city,
county, or city and county to coordinate the review and
_o_rtn,a. b..o.n regaraini—the status of all
decisionmakini and provide_inf
permits or ap2 ica-tions .required .Ey the local agency.
county may adopt, by resolution or
A city, bunt
ordinance, procedures for the implementation of this section by the
designated administrative entity.
SEC. 2. Section 35800 of the Health and Safety Code is amended
to read:
35800. This part shall be known and may be cited as the Holden
Act.
SEC. 3. No appropriation is made and no reimbursement is
required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the
California Constitution or Section 2231 or 2234 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code because the local agency or school district has the
authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to
pay for the program or level of service mandated by this act.

0
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FIRE DEPARTMENT PERMIT CHECK LIST

ADDRESS

119

DATE

OCCUPANCY
OWNER
CONTRACTOR
ARCHITECT
BLDG. SIZE
HYDRANTS
ACCESS
SPRINKLERS
NOTES'

FINAL CLEARANCE

HEIGHT

CONST. TYPE

FIRE ZONE

INSPECTIONS

TITLE

ADDRESS

ISSUE

DATE

DATE

ENGINEERING

PERMIT TOTAL
NUMBER

DAYS

Days

Corporate Center

501 J St/500 I St

8/14/81

1/18/82 1-10224/5

105

2

1.90

2014 Alhambra

8/14/81

pending

N/A

I

-

NIA

FIRE

Pct

Camellia Center Foto

Days

WATER/SEWER
Fct

2
-

1927 13th St

8/14/81

11113/81

1-6005

60

.00

.00

interior finishing

1115 11th St

8/17/81

10/6/81

1-5203

35

.00

.00

restaurant bui lding 2418 24th St

8/18/81

pending

NIA

20

N/A

interior remodeling

1901 A Broadway

8/18/81

9/24/81

1-4967

26

remodel dentist office

7227 29th St

8/20/81

10/9/81

1-5310

38

interior finishing

765 University Ave

8/21/81

9/1/01

1-4476

a

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00
16

Days

Pct

42

40.00

35 100.00
NIA

-

26 100.00

.00

.00

1

2.63

9 23.68

.00

.00

8 100.00
14 100.00

15.79

6

Shell Station conversion

2400 Del Faso Blvd

8/24/81

9/14/81

1-4722

14

-

.00

.00

.00

restaurant addition

2422 13th St

8/24/81

3/18/82

1-11395

1 42

3

2.11

17

11.47

1

.70

39 27.46

52

57.75

4 unit carport building

2387 Cambridge St

8/25/81

9/24/81

1-4962

19

2 10.53

1

5.26

n.a.

.00

5.26

15

78.95

shell office building

5030 J St

8/26/81

1/7/82

1-10377

92

2

2.17

19 20.65

1.09

23 25.00

47

51.19

interior finishing

791 University Ave

8/27/81

9/10/81

1-4647

9

-

.00

.00

.00

.00

office and warehouse building

8413 Jackson

8/28/81

10/26/81

1-5648

37

2

5.41

22 59.46

1

2.70

11

29.73

1

2.70

Holiday Inn addition

1900 Canterbury

8/28/81

10/22/81 1-5582/3

36

2

5.56

13

36.11

!

2.78

12 33.33

8

22.22

bank vault

660 J St

8/28/81

8/31/81

1-4452

2

-

.00

.00

.00

Interior remodeling

1008 J St

9/4/01

9/8/81

I-4623

2

.00

.00

.00

Interior finishing

801 12th St

9/4/81

9/21/81

1-4896

10

-

.00

.00

-

remodel office building

2605 Rio Linda Blvd

9/11/81

dead

N/A

N/A

1

-

-

9

N/A

600 Sunbeam

9/18/81

pending

NIA

N/A

2

19

!

-

114

N/A

9/14/81

12/7/81

1-6413

60

3

5.00

17 28.33

1

1.67

19 31.67

20

33.33

4.55

17

25.76

1

1.52

24 36.36

21

31.82

-

.00

-

.00

.00

(20) warehouse shell

Sacto Sky Ranch office/whse/office 6622 Freeport Blvd

.00

.00
20

1

1

-

.00

2 100.00

.00

2 100.00

.00

9/14/81

12/14/81

1-6596

66

3

(23) Pacific Telephone

1407-11 1St

9/14/81

9/22/81

1-4910

7

-

.00

(24) storage shed

5555 Stockton Blvd

9/18/81

dead

NIA

(25) Ramona remodel

1007 6th St

9/18/81

2/23/82

1-10935

105

-

.00

.00

(26) addition to warehouse

5800 88th St

9/21/81

11/18/81

1-6096

41

2

4.88

16 39.02

2

4.88

20 48.78

1

2.44

(27) carport

4601 Karbet

9/22/81

1/18/82

1-10207

76

2

2.63

16 21.05

n.a.

.00

29 38.16

29

38.16

(28) interior finishing

1425 River Park Dr

9/21/81

10/19/81

1-5479

20

-

.00

.00

-

1291 interior remodeling

585 Downtown Plaza Mall

9/21/81

10/7/81

1-5243

13

.00

.00

(30) office building shell

20 Bicentennial Circle

9/22/81

11/13/81

1-6011

40

1

2.50

2

5.00

1

2.50

35 87.50

1

2.50

(3)1 warehouse shell

2430 Manning

9/23/81

2/24/82

1-10449

105

1

.95

16

15.24

2

1.90

81

77.14

5

4.76

1321 interior finishing

660 J St

9/23/81

10/2/81

1-5146

.00

.00

.00

.00

1331 remodel office building

1508 S St

9/24/81

10/15/81

1-5394

16

-

.00

.00

.00

12 75.00

2311 Northgate Blvd

9/24/81

10/22/81

1-5579

20

-

.00

.00

.00

.00

20 100.00

-

17 100.00

(34)

interior finishing

-

10

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

.00

20 100.00

.00

13 100.00

9/25/81

10/20/81

1-5506

17

.00

.00

.00

.00

11/6/81

1-5897

30

.00

.00

.00

.00

30 100.00

(37) interior remodeling

1407-23 J St

9/25/81

11/23/81

1-6213

40

.00

.00

.00

.00

40 100.00

(38) coontrywood Apartments

5500 Mack Road

9/28/81

3/12/82 1-11250/8

114

4

3.51

13

11.40

1

.88

18 15.79

78

(39) veterinarian hospital remodel

3046 Northgate Blvd

9/28/81

1/11/82

1-10093

70

4

5.71

22 31.43

n.a.

.00

40 57.14

4

1401 warehouse shell

600-700 No. 10th St

9/28/81

pending

N/A

N/A

4

-

-

N/A

4

6.15

1.54

41 63.08

5

.00

.00

1411 Sheriff's Bldg Executive Airport

6293 Freeport

9/28/01

12/31/81

1-6869

65

2065-75 W. El Camino

9/30/81

10/2/81

1-5151

2

(43) Gospel Assembly Bldg

1541 Jessie Ave

9/30/81

dead

N/A

N/A

AVERAGE - NON ROUTED - PERMITS 6RANTED

22.53

AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED

67.39

AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS PENDING/READ

AVERAGE - ROUTED - ALL APPLICATIONS
'KEY:7
N/A • not applicable
n.a. . not available
. RE . . processed by Real Estate for frontage improvements
DR • processed by Design Review Commission Iforserly Arch. Review Board)
LS • reviewed by Planning/Parks

staff for landscaping or tree shading ord. riots.

TE • received a driveway permit from Traffic Engineer

-

14 21.54

3

1

.00

.00
-

2

18

10

-

68.42
5.71

3.89 16.25 24.70

1.23

1.86

-

18.57

-

1.43

2.12

-

17.41

-

1.33

1.57 25.82 41.11

7.69

2 100.00
N/A

24.00

- 24.91

21.71

X
/

- 22.53 100.00

2,38

X

1

25.00

9/25/81

(42) carports

0

8 100.00
4

3325 S St

28

X

N/A

1116 9th St

1

Y

105 100.00

1351 interior remodeling

14

I

7 100.00

1361 interior finishing

-

A

10 100.00

3000 1St

1

I

9 100.00

(22) medical office building

NIA

X

60 100.00

-

.00

RE OR LE "E

N/A

11

-

21 55.26

.00

Pct

25 23.81
-

-

/APPLICANT

PLANNING
Days

1.90

3

.00

2.63

1

Pct

Days

34 32.38
22

remodel office building

office shell

1211

START

28.73

X

INSPECTIONS

TITLE

ADDRESS

START

ISSUE

DATE

DATE

PERMIT TOTAL

ENGINEERING

WIRER

DAYS

Days

111 rehab apartments

1619 0 St

1/4/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

(2) foundation high rise

1515 K St

1/4/82

3/2/82

1-11035

43

3

Pct

Days

6.98

Days

Pct

/APPLICANT

PLANNING

WATER/SEWER

FIRE

Pct

Days

X

N/A

24

1

-

6

19 44.17

1

2.37

6

-

14

13.95

32.56

N/A

9

131 ..City Market

118-120 J St

1/5/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

18

I

(4) St Patricks/St Rose Assembly Bldg

5945 Franklin Blvd

1/5/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

24

1

21

N/A

(5) office Building shell

3831-91 Pell Circle

1/6/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

24

1

30

N/A

(6) Carl's Jr restaurant

6201 Mack Road

1/11/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

-

22

1

-

26

-

N/A

(7) . Sixpense Inn Motel addition

7850 College Toon Dr

1/13/82

3/31/82

1-11667

52

2

3.85

17 32.69

1

1.92

30

57.69

2

(8) remodel bar

1816 21st St

1/13/82

1/15/82

1-10192

3

-

.00

.00

2

4.88

•

925 L . St - 12th floor

1/15/82

3/4/82

1-11086

34

(10) Mexico 70 restaurant addition

6438 Elvas Ave

1/18/82

3/2/82

1-11025

41

111) Regional Transit parking lot

2831 P St

1/18/82

2/1/82

1-10552

11

(12):Italistaller Building

902 J St

1/19/82

pending

N/A

N/A

(13) Rico's Pizza restaurant addition

2650 Northgate Blvd

1/20/82

3/11/82

1-11250

39

(14) office foundation

725 12th St

1/21/82

7/7/82

J-2I79

118

(l5)office-deli interior finishing

251 Lathrop Way A I B

1/25/82

3/1/82

1-11011

25

(16) Interior' remodeling

2726 Capitol Ave

,1/25/82

1/29/82

1-10520

5

1171 warehouse

1330 No, B St

1/25/82

3/17/82

1-11378

40

2

(18) office building

8(5 S St

r1/27/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

19Finterior remodeling

.00

3

1/27/82

pending

N/A

N/A

2/1/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1211 interior finishing

1100 J St

2/1/82

2/1/82

1-10543

(22) Golden One Credit Union

1330-50 Florin Road

2/2/82

4/27/82

J-536

61

1231 Pt West Shopping Center store

1874 Arden Way

2/2/82

pending

N/A

N/A

(24) Bank of Commerce

300-330 Capitol Ave

2/3/82

dead

N/A

N/A

3

(25) U-Haul Trailers

3100-3106 Florin Road

2/4/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

(26) building addition

20 Bicentennial Circle

2/5/82

3/18/82

1-11393

29

1271 Yogurt Shop
(28) 7-11 Store

3528 12th Ave

2327 Northgate Blvd
:2440-50 Northgate Blvd

1291 rooming house

1619 0 St

(30) office building

790)

(31) restaurant addition

300 12th St

FolsOe Blvd

-

-

17

1

.00

3 100.00
34 100.00

.00

-

.00

2.44

11

26.83

.00

-

.00

4

9.76

II 100.00

7

-

5.13

10

25.64

5

12.82

1

.85

7

5.93

89

75.42

.00

-

.00

15.25

.00

-

.00

-

.00

19 47.50

I

-

1

15

-

16

.00

-

.00

1

1.64

13

21.31

4

-

19

1

32

I

3

3.85

.00

2

18

5.00

-

18 46.15

2.54

.00

9th,10th, F and alley

(19) 'remodel'4 unit apartment
1 1 1201 Alkali Flat family housing

.00

23 56.10

.00

,4 10.26
3

-

.00

I

-

14

.00

-

.00

25 100.00
5 100.00

.00

-

.00

15

37.50

3

87

-

N/A

1.64

-

N/A

124

-

N/A

-

.00

24

34.34

47

-

22

-

N/A

-

N/A

.00

.00

-

36.07

-

29 100.00
3 100.00

2/8/82

2/10/82

1-10732

3

2/8/82

8/10/82

J-3016

129

3

2.33

18

13.95

2

1.55

40

31.01

66

51.16

2/8/82

5/21/82

J-I107

79

2

2.53

20 25.32

1

1.27

43

54.43

13

16.46

2/10/82

pending

N/A

N/A

2

-

18

1

-

40

• 2/11/82

pending

N/A

N/A

.00

- 14.75 100.00

14.75

AVERA6E - ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED.

66.89

2.44

4.44 18.33

33.61

1.22

-

2.18

- 20.45

-

1.09

- 34.73

-

2.31

- 19.39

-

1.16

- 27.70

- AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS PENDING/DEAD

AVERAGE - ROUTED - ALL APPLICATIONS

2.18 20.67 32.48 24.22

1

1
X

N/A
N/A

AVERAGE - NON ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED

X

N/A

8

.00

I

7.50

B 100.00

17
.00

.00

N/A

2.50

.00

RE DR 19 1E

Pct

Days

Pct

27.29

y

PROPERTY LINE
IF OVER 34 SQ. FT.
PERMIT IS REQUIRED.
...e MIN. TO PROPERTY LIME

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Building Inspections Division
927 - 10th Street - Suite 100

NETAL

STORAGE
BLDG.

1:17s-PROPOSED G AAAAA
7

ADDITION OR
WORKSHOP.

-1

SHOW DIRECTIONAL &Rogow

REQUIREMENTS FOR OBTAINING A BUILDING PERMIT
.4

To obtain a building permit, submit to the
Building Inspections Division, at the above address,
two (2) complete sets of plans, including:

DETACHED
GARAGE

PERMIT
REQUIRED

r- ..- —.

—1

I PROPOSED

I

ADDITION

I

1

I
COVERED
PATIO

1.

Plot Plan.
Show the location of all
structures on the p ro p erty in relation
to the property lines.
(See sample plot
p lan on reverse side.)

2.

Foundation Plan.
Show all footings and
piers, with typical cross sections.

3.

Floor Plan.
Show all room sizes, window
and door sizes and necessary dimensions.

4.

Elevations.

5.

Framing Details 6 Sections.
Show sections
through structure indicating footing, wall,
floor and roof construction.

I.
S'- 0

MIN.(CAM VARY)

5widm

ADJACENT
EXISTING
STRUCTURE

PROPOSED
DWELLING

ADJACENT
EXISTING
STRUCTURE

OPEN
PORCH

Show exterior materials.

STANDARD FRONT
SETBACKS ARE 25.-0.

PROPERTY LINE'?

/-

NAME OF STREET

- NOTES All plans shall be drawn to scale upon substantial
paper and shall be of sufficient clarity to indicate the
nature and extent of the work proposed.
One permit will cover building, electrical, plumbing
and mechanical work. The permit may be obtained in the
same office where plans are submitted.
Licensed architects or engineers are required to
prepare plans on complex dwellings, apartment. buildings
and commercial structures.
State law requires that all plans be signed by the
person preparing them.
PERMITS ARE ISSUED ONLY TO PROPERTY OWNERS AND
LICENSED CONTRACTORS.

NOTE: This sample plot plan has been prepared for your convenience.
Its purpose is to illustrate the type of information required to check
plans for a new building or an addition to an existing building. A plot
plan such as this is required to obtain a-building permit.
A plot plan should be drawn to scale. This will enable us to determine w
the size of all structures on the property, existing or proposed. The
distances should be shown between all buildings and between all buildings'
and your property lines. All distances should be measured to the main
=
walls of the buildings - not to porches or cave overhangs.
If you are going to erect a new building or add to the front of . an
existing building, be sure to show the front setback of the main building
on the lot or lots adjacent to yours. If they are vacant, indicate them
as such. This is important in determining the minimum setback of your
property.
Make a complete plot plan even if you are only building an addition to an
existing building. Show all buildings as well as the proposed addition,
as this is important in determining your compliance with lot coverage
regulations.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO / BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION
RESIDENTIAL PLAN CHECK
(1976 UBC) - PLAN CHECKER INITIALS
DATE:
PERMIT 140:

This sheet, when attached to a set of plans, becomes a part of those plans and must remain
attached thereto. The items listed below, when circled, must he complied with as well as
items noted on plans. The approval of this plan and specifications shall not be held to
permit or approve the violation of any City . ordinance or State law:
. 1. Place 4 of well-graded crushed rock fill under dwelling slab floors. (3/8" miniMum.to
112 " maximum)
(S.C.O. Sec. 9.155).
2. Mxpansive soils - (Special foundation requirements) (Two *4 rebars) Welded wire mesh
6x6 / 10x10). (See note on plan). .(See attached soils report on plan).
• 3. One openable•window in each sleeping room must have a minimum clear opening width of
20' or a minimum height of 24', and a minimum area of 5.7 sq. ft: in that opening ', and
have a sill height not exceeding 44" above the floor. (URC Sec. 1404).
4. Ventilation for bathrooms, laundry rooms and laundry areas to have 1/20th.of floor
area in ventilation with minimum size of IS sq.'ft. or proVide fan vented to exterior.
(UDC 1405 (a).) Fan to be on separate switch.
5. Install 1-hour separation between garage and hosue. On garage side, protect walls,
ceiling, supporting beams, and posts with material approved for 1-hour construction:
(RUC Sec. 503 (d) 4).
6. Door between R-3 (dwelling) and M (garage) to be 1-3/8" solid core, self-closing and
tight fitting.
(UDC Sec. 503(d)4).
1
7. Stairways shall meet minimum requirements as follows: Paximum rise 8", minimum run
. (tread) 9", handrail 30" to 34' above nosing, minimum stair width if)", and minimum
headroom 6'-6". DaLlrails required when there are two or more risers. (U9C See. 3305)i
Guardrails minimum height 36".
(U8C Sec. 1716).
8. Useable storage space under stairways shall be . of one-hour construction. (URC Sec.
3305 (m).)
.9. Provide attic ventilation. Concealed snace between combination rafter and ceiling
joists shall be ventilated unless Solidly insulated.
(U9C Sec. 3205(c).
10. Provide truss calculations and layout drawing. (Specify girder truss and type of
joist hangers. if used).
11. Provide post-base and post-cap connections. (UDC Sec. 2517(c) 4 and 2517-(m).
12. Roof overhang, including gutter, cannot project more than 24" into required sideyard.
13. Provide approved 120 V. smoke detector(s) above stairways and at access to bedrooms.
(UDC Sec. 1413).
14. All heating and cooling units creating a glow or flame installed in a garage must be
raised on a stand so that glow or flame is at least 18" above floor. (WIC Sec. 508).
Provide a protecting barrier (3" or larger pipe 30" high) for hot water heater units
and heating units in garage in line with car storage. (UPC Sec. 1310.)
, 15. Chimney shall terminate with a 14 guage 3/4" mesh or 12 gauge 1" mesh galvanized spark
arrestor 2" above flue liner. (SCO Addition to UDC).
16. Chimney shall be fastened at the plate line to the structural framework of the building
with two 1/2" bolts per strap. (UBC Sec. 3704(c).
17. Provide weep screed at foundation plate line on all exterior stud walls. (unc Sec.4706e.;
18. Subject to field inspection approval.
19. Submit sectional details of Roman bath tub.
20. Studs adjacent to vaulted ceiling to be framed full length.
•
21. Draft stops required at plate lines - boxed chimney - flue chase.
2 1 . All bay or !garden windows shall not extend into required 5' sideyard. (Zoning Sec.3E12).
23. Property line walls for 0 clearance to be 1-hour construction each side.
24. Electrical receptacles in habitable rooms to be placed maximum 12' apart, 6" maximum
from any door opening, any wall space wider than 2'. In kitchen and dining area, any
counter wider than 12" separated by ranges, ovens, sink, refrigerator, etc., shall be
p rovided with an electrical receptacle.
(110-24(h) NEC).
25. Electrical meters shall have a minimum of 30- wide and 36" deep clear working space in
front of equipment, with no gas, water or other grounded surface within 12' horizontal
plumb droo to either side of panel's edge.
26. !'techanical equipment shall not emit noises which would cause the maximum noise level
to. exceed:
(a) 60 DRA 1 foot inside adjacent properties.
(h) SS DRA in the center of a neighboring patio.
(c) 55 DIA outside of the neighboring living area nearest the equipment
location.

27.
28.

No mechanical equipment shall be located in side yard setback area (Which will not meet min.
•
noise ord. req.).

29.
”OTE: Electrical, plumbing, and mechanical work is not thoroughly checked on plan check
review and will he subject to field check.
REV: APR 80
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ATTACHMENT 1

Assembly Bill No. 941
CHAPTER 846
An act to amend Section 65913.3 of the Government Code, and to
amend Section 35800 of the Health and Safety Code, relating to real
property.
[Approved by Governor September 26, 1981. Filed with
Secretary of State September 26, 1981.)
LEGISLATIVE COUNSELS DIGEST

AB 941, McCarthy. Real property: development: discrimination.
(1) Existing law requires cities, including chartered cities, and
counties, upon request of developers, to provide for administrative
review of all applications and permits for residential development by
a single administrative entity, as defined.
This bill would delete the requirement that developers make such
requests and, instead of requiring the administrative review of all
applications and permits by a single entity, would require such local
agencies to provide for the coordination of review and
decisionmaking and the provision of information regarding the status
of all applications and permits for residential developments by a
single administrative entity, as redefined by the bill.
(2) The provisions of existing law regulating discrimination in
financing of housing are known as The Housing Financial
Discrimination Act of 1977.
This bill would rename those provisions as the Holden Act.
(3) Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 2231
and 2234 of the Revenue and Taxation Code require the state to
reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs
mandated by the state. Other provisions require the Department of
Finance to review statutes disclaiming these costs and provide, in
certain cases, for making claims to the State Board of Control for
reimbursement.
However, this bill would provide that no appropriation is made
and no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
SECTION 1. Section 65913.3 of the 'Government Code is
amended to read:
65913.3. Every city, county, or city and county shall, on or before
January 1, 1983, provide for coordination of review and
decisionmalcing and the provision of information regarding the status
of all applications gitipe l:V7p1defit-Ta1 deveIodrii&A—as
required by such city, county, or city and county, by a single
administrative entity. The city, county, or city and county may

96 50

Ch. 846

—2-

charge fees to defray costs which are directly attributable to the
coordination of an application of a developer by a single
administrative entity.
For the purposes of this section, "administrative entity" means a
person or agency designated by the legislative body of the city,
county; or city and county to coordinate the review and
decisionmakini . and provide information regardinilhe
status- of all
_
permits or app ications required by the local agency.
A city, eauntii, OF-Ely and county may adopt, by resolution or
ordinance, procedures for the implementation of this section by the
designated administrative entity.
SEC. 2. Section 35800 of the Health and Safety Code is amended
to read:
35800. This part shall be known and may be cited as the Holden
Act.
SEC. 3. No appropriation is made and no reimbursement is
required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIII B of the
California Constitution or Section 2231 or 2234 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code because the local agency or school district has the
authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to
pay for the program or level of service mandated by this act.

0
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Attachment 2.

THE COMMERCIAL PLAN CHECKING PROCESS

1977 MAYOR'S
A.

COMMITTEE REPORT

Findings:
EXERPTS

Early in our study of the building inspections
division (the division), the committee was made
aware of the inordinate amount of time required
to check and process commercial plans. We learned
that the process was averaging 12 to 16 weeks,
depending upon the size and complexity of the
project. This timeframe, when compared to one
existing as recently as five years ago of only two
to three weeks, caused immediate concern among the
committee. Through its meetings and discussions
with various building department personnel and
other city departments, the committee was able to
convey the sense of urgency with which it viewed the
situation. As a result of our discussions, a series
of actions were taken by the division which reduced
the time required to plan check to a more acceptable
period of three to four weeks.
B.

Comments:
The committee is convinced that the great amount of

time required to approve plans referred to earlier,
did not result from a single cause, but rather from
an accumulation of events and circumstances which
evolved over the years as more and more demands
were placed on the process. So far as we were able
to discern, ours had been the only comprehensive
evaluation of the plan checking process since it
-7-

had reached its current proportion. A suggestion
may be made here that, perhaps, more frequent review of the process would have detected these
problems before they had taxed the plan checking
process to the extent that they did. The committee
felt that it was important to note, from our perspective, the causes of the lengthy timeframe individually, as the recommendations which follow are
formulated in part to counter their recurrence:
1. In 1973, the division required, for
the fist time, all commercial plans to
be checked for plumbing, mechanical, and
electrical code compliance prior to permit
issuance. Before this time, these plans
were subjected only to a structural plan
check, with plumbing, mechanical, and electrical code compliance being achieved during
field inspections phase.
A corresponding result of this new and
comprehensive review was the feeling expressed
by many in the building industry that the
plan check had gone beyond a simple verification of code compliance and had resulted,
in some cases, of the City redesigning projects
submitted by applicants. This more comprehensive and detailed review by the City resulted
in a longer processing time for the plan check.

-8-

2.

Increased use by other departments in

the City (engineering, fire, and planning)
of the plan check and subsequent permit
issuance as a control with which to insure
project compliance to their requirements,
resulted in the plans receiving even greater
scrutiny. Further complicating matters, we
found that none of the departments involved,
including the buildings division, could
correctly diagram the flow and content of the
total plan checking process. The resulting
duplication of checks and overlapping of
perceived responsibilities contributed to
further delays. Finally, routing of plans
from department to department without adequate
coordination and control resulted in the plans
being checked only as some departments found
time. As a result the plans were not always
checked as soon as they arrived in the department.
3.

Because the buildings division is per-

ceived by the applicant as being "in charge"
of the plan checking process, demands were
routinely made on it to know exactly where
the plans were and what problems, if any,
the City found with the plans. In actuality,
once the plans were routed out of the division
to the other departments, it ceased to have
control and thus ceased to have any account-9-

ability for the plans progress or lack
thereof. As a result, the applicants were
often frustrated in their attempts to learn
the status of the plans and the division
personnel either had to offer no assistance
whatsoever or spend valuable time and resources running down the plans and reporting
their current stage of completion or need.
The committee feels that credit is due the
division however for its actions late last
year which resulted in the elimination of,
both the backlog and excessive time delay
in checking commercial plans. The division
achieved this feat in part by calling up a
field inspections supervisor to hel p check
plans and assist with counter and phone inquiries which allowed the other plan checkers
more time to concentrate on plan review alone.
Additionally, the division through efforts
made by other departments received better
cooperation and more expeditious routing of
plans than before. Finally, the division
required applicants themselves to help in the
routing of plans in order to overcome the
geographic distance which had resulted from
their move from City Hall to 927 Tenth Street.

-10-

While the committee commends the division
for their response to what we had pelceived
to be a critical situation, we are not
convinced that these actions, however effective in the short term, are either desirable
or likely to remain so effective in the long
term. For this reason, the committee would
like to suggest the following items for the
Council's consideration which we feel will
lead to more permanent processing improvements
relative to the commercial plan check.
C. Recommendations:
1. Require submission of complete plans.
The committee suggests that the division and
building industry representatives come to an
agreement and understanding as to the nature
and content of "complete" plans. The committee recognizes that a contributing factor
to more lengthy plan check reviews is the fact
that not all commercial plans submitted are of
the highest and best quality. It is our
thought that the industry, working with the
City, can clearl y delineate what it is seeking
with regard to complete commercial plans and
having established a standard, thereby allow
the building division some latitude to, if
necessary, reject plans at the counter which
are not sufficiently complete.

2.

Conduct a more reasonable plan check
review.

The committee is suggesting that a formal
division policy be made which recognizes
the basic purpose of the plan check as a
verification of the plans compliance with
adopted standards of health and safety as
per the uniform codes and other state requirements relative to construction.
Such a policy would recognize that the City
has a limited amount of resources to expend
on any given plan and that other competing
demands on these same resources should dictate
that the priority for plan checking relate
to significant health and safety items first.
Implementation of this policy would avoid the
recurrence of plans being subjected to too
detailed a review, requiring too long a timeframe.
3. .Exempt small plans from the plan check.
The committee recommends that smaller commercial
plans which are less complex not be required
to go through the formal plan checking process.
The committee recognizes here that some commercial projects, perhaps, comparable in size
and complexity to residential work, should be
allowed to proceed to permit issuance without
the need for formal plan check. The under-

standing here is that the construction
would have to, nevertheless, withstand code
compliance during the field inspections phase.
It should be pointed out that residential %
work does not now require a formal plan check.
4. Consolidate plan checking activities within
division.
In order to reduce duplication of effort, cut
down handling and processing time and improve
control and accountability for plans, the committee recommends that all activity relative
to plan checking occur within and under the
supervision of the buildings division. This
system would allow for one-stop delivefy and
pick up of plans for the applicants involved.
Further, it would provide applicants an opportunity to make reasonable inquiries as
to the exact status and probable completion
date of their plans. Implementation of this
recommendation could be accomplished by:
a) Exempting minor items from the plan
checking procedure in favor of checking
them during the field inspections phase
(e.g., the fire department could determine
exact location of portable fire extinguishers during the field inspection
phase rather than during the plan check.)

-13-

b) Delivery by other departments of
their check lists and requirements which
building division plan checkers could
incorporate into their review of the plans.
This would allow some departments to be
eliminated from the process all together.
C) Assigning, on a regularly scheduled
basis, other department personnel to the
division to complete their plan checking
responsibilities.
5.

Establish plan review time limits.
The committee recommends that a time
limitation be imposed on the length of
time the city would have to complete the
plan checking process. The division, in
cooperation with other departments, should
establish a maximum timeframe within which,
all things being equal, the commercial plan
check is to be completed. This limitation,
as a matter of policy, could establish a
threshold which, if exceeded, would signal
the need for immediate corrective actions.
We have pointed out earlier that the plan
check timeframe was reduced from 12 to 16
weeks to a timeframe of 3 to 4 weeks. We
would suggest that a three week threshold
is a reasonable and achievable goal for
which to strive.
-14-

6.

Establish plan checking personnel reserve.
In anticipation of corrective actions
referenced above, it is the committee's
thought that the division should keep a
current listing of available and qualified
plan checking personnel which would be
called upon on an as needed basis in order
to keep within the maximum time allowed
for plan checking. As already noted,
persons to be called from this list may
come from field inspections or for that
matter from other departments throughout
the City providing they were qualified
in this regard.

General administrative matters
A.

Findings:
While the committee had intended to acquaint
itself with and make recommendations regard4ing the internal day-to-day operation of the
division, we found ourselves too involved
with the larger policy matters detailed earlier
in this report to do so. We did however, partly
on the basis of input from the industry, and
also as a result of our meetings with various
division personnel, discover several areas of
concern to us. Our recommendations here are
not, then, intended to be comprehensive, as
they address only those administrative matters
which were either brought to or gained our attention. The most frequent concern expressed
was that the division should present itself to
the general public and to the industry in a more
favorable manner. That is to say, the committee
believes that more "how to, what for, and why
for" materials should be made available to better
explain the functions and services of the division.

B.

Comments:
In this area, much like the inspections process,
there is a substantial amount of contact with
the public either at the counter or over the
telephone. The committee feels that training
programs on the subject of dealing more effectively with the public would be helpful insofar
-34-

as alleviating the appearance of entrenched
or inflexible bureaucracy. This comment is
not intended to be critical in any way, but
due to the highly routine and often complex,
nature of the day-to-day operation of the
division, a certain potential exists to treat
the public too casually and too much like
another form that needs processing. It is our
thought also, in making these recommendations,
that a better explanation of division policies
and procedures would assist the public in their
perception and understanding of the division
as a whole.
C.

Recommendations:
1.

Provide improved public relations training.

The division, in cooperation with the City
Training Officer, should design and conduct a
comp lete training program for all departmental
personnel meeting the public, to include general
sessions on how to deal more effectively with the
public and other sessions which would review
city and departmental policies, practices and
procedures all aimed at improved service to the
public.
2.

Organize and conduct workshops and seminars.

The division, in cooperation with various industry
associations, should conduct frequent and specialized workshops and seminars designed to bring

together city and industry personnel working
in relating fields. Such meetings would serve
to help these groups to get better acquainted
and also allow for a constructive interchanive
of ideas, suggestions, and information. It
would be hoped that both the division personnel
and industry representatives would benefit
from these sessions.
3.

Design and produce a series of informational
pamphlets.

The division, with the assistance of the City
Public Information Officer, should develop a
series of publications designed to better inform
the general public and industry regarding its
policies, practices and procedures. While we
hesitate to itemize topics to be covered in such
publications, possible areas include general
permitting Procedures, inspection procedures,
appeal procedures, and a brief explanation
relative to the purpose and a p plication of the
uniform codes and other division requirements.
Some informational items could be included as
part of the Public Information Officer's
utility billing u stuffer" program.
4.

Handout to depict project development flow.

The division, in close cooperation with other
departments involved and with assistance from
the Public Information Officer, should develop

an informational handout . which would briefly
explain and simply diagram the overall project
development process. Such a publication should
be designed to facilitate an applicant's understanding of where he is at any given moment in
the process, and provide direction as to where he
should go next in order to achieve his project
development goal;.whether that be building permit
or otherwise. This handout would not only
increase the applicant's comprehension of the
total process, but by following this "project
development roadmap" (see example, Appendix D)
could save himself as well as the departments
he might otherwise have queried, valuable time
and frustration.

Attachment 3
25 March 1982

DEVELOPER COMPLAINT

Construction Industry Committee
Studying City of Sacramento
Building Permit Applications
Gentlemen:
As requested, following is a chronological review of a building
permit application's travel through the system.
The permit application was for an addition to an office and shop
for Sacramento Sky Ranch, Inc., 6622 Freeport Boulevard. The
property was properly zoned and occupied. Complete plans and
specifications were prepared by Liske, Lionakis, Beaumont &
Engberg.
September 15, 1981 - Two sets of construction documents were submitted to Mr. Neal Haworth of the City Building Department who
advised Lis it would take five weeks just to get it through City
Hall. He suggested that two additional sets might expedite
things.
September 16, 1981 - Delivered two additional sets to Ron Wickey
of the Engineering Department. Mr. Wickey approved them that
date and sent them to the Fire Department.
September 22, 1981 - We checked with Ed Smith of the Fire Department who stated "It should be ready by September 25th - there
are only seven plans ahead of ours."
September 29, 1981 - We checked with Dennis Loheit of the Fire
Department. Mr. Loheit said "Haven't had time to open the plans don't know when.they will be ready."
October 1, 1981 - We checked with Mr. Loheit again and he repeated
his statement of September 29th plus "Hopeful of looking at them
early next week."
October 8, 1981 - We checked with Mr. Loheit once more and he
repeated his statements of September 29th and October 1st. We
questioned why plans have been in his office for 17 working days
without being opened. Mr. Loheit stated that he sometimes goes
into the field on arson investigation and no plans are checked
in his absence. Being a bit irritated we called City Engineer
Ron Parker and explained the situation. The plans were opened,
checked, approved and delivered to the Water & Sewer Department
in a matter of hours!
(continued)
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October 9, 1981 - Water & Sewer Department approved plans and delivered
them to the Planning Department.
October 13, 1981 - We talked to Linda Lange (Planning Department) who
said "Possible approval this week. Our system is that plans are
processed in the order they are received."
October 16, 1981 - Talked to Linda Lange who said "Haven't got to it
yet, maybe next week."
October 22, 1981 - Placed a call for Ms. Lange who was not in the
office. Spoke to another person and asked for the status of our permit.
Was told that a planner would have to give us that information and the
planners were all busy at the counter. Asked if it would be faster
to come to City Hall and stand in line at the counter. Person said
"Probably."
Reached Linda Lange at 4:30 P.M. She said she had been busy on the
phone all day, that there was one plan ahead of ours and possibly she
could get at ours the following day.
October 27, 1981 - Talked to Linda Lange who informed me that she
had just opened the plan that day and realized she needed more information (Assessor's parcel number) from the Architect. She called
the Architect, received the information and suddenly realized the
property is near Executive Airport, which falls in Ann Parks' territory. Ann Parks was out of the office until October 28th. Upon
being questioned about the absurdity of her department's system of
processing plans, Linda Lange reiterated that she does not even
open plans up until the numerical sequence in which they are received
occurs.
October 28, 1981 - Ann Parks had checked the plans and sent them
back to the plan check person (Linda Lange).
Called Neal Haworth to check on the status of structural, mechanical
and electrical. Neal said they still had to be checked by the
Electrical and Mechanical Departments (Haworth had 'plans since' September 15! I suspected he also had not checked them).
October 29, 1981 - Haworth said "Electrical Department has 0.K.ed
it and plans were in the Mechanical Department."
October 30, 1981 - Called Ann Parks to ask the status of the plans.
She said Linda Lange had them.
November 3, 1981 - Called Linda Lange who said "Waiting on revised
plot plan from Architect."
November 6, 1981 - Linda Lange sent plans back to Building Department
approved (22 working days to get approval).
Called Neal Haworth who said that he needs calcs on the metal building
for checking and that the plans were still in the Mechanical Department. He asked me to hold for Gene Petralli. Mr. Petralli came on
the phone and said "We need isometric drawing on waste, vent and water
piping." I asked Petralli what had been going on since September 15th.
(continued)
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He responded that he had received the plans October 29th and was
three weeks behind. I called'the Architect to inform him that we
needed isometrics.
November 9, 1981 - The Architect called his mechanical engineer who
said he submitted all isometrics with the original sets. The
Architect called Petralli who said "We lost sheets M3 and M4 (from
all four sets?).
4:00 PM - Called Petralli who advised that the Architect had
delivered the isometrics. He (Petralli) had approved the plans
for a permit and delivered them to Haworth. I called Haworth
who said "Haven't seen the O.K. from the Plumbing Department yet."
Told him it was in his office someplace per Petralli.
November 10, 1981 - Delivered metal building plans and calcs to
Haworth. He advised that he would call our office when the permit
was ready.
November 17, 1981 - Called Haworth. He was waiting for approved
plans on the metal building from the Engineer. At this point I
gave up in frustration and decided to wait.
December 7, 1981 - Permit issued.
To recap, this one particular permit application took 60 working
days to obtain. Of that time it was held up in the Fire Department for 17 working days, the Planning Department for 22 days
and the Building Department for 21 days.
It is not possible to relay the language inflections, the
attitudes of the people involved, the "I don't care if you
get a permit or not" position of the city employees and the
general adversary relationship that occurs between the people
involved in the permit process and the people attempting to
obtain a permit.
It seems to me that we should all be working towards a more
efficient system to obtain permits as in the long run it can
do nothing but help all of us - public and private.
We hope this information will be of assistance to the committee,
If you have any questions, please feel free to call.
Yours very truly,

/

v4

A.

Geo. A. Tinseth
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In issuing this building permit, the applicant represents, and the City relies on the r ept esen.
tation of the applicant, that the applicant verified all measurements and locations shown on the
application or accompanying drawings and that the improvement to be constructed does not
violate any law or private agreement relating to permissible or prohibited locations for such improvements. This building permit does not authorize any illegal location ol any improvement

\

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION

Jon ADDRESS

LEGAL
DESCRIPTION

or the violation of any private agreement relating to location of improvements

NA

E OF APPLICANT

mil:MESS

Cu, CODE

ACCOUNI i.G

CONTRACTOR

LICENSED CONTRACTORS DECLARATION
hereby affirm that I am licensed under provisions of Chapter 9 (commencing with
Section 7000) of Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code, and my license is in
full force and effect.
i

OWNER

AHCHENGH

License Class

LiCEList

Lic. Number

Date

No OF sTOR.ES

Contractor

CONSTRUCTION LENDING AGENCY

THIS PERMIT
IS FOR:

I hereby affirm that there is a construction lending agency for the performance of the
work for which this permit is issued (Sec. 3097, Civ. Cl.
.

1St FLOOR

TOTAL AREA

0

0 BUILDING

imno AREA

G A R A GE AREA

MECHANICAL

0 PLUMBING

uSL ZOr.f

0 ELECTRICA.

For Iaspections Cali

449-b404

OWNER - BUILDER DECLARATION
I hereby affirm that I am e.empt from the Contractor's License Law for the toltowing reason
(Sec 7031 5. Business and Professions Code Any city or county which requires a permit l0
COnStruct, alter, improve, demolish. or repair any structure. prior to ils issuance, also regimes
the applicant for such permit to file a signed statement that he is licensed pursuant to the
prOviSiOnS of the Contractor's License Law (Chapter 9 (COITIMenCinq with Section 70001 of
Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code) or that he is exempt therefrom and the basis
for the alleged exemption. Any violation of Section 7031.5 by any applicant tor a permit sub.
wets Me applicant to a civil penally 01 1101 more than live hundred dollars 1550011

ID I, as owner of the property, or my employees with wages as their sole compensation,

STREET

BLDG DIV - 449 . 5716
ELEC f Div — 449 . 5671

wilt.

PLBG S MECH DIV 449.5661
COMMUNITY IMPVL1I DIV. 449.5404

WORKERS COMPENSATION DECLARATION
I hereby affirm that I have a certificate of consent to sell insure, Or a
certificate of Workers' Compensation Insurance, or a certified copy
thereof (Sec. 3800, Lab. C).

M

PLAN
CHECK FEE

$

PEG
SEWER

F FEE

CERTIFICATE OF EXEMPTION FROM WORKERS: COMPENSATION INSURANCE

S

$

AppLiCANT

"I certify that I have read this application and state that the above
information is correct. I agree to comply with all city and county
ordinances and state laws relating to building construction, and
hereby authorize representatives of this city to enter upon the
above mentioned property for inspection purposes.-

(This section need not be completed if the permit IS Or one hundred IS 100) or less.)
I certify that in the performance of the work for which this permit is issued. I shall not employ

any person in any manner so as to become Subject to the Workers' Com p ensation Laws of
California

TOTAL
FEES

Applicant

NOTICE TO APPLICANT' II, after making this Certificate of Exemption, you should become
subject to the Workers . Compensation provisions of the Leber Code, you must forthwith corn•
ply with such provisions or this permit shall be deemed revoked.

Sianatuie ol Aop.ani or Agem

/

—ta

rLE

BRIDGE FEE
EXCISE TAX

DATE

ra

$

RESIDLNIIAL
CO•fS1
i FEE

rf*
r),

73 0

BUILDING
PERMIT FEE

or City Finance Department.

Owner

THIS IS A 5 PART FORM
WRITE ON A FIRM SURFACE

G-)
DATE ISSUED

COMP AN

D Certified copy is hereby furnished.
D Certif led copy is filed with the City Budding Inspection Department

8 SRC for this reason.

\.

1-4

ISSUED BY

S
POLICY NO

Such projects with a con tractorts) licensed pursuant to the Contractor's License Law)
.

VALUATION

CALL 449-5191 FOR INSPECTIONS

0 1.0$ Owner of the property. am exclusively Contracting with licensed COntraclors to con.
struct the project (Sec. 7044, Business and Professions Code: The Contractor's License Law
does not apply lo an owner of p ro p erty who builds Or improves thereon, and who contracts for
0 I are eAempi under Sec.

CO
COMMUNITY
PLAN NO

WIDTH

do the work, and the Structure is not intended or ollered for sate (Sec 7044. BuStileSS and
Prolessions Code. The Contractor ' s License Law does not apply to an Owner 01 prOperty wt10
builds or im p roves th e reOn , a n d wh o does such worts himself or through his own employees.
provided that such improvements are not intended or offered tor sale. It, however the buildina
or trnprOvement is sold within one year of completion, the owner . builder mll nave the burden
of proving that he did not build or improve for the purpose of sale I

Date

AREA

NATURE OF WORK IN DETAIL'

LENDERS
NAME
ADDRESS

Date

ROOF COVERING

Date

THIS PERMIT SHALL EXPIRE BY LIMITATION IF WORK AUTHORIZED IS NOT COMMENCED WITHIN 180 DA

USE BALL POINT PEN PRESS FIRM,

1--I

Attachment 5
CITY OF SACRAMENTO ROUTING PROCEEDURE
Plan Checker
Project:
Address:
Fire Zone:

Legal Description:
Contractor:

Telephone:

Address:

City License:

Architect:

Telephone:

En g ineerin g , Real Estate, Fire Chief: 915 I Street, Cit y Hall
ENGINEERING (Rm. 207) - (449-5281)

RON WICKY

Approved

Disapproved

Total Frontage Length of New Street Improvements

L. F.

Remarks:

REAL ESTATE (Rm.

207)

-

(449-5626) IRV MORAES or RON W1CKY

Right of Way Dedication

.•

Approved

Disapproved

Public Improvement Agreement:

Approved

Disapproved

In-Lieu Payment Agreement

:

Approved

Disapproved

Staking and Inspection Fee

:

$

Remarks:

Receipt No.

FIRE CHIEF

(Rm.

3)

- (449-5416)

DENNIS LOHEIT
Disapproved:

Approved:
Comments:

Water a Sewer, Planning, Arch. Review Committee, Buildin g Ins p ection: 927 - 10th Street
WATER E. SEWER (Rm.

201) - (449-5371)

JIM HICKEY or CARL SETTER

Approved:

.

Disapproved:

Remarks:

PLANNING (Rm.

300) - (449-5604) LINDA LANGE or WIL WEITMAN

Approved:

Approved with changes:

Disapproved:

Review Zone:

Special Permit:

Variance:

Parking Spaces Furnished:

Parking Spaces Required:

Remarks:

ARCHITECTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (Rm.

300) - (449-5604) WIL WEITMAN or LINDA LANGE

Is property located in a Civic Improvement District
MEETING

Approved

ITEM 0

Comments:

PC

Approved with changes

Disapproved

Log No.

Plan Checker

Attachment 6
C-I.TY OF SACRAMELITO
• OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER

Room 207, City Hall
Sacramento, California 95814

Date:
Project:

CHECK SHEET
1.

STREET DEDICATION FOR R/W

2.

GARBAGE PICK-UP LOCATION

3.

GRADING & PAVING

4.

DRAINAGE - D.I., C.O., PIPE, ETC.

5. CURB, GUTTER & SIDEWALK

6. MISCELLANEOUS

Attachment 7

FIRE DEPARTMENT PERMIT CHECK LIST

DATE

ADDRESS

919

OCCUPANCY
OWNER
CONTRACTOR
ARCHITECT
BLDG. SIZE
HYDRANTS
ACCESS
SPRINKLERS
NOTES=

FINAL CLEARANCE

HEIGHT

CONST. TYPE

ARE ZONE

WATER

&

SEWER SERVICE EST.
Date.

Name:

Attachment 8
Description

Firm•
Mailing Address.
Phone:
PLAN
CHECK
ONLY

Comments:

In:
Out:

Additional Requirements:

0

Double Check
Estimate

EiR. P. Device

Air Gap

0

Main Extension

Sketch

Water:

Sewer:

Storm:

Dwg. No. 9-106

CHECK SHEET FOR BUILDING PERMIT
[Assessor's Parcel No.
Jwner:

,131111101S•

Address:
•••-••••nn••

Proposed use:
Zone:

Attachment 9

Is the project allowed in this zone?

alles

lio

If not, what zoning would be required?

Does the project require approval by the City Council,
Planning Commission, Architectural Review Board, or
Preservation Board?*

L7Yes L=7No

If yes, Section that applies:
Council, Commission or Board action:
Date:
P. No.
Does proposal meet conditions of approval by Commission
or Board? (*Refer Plans to PreservationDirector)

•n••‘...-n•

L=7Yes

L=7No

If not, list corrections required:

Z:'Yes L7No
If yes, refer plans to staff person in charge of subdivisions.

Is a division of land required?
Remarks:

Is project located in NDP area?

L=7Yes L=7N0

If yes, refer to community development staff personnel.
Remarks:

Does proposed use meet requirements of Zoning Ordinance? alres f".7No
Check items listed on back'of this form to determine
compliance.
If corrections are required, note corrections on back of this form.
Date plans received:
Checked by

Date returned:

I

HEIGHT AND AREA (SEE SECTION 3)

DO PLANS
COMPLY

IF NOT, LIST
CORRECTIONS REQUIRED

l'ront yard setback
aide yard setback

••••nn•••••••••=1.nnn••n••••••

Street side setback
Interior side yard

11.11•111111100.7nIimo

Rear yard setback
Maximum height

•••n••••nn•••n••n••••nn•....

Swimming pool setbacks
Breezeway requirements

n10.11N1lase

Maximum lot coverage
Projection of building:
into court area
over public right of way
•••n•n••

into setback area
SPECIAL COURTYARD REQUIREMENTS
(SEE SECTION 4)

n•nn••n

11•n•••••nnnn••••••nn•••••..01.•n•••••millembrwrornn••n..).

)

ACCESSORY BUILDING REQUIREMENTS
(SEE SECTION 5)
[OFF—STREET PARKING
(SEE SECTION 6)

SPACES
.REQUIRED

SPACES
PROVIDED

Minimum 6' wide sidewalk
adjacent to parking area
Landscaped planters and
irrigation
Planters enclosed by 6" high
curb & on the subject
Fence adjacent to R—Zone or
•
parking area
Revocable Permit to use
public right—of—way
Major street setback of 50'
Street widening

C vILIC n t s :

0•••••n•n••••n

AMNI.M.M.,nn••••

HEIGHT AND AREA (SEE SECTION 3)

DO PLANS
COgPLY

IF NOT, LIST
CORRECTIONS REQUIRED

r'ront

yard setback
aide yard setback
Street side setback

Interior side yard

••••••••n•••••n••n••n••n...../.•••••••

ON* 'Nw••nnn•n

Rear yard setback
Maximum height

n•nnnnnnnnnn•nnn•......

Swimming pool setbacks

.K.Begammow,•••=swasama

Breezeway requirements
Maximum lot coverage
11••n••n•nn••••nnn••11111,

Projection of building:
into court area
over public right of way
into setback area
SPECIAL COURTYARD
(SEE SECTION 4)

REQUIREMENTS

ACCESSORY BUILDING
(SEE SECTION 5)
[-

REQUIREMENTS

SPACES
REQUIRED

OFF—STREET PARKING
(SEE SECTION 6)
Minimum 6' wide sidewalk
adjacent to parking area
Landscaped planters and
irrigation
Planters enclosed by 6" high
curb & on the subject
• Fence adjacent to R—Zone or
parking area
Revocable Permit to use
public right—of—way
Major street setback of 50'
Street widening
••••

(,,junents:
•••••••

simPnmisimiNEK,

SPACES
PROVIDED

-

Attachment 10
PARKING LOT SHADING (50% in 15 years)
•

(::how all li:forma;.ion on :oliwitted plans)

Parking Lot Dimensions

ft. x

Area

ft.

Additional Information

q.ft.

Paved area

All other pnrking and planting regulations
shall ho complied with.

ol.ft.
3,1.ft •

Shaded area of

Identify mean3 of determining shading
creer; st
pereen ..ag1L ( to
sq.ft.
) ConsTaii: shading
shade per tree =
overlap.

pavement

shade % of paved arca
Shaded area to be clearly shown on
Also, include,to scale:
Landscape Plan.

Any shade created by a permanent structure
may be included in the 50% regirement.

go: scale

Include notation on height of north side
of building(a)

North arrow
Parking stall locations (note size)

Provide 2 copies of shade/irrigation plan

. Location, size and type of irrigntion.

Area of circle . gr2 Area of elipse(107r

Planter areas ( note dimensions —
excluding o" curbing)

Information may include profile of plants
ang structures for shading to indicate
60 sun angle in relation to proposed
shading.
1 ft. high

Location and botanical names of .
MIX TREE TYPES if more than
shade trees
are required.
Crown diameter (drip line) and
height of each tree type at
15 years. ( See parking lot
shade tree list)

3 trees

Shade Broduced by trees (providing
for 60 sun angle from south)

4_--Shade plan must be signed/stamped off
by Planning Department indicating
compliance with parking lot shading
ordinance ( Ord. 4454, Dec. 80)

Contact person, address and phone
.

Specific address of site

Size of trees to be planted.

Assessors Parcel Number(s)

NOTE: All other energy conservation ordinances, resolutions and measures are
available from the Planning Department.
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APPLICATION FOR DRIVEWAY PERMIT

Attachment 11

City of Sacramento
Traffic Engineering Division
1023 "J" Street, Suite 202

The property owner

(Print Name)
Owner's Address

(Street)

(City)
COITillerflfte)
Residential

hereby makes application to install and maintain

(Number)
feet serving property at

driveway (s) totalling

(Total Driveway Length)

(Project Address)
in the following manner:
Feet Each

on

Street

Feet Each

on

Street

Feet Each

on

Street

It is agreed that the driveway (s) shall be constructed in strict conformance
with the City driveway standards, Standard Construction Specifications and the
plans approved by the Traffic Engineer. It is further agreed that the curb
section will be restored to original condition by the property owner if and
when a driveway becomes unnecessary due to land use changes or this permit is
revoked for any reason.
In the event of failure by the property owner to abide by the terns of this
agreement, the City may proceed with corrections or restoration of the curb
section and the work done shall be charged against the owner and shall be a
lien against the property.
APPROVED BY:

OWNER
BY

For Traffic Engineer
For Electrical Engineer
DATE

PHONE

0

Trees

C3 Arch. Review

PERMIT FEE
City Street: One application, two plot plans
State Highways: Two applications, three plot plans

DRIVEWAY CHECK SHEET
OFFICE CHECK:

Individual Driveway Minimum & Maximum
TOtai Driveway Maximum & Minimum Spacing
Must Be Within Own Frontage (Including Cuts)
MUst Show Planters or Fences and Parking Layouts
Get 5 from Side Where Possible
20' Minimum Flat Approach to ROW (NO Ramp to
90 0 Approach to ROW

Kw

Mast be Clear of Crosswalks, Corner Radii Intersections
NO Back in or Back out StAlis & Ramps All Loading Doors Must Have Clear Path Thru Building
Large Parking Lots Should Have 20' Min to 1st Cross
Aisle
Parking Lots Must "Recirculate" Within Property
Plan Must Show (Reasonably) All Curbs & Sidewalks or
----bitches & Existing Street Paving, etc.

CheCk For Use of Excess ROW (2' Behind
Also Need Approval of: Electrical Eng
Tree Div.

FIELD CHECK:

SW

etc)
; SMUD

; PT & T

Planning OK

; City Eng

Accuracy and Completeness of Drawing
Drop Inlets in Drives
No Pull Boxes, Etc. in Drives
Electroliers - Hydrants - Signs - Meters - Trees
Power Poles, etc.
___Existing Curbs & Sidewalks or Ditches, Etc. Check For Conditions & Type
No

Existing Driveways - TO Remain, Remove-or Rebuild
Adjacent Driveways - Get Minimum Distance

High Crown Street or High Curb
SMUD & PT & T Boxes Behind SW or ROW
Unused Right of Way on Adjacent Property - Where
are Other Planters, Etc.

DRIVEWAY CHECK SHEET

OFFICE CHECK:

Individual Driveway minimum & Maximum

Total Driveway Maximum & Minimum Spacing
Must Be Within Cwn Frontage (Including Cuts)
Must Show Planters or Fences and Parking Layouts
Get 5' from Side where Possible
20' Minimum Flat Approach to ROW NO Ramp to ROW)
90 0 Approach to ROW
Must be Clear of Crosswalks, Corner Radii Intersections
Nb Back in or Back out Stalls & Ramps All Loading Doors Must Have Clear Path Thru Building
Large Parking Lots Should Have 20' Min to 1st Cross
Aisle
Parking Lots Must "Recirculate" Within Property
Plan Must Show (Reasonably) All Curbs & Sidewalks or
Ditches & Existing Street Paving, etc.

CheCk For Use of Excess ROW (2' Behind SW etc)
; SMUD
Also Need Approval of: Electrical Eng
Tree Div.

FIELD CHECK:

;

Planning OK

; PT & T

:

; City Eng

Accuracy and Completeness of Drawing
No Drop Inlets in Drives
No Pull Boxes, Etc. in Drives
Electroliers - Hydrants - Signs - Meters - Trees ----Power Poles, etc.
Existing Curbs & Sidewalks or Ditches, Etc. Check For Conditions & Type
Existing Driveways - To Remain, Remove or Rebuild
Adjacent Driveways - Get Minimum Distance
High Crown Street or High Curb
SMUD & PT & T Boxes Behind SW or ROW
Unused Right of Way on Adjacent Property - %here
are Other Planters, Etc.

;

INSPECTIONS

TITLE

ADDRESS

START

ISSUE

DATE

DATE

PERMIT TOTAL

EN6INEERIN6

NUMBER

Days

Pct

2

1.90

DAYS

111 Corporate Center

501 J St/500 I St

8/14/81

1/18/82 I-10224/5

105

(2) Camellia Center Foto

2014 Alhambra

8/14/81

pending

N/A

N/A

FIRE
Days

WATER/SEWER
Pct

Days

Pct

34 32.38

2

1.90

22

3

-

Days

42

-

11/4

II

(3) remodel office building

1927 13th St

8/14/81

11/13/81

1-6005

60

.00

.00

.00

1115 11th St

8/17/81

10/6/81

1-5203

35

.00

.00

.00

-

(5) office shell h restaurant building

2418 24th St

8/18/81

pending

N/A

N/A

-

-

16

(6) interior remodeling

1901 A Broadway

8/18/81

9/24/81

1-4967

26

(7) remodel dentist office

7227 29th St

8/20/81

10/9/81

1-5310

38

(8) interior finishing

765 University Ave

8/21/81

9/1/81

(9) Shell Station conversion

1-4476

20

.00

.00

1

2.63

21 55.26

-

.00

.00
.00

-

3

2.11

17

11.97

1

1

5.26

n.a.

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

.00

Pct

60 100.00
35 100.00
N/A

.00

26 100.00
6

-

.00

8 100.00

.00

.00

14 100.00

.70

39 27.46

82

57.75

5.26

15

78.95

47

51.09

.00

15.79

2400 Del Paso Blvd

8/24/81

9/14/81

1-4722

14

(10) restaurant addition

2422 13th St

8/24/81

3/18/82

1-11395

142

(Ill 4 unit carport building

2387 Caabridge St

8/25/B1

9/24/81

1-4962

19

2 10.53

(121 shell office building

5030 J St

8/26/81

1/7/82

1-10377

92

2

2.17

19 20.65

1

1.09

23 25.00

(13) interior finishing

791 University Ave

8/27/81

9/10/81

-

.00

.00

-

.00

.00

(141 office and warehouse building

8413 Jackson

8/28/81

10/26/81

1-5648

37

2

5.41

22 53.46

I

2.70

11 29.73

1

2.70

(151 Holiday Inn addition

1900 Canterbury

8/28/81

10/22/81

1-5582/3

36

2

5.56

13 36.11

I

2.78

12 33.33

8

22.22

(16) bank vault

660 J St

8/28/81

8/31/81

1-4452

2

-

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

2 100.00

1171 interior remodeling

1008 J St

9/4/81

9/8/81

1-4623

2

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

2 100.00

(18) interior finishing

801 12th St

9/4/81

9/21/81

1-4896

10

.00

.00

1191 remodel office building

2605 Rio Linda Blvd

9/11/81

dead

NIA

N/A

(20) warehouse shell

600 Sunbeam

9/18/81

pending

N/A

N/A

(21) Sacto Sky Ranch office/whse/office

6622 Freeport Blvd

9/14/81

12/7/81

1-6413

60

2
3

5.00

1221 medical office building

3000 L St

9/14/81

12/14/8!

1-6596

66

3

4.55

17

(23) Pacific Telephone

1407-11 J St

9/14/81

9/22/81

1-4910

(24) storage shed

5555 Stockton Blvd

9/18/81

dead

(25) Ramona remodel

1007 6th St

9/18/81

2/23/82

(26) addition to warehouse

5800 88th St

9/21/81

(27) carport

4601 Karbet

9/22/81

1281 interior finishing

1425 River Park Dr

(29) interior remodeling

585 Downtown Plaza Mall

(30) office building shell
(31) warehouse shell

1-4647

.00

1

9 100.00

.00

-

I

-

9

17 28.33

1

1.67

17 31.67

20

33.33

25.76

1

1.52

24 36.36

21

31.82

20

84

19

.00

.00

-

10 100.00
N/A

-

.00

N/A

.00

N/A

N/A

-

1-10935

105

.00

.00

11/18/81

1-6096

41

4.88

16 39.02

1/18/82

1-10207

76

2.63

16 21.05

9/21/81

10/19/81

1-5479

20

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

20 100.00

9/21/81

10/7/81

1-5243

13

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

13 100.00

20 Bicentennial Circle

9/22/81

11/13/81

1-6011

40

2.50

2430 Manning

9/23/81

2/24/82

1-10949

105

.95

(32) interior finishing

660 J St

9/23/81

10/2/81

1-5146

.00

.00

.00

(33) remodel office building

1508 S St

9/24/81

10/15/81

1-5394

16

.00

.00

.00

(34) interior finishing

2311 Northgate Blvd

9/24/81

10/22/81

1-5579

20

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

20 100.00

-

.00

17 100.00

1
2
n.a.

-

-

.00

N/A
105 100.00

4.88

20 48.78

1

2.44

.00

29 38.16

29

38.16

5.00

1

2.50

16 15.24

2

1.90

2

10
.00

1

2.50

5

4.76

35 87.50
.81

77.14

-

.00

12 75.00

8 100.00
4

25.00

(35) interior remodeling

3325 S St

9/25/81

10/20/81

1-5506

17

.00

.00

.00

(36) interior finishing

1116 9th St

9/25/81

11/6/81

1-5897

30

.00

.00

.00

(37) interior remodeling

1407-23 1St

9/25/81

11/23/81

1-6213

40

.00

.00

.00

(38) Ciuntrywood Apartments

5500 Mack Road

9/28/81

3/12/82 1-11250/6

114

4

3.51

13

11.40

1

.88

18 15.79

78

68.42

(39) veterinarian hospital remodel

3046 Northgate Blvd

9/28/81

1/11/82

1-10093

70

4

5.71

22 31.43

n.a.

.00

40 57.14

4

5.71

(40) warehouse shell

600-700 No. 10th St

9/28/81

pending

N/A

N/A

4

-

NIA

4

(41) Sheriff's Bldg Executive Airport

6293 Freeport

9/28/81

12/31/81

1-6869

65

1421 carports

2065-75 W. El Camino

9/30/81

10/2/81

1-5151

2

(43) Gospel Assembly Bldg

1541 Jessie Ave

9/30/81

dead

N/A

N/A

AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED

67.39

2.38

Al/ERA6E - ROUTED - PERMITS PENDING/DEAD

-

1.86

AVERAGE - ROUTED - ALL APPLICATIONS

-

2.12

n.a. . not available
RE
.= processed by Real Estate for frontage improvements
.
DR = processed by Design Review Commission (formerly Arch. Review Board)
IS . reviewed by Planning/Parks staff for landscaping or tree shading ord. regts.
TE = received a driveway perait from Traffic Engineer

14 21.54

.00

.00

I

1.54

30 100.00

.00

40 100.00

7.69

41 63.08

.00
2

18

28

.00

-

.00

10

-

2 100.00
N/A

- 22.53 100.00

22.53

N/A = not applicable

6.15

3

AVERAGE - NON ROUTED - PERMITS 6RANTED

KEYj

1

14

-

3.89 16.25 24.70

1.23

- 18.57

-

1.43

_ 24.00

-

-

1.33

- 24.91

17.41

X X

7 100.00

7

17

RE DR LS SE

40.00

9 23.68

2.63

1

Days

Pct

25 23.81

(4) interior finishing

-

/APPLICANT

PLANNINS

1.57 25.82 41.11 21.71

28.73

x
xx

!

INSPECTIONS

TITLE

ADDRESS

START

ISSUE

PERMIT

TOTAL

DATE

DATE

NUMBER

DAYS

Days

Pct

Days

Pct

Days

Days

Pct

Days

Pct

1619 0 St

1/4/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

-

24

-

1

1515 K St

1/4/82

3/2/82

1-11035

43

3

6.98

19

44.19

1

-

6

2.33

RE

Pct

X

N/A

(3)' City Market

118-120 J St

1/5/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

18

1

9

5945 Franklin Blvd

1/5/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

24

1

21

N/A

(5) office Building shell

3831-91 Pell Circle

1/6/82

pending

NIA

N/A

1

24

1

30

N/A

161 Carl's Jr restaurant

6201 Mack Road

1/11/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

(7) Sixpense Inn Motel

7850 College Town Dr

1/13/82

3/31/82

1-11667

52

2

3.85

(8) remodel bar

1816 21st St

1/13/82

1/15/82

1-10192

3

-

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

3

100.00

(9) interior remodeling

925 L St - 12th floor

1/15/82

3/4/82

1-11086

34

-

.00

.00

.00

-

.00

34

100.00

((0) Mexico 70 restaurant addition

6438 Elves Ave

1/18/82

3/2/82

1-11025

41

2

4.88

2.44

11

26.83

4

(11) Regional

283) P St

1/18/82

2/1/82

1-10552

11

-

.00

.00

-

.00

11

100.00

902 J St

1/19/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

-

N/A

-

Transit parking lot

112111ahstaller Building

22

-

1

-

26

17

32.69

1

1.92

30

23

1

51.10
.00

57.69

17

-

2

-

7

-

NIA

-

X

2

3.85

X

9.76

2650 Northgate Blvd

1/20/82

3/11/82

1-11250

39

(4

10.26

18

46.15

2

5.13

10

25.64

5

725 12th St

1/21/82

7/7/82

J-2179

118

3

2.54

18

15.25

1

.85

7

5.93

89

75.42

(15) office-deli

251 Lathrop Way A & B

1/25/82

3/1/82

1-11011

25

-

.00

.00

'

.00

25

100.00

.1/25/82

1/29/82

1-10520

5

-

.00

-

.00

1/25/82

3/17/82

1-11378

40

2

5.00

19

47.50

1

f1/27/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

--

15

-

1

-

(161'interior remodeling

2726 Capitol Ave

(17) warehouse

1330 No. B St

(18) office building

815 S St

.00

.00

-

.00

5

100.00

2.50

15

37.50

3

7.50

87

-

NIA

-

-

N/A

-

124

-

N/A

.00

-

.00

8

100.00

24

39.34

22

36.07

47

-

(19) remodel 4 unit apartment

3528 12th Ave

1/27/82

pending

N/A

N/A

-

(20) Alkali Flat family housing

9t6,10th 1 F and alley

2/1/82

pending

N/A

N/A

3

(21)

1100 J St

2/1/82

2/1/82

1-10543

8

-

.00

-

.00

(22) Golden One Credit Union

1330-50 Florin Road

2/2/82

4/27/82

J-536

61

1

1.64

13

21.31

(23) Pt West Shopping Center store

1874 Arden Way

2/2/82

pending

N/A

N/A

4

(24) Bank of Commerce

300-330 Capitol Ave

2/3/82

dead

N/A

N/A

3

(25) U-Haul Trailers

3100-3106 Florin Road

2/4/82

pending

N/A

N/A

1

-

14

(26) building addition

20 Bicentennial Circle

2/5/82

3/18/82

1-11393

29

-

.00

-

(27) Yogurt Shop

2327 Northgate Blvd

2/8/82

2/10/82

1-10732

3

(28) 7-11 Store

2440-50 Northgate Blvd

' 2/8/82

8/10/82

J-3016

129

3

2.33

18

13.45

2

1.55

(29) rooming house

1619 9 St

2/8/82

5/21/82

7-1107

79

2

2.53

20

25.32

1

1.27

(30) office building

7901 Folsom Blvd

2/10/82

pending

N/A

N/A

2

-

18

-

1

-

40

' 2/11/82

pending

N/A

N/A

interior finishing

(311 restaurant addition

.

300 12th St

.1

16

1

32

.00

1.64

1

19

-

'

N/A

X

1

8

-

N/A

17

-

N/A

.00

29

100.00

-

.00

3

100.00

40

31.01

66

51.16

43

54.43

13

16.46

-

N/A

.00

.00
.00

-

14.75

AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED

66.89

2.44

4.44

18.33

33.61

1.22

2.18

20.67

AVERAGE - ROUTED - PERMITS PENDING/DEAD

-

2.18

-

20.45

-

1.09

-

34.73

AVERAGE - ROUTED - ALL APPLICATIONS

-

2.31

-

19.39

-

1.16

-

27.70

Y.

X
X

N/A

AVERAGE - NON ROUTED - PERMITS GRANTED

X

-

1

.00

X

12.82

1131 Rico's Pizza restaurant addition
(14) office foundation
interior finishing

IT

Li

32.56

14

13.95

(4) St Patricks/St Rose Assembly Bldg

addition

DR

N/A

6

111 rehab apartments
(2)

foundation high rise

/APPLICANT

PLANNING

WATER/SEWER

FIRE

ENGINEERIN6

-

14.75

100.00

32.48

24.22

27.29

PROPERTY LINE
IF OVER 34 SO. FT.
PERMIT IS REQUIRED.
3 . O MIN. TO PROPERTY UN!

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Building Inspections Division
927 - 10th Street - Suite 100

PROPOSED
ADDITION

METAL
STORAGE
BLDG.

N

GARAGE
OR

WORKSHOP.

SHOW DIRECTIONAL ARROW

REQUIREMENTS FOR OBTAINING A BUILDING PERMIT
0

To obtain a building p ermit, submit to the
Building Ins p ections Division, at the above address,
two (2) complete sets of plans, including:

DETACHED
GARAGE

....Li
PERMIT
REQUIRED

IT.0

2

r '''' ''''

MIN.

.1----

!PROPOSED
1 ADDITION

1

1

I COVERED
PATIO

1.

Plot Plan.
Show the location of all
structures on the p ro p erty in relation
to the property lines.
(See sample plot
p lan on reverse side.)

2.

Foundation Plan.
Show all footings and
piers, with typical cross sections.

3.

Floor Plan.
Show all room sizes, window
and door sizes and necessary dimensions.

4.

Elevations.

5.

Show sections
Framing Details & Sections.
through structure indicating footing, wall,
floor and roof construction.

•5 • -0- MINACAN VARY)

SW WM

ADJACENT
EXISTING

PROPOSED
DWELLING

STRUCTURE

Show exterior materials.

ADJACENT
EXISTING
STRUCTURE

49ZH
STANDARD FRONT
SETBACKS ARE 25.-0-

PROPERTY LINE --;

NAME OF STREET

- NOTES All plans shall be drawn to scale upon substantial
paper and shall be of sufficient clarity to indicate the
nature and extent of the work proposed.
One permit will cover building, electrical, plumbing
and mechanical work. The permit may be obtained in the
same office where plans are submitted.
Licensed architects or engineers are required to
prepare plans on complex dwellings, apartment buildings
and commercial structures.
State law requires that all plans be signed by the
person preparing them.
PERMITS ARE ISSUED ONLY TO PROPERTY OWNERS AND
LICENSED CONTRACTORS.

NOTE: This sample plot plan has been prepared for your convenience.
Its purpose is to illustrate the type of information required to check
plans for a new building or an addition to an existing building. A plot
plan such as this is required to obtain a'building permit.

>
rt-

c-I-

A plot plan should be drawn to scale. This will enable us to determine frt
the size of all structures on the property, existing or proposed. The
distances should be shown between all buildings and between all buildingsig
and your property lines. All distances should be measured to the main
=
walls of the buildings - not to porches or eave overhangs.
If you are going to erect a new building or add to the front of. an
existing building, be sure to show the front setback of the main building
on the lot or lots adjacent to yours. If they are vacant, indicate them .
as such. This is important in determining the minimum setback of your
property.
Make a complete plot plan even if you are only building an addition to an
existing building. Show all buildings as well as the proposed addition,
as this is important in determining your compliance with lot coverage
regulations.

-Attathment 14

309 ADDRESS:

CITY OF SACRAMENTO / BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION
RESIDENTIAL PLAN CHECK
(1976 UBC) - PLAN CHECKER INITIALS
PERMIT 340:
DATE:

This sheet, when attached to a set of plans, becomes a part of those plans and must remain
attached thereto. The items listed . below, when circled, must he complied with as well as
items noted on plans. The approval of this plan and specifications shall not he held to
permit or approve the violation of any City ordinance or State law:
• 1. Place 4' of well-nraded crushed rock fill under dwelling slab floors. (3/8" mlniMum.to
(S.C.O. Sec. 9.155).
1 1.1 " maximum)
• 2. Expansive soils - (Special foundation requirements) (Two 14 rebars) (Welded wire mesh
•
6x6 / 10x10). (See note on plan). .(See attached soils report on plan).
• 3. One openable.window in each sleeping room must have a minimum clear opening width of
20" or a minimum height of 24", and a minimum area of 5.7 sq. ft: in that opening, and
have a sill height not exceeding 44" above the floor. (USC Sec. 1404).
4. Ventilation for bathrooms, laundry rooms and laundry areas to have 1/20th.of floor
area in ventilation with minimum size of IS sq."ft. or provide fan vented to exterior.
(UBC 1405 (a).) Fan to be on separate switch.
5. Install 1-hour separation between garage and hosue. On garage side, protect walls,
ceiling, supporting beams, and posts with material approved for 1-hour construction:
(8UC Sec. 503 (d) 4).
6. Door between 5-3 (dwelling) and M (garage) to be 1-3/8" solid core, self-closing and
tight fitting.
(unc Sec. 503(d)4).
7. Stairways shall meet minimum requirements as follows: Paximum rise 8', minimum run
(tread) 9, handrail 30" to 34" above nosing, minimum stair width 30', and minimum
headroom 6'-6". Handrails required when there are two or more risers. (WIC Sec. 3305);
Guardrails minimum height 36". (U8C Sec. 1716).
8. Useable storage space under stairways shall be -of one-hour construction. (USC Sec.
3305 (m).)
9. Provide attic ventilation. Concealed snace between combination rafter and ceiling
joists shall be ventilated unless Solidly insulated. (UBC Sec. 3205(c).
10. Provide truss calculations and layout drawing. (Specify girder truss and type of
joist hangers. if used).
11. Provide post-base and post-cap connections. (unc Sec. 2517(c) 4 and 2517 (m).
12. Roof overhang, including cutter, cannot project more than 24" into required sideyard.
13. Provide approved 120 V. smoke detector(s) above s'tairways and at access to bedrooms.
(UDC Sec. 1413).
14. All heating and cooling units creating a glow or flame installed in a garage must be
raised on a stand so that glow or flame is at least 18 above floor. (03-IC Sec. 508).
Provide a protecting barrier (3" or larger pipe 30" high) for hot water heater units
and heating units in garage in line with car storage. (UPC Sec. 1310.)
15. Chimney shall terminate with a 14 guage 3/4' mesh or 12 gauge 1" mesh galvanized spark
t
arrestor 2' above flue liner. (SCO Addition to unc).
16. Chimney shall be fastened at the plate line to the structural framework of the building
with two 1/2' bolts per strap. (WIC Sec. 3704(c).
17. Provide weep screed at foundation plate line on all exterior stud walls. (URC Sec.4706e.
18. Subject to field inspection approval.
19. Submit sectional details of Roman bath tub.
20. Studs adjacent to vaulted ceiling to be framed full length.
21. Draft stops required at plate lines - boxed chimney - flue chase.
22. All bay or garden windows shall not extend into required 5' sideyard. (Zoning Sec.3E12).
23. Property line walls for 0 clearance to be 1-hour construction each side.
24. Electrical receptacles in habitable rooms to be placed maximum 12' apart, 6' maximum
from any door opening, any wall space wider than 2'. In kitchen and dining area, any
counter wider than 12" separated by ranges, ovens, sink, refrigerator, etc., shall be
p rovided with an electrical receptacle. (210-24(h) NEC).
25. Electrical meters shall have a minimum of 3n - wide and 36" deep clear working space in
front of equipment, with no gas, water or other grounded surface within 12" horizontal
plumb drop to either side of panel's edge.
26. r.echanical equipment shall not emit noises which would cause the maximum noise level
to. exceed:
(a) 60 DRA 1 foot inside adjacent properties.
(b) 55 DBA in the center of a neighboring patio.
(e) 55 DTA outside of the neighboring living area neareat the equipment
location.
27
No mechanical equipment shall be located in side yard setback area (which will not meet min.
noise ord. req.).
•
28
29.
90TE: Electrical, plumbing, and mechanical wor k is not thoroug h l y checked on plan check
•
review and will be subject to field check.
REV: APR 80
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ELECTRICAL PLAN CHECKING REQUIREMENTS
Effective: April 1, 1981
1. Provide 2 complete sets of electrical plans (include scale).
Show:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Light layout, switch arrangement, receptacle layout, and panel
designations.
HVAC equipment location - disconnects.
Any other equipment that requires electrical connection.
Location of service and sub panels and related conduit.

2. Provide single line drawing.
Show:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

3.

Provide:
a.
b.

4.

AIC rating of service equipment.
AIC and name of SMUD estimator.

Provide:
a.
b.

5.

Main service-size - service drop Dr riser - conduit and conductor
size & type.
Gutter or buss size.
Feeders, conduit, conductor size & type, fuse or breaker size.
Sub-panels - transformers - size & type (dry or liquid).
All equipment - except light and 110 convenience receptacle.
All grounds - ufer-coldwater bond - equipment & transformer
ground size and type.

Complete NEC load calculation - NEC based on square ft. area including 125% for continuous load and largest motor.
Complete panel schedules and actual loads.

Provide:
a. Form 5 - when using other than Task 242 for office, provide
explanation.

6. To expedite remodel or interior finish projects, include service size, and
panel loads with new and existing loads.
•

CITY OF S

.

P.3-,1 13LI: TO

Building Inspections Division
Suite 100
927 - 10th Street
449-5716

Procedures to convert a building (eg: residence)
to another use or occupancy (eg: office)
1.

First check with Planning Dept., (725 - J Street, Phone 449-5604)
to make certain the property is zoned for the intended use.

2.

Owner or licensed contractor shall submit application for permit
to convert building for the new intended use to the City Building
Division, located at 927 - 10th Street, Room 100.

3.

In addition to submitting the permit application, it is also
necessary at the same time, to submit a structural report prepared
by a licensed engineer or architect, on the ability of the structure
to reasonably comply with horizontal and vertical loads required
for its intended use.

4.

Also 4

FOUR

a.
b.
c.
d.

<4

complete sets of plans shall be submitted, including:

Plot Plan.
Foundation plan.
Floor plan.
Elevations.

e.
f.
g.

Framing Details and Sections.
Schematics and/or calcs for
mechanical and plumbing.
Electrical plan with load calcs.

5. After the work for which the permit was obtained is completed, and
a final inspection is approved by building, plumbing, electrical,
and mechanical disciplines, a Certificate of Occupancy will be
issued and the building may be occupied.
Special Note:
Some requirements and considerations that may be considered by
plan checker:
1. If main floor is more than 6 above grade, two exits are required
from the upper floor. U.E.C. Section .3320 (a) and Section 420.
• Handrails
stairways.
.on
, interior
—
_
3.

Handicapped access regulations. State Handicapped Access
Regulations and Section 1306 (c) of the State Historical Building
Code.

4.

Fire-resistive construction of exterior walls.

5.

Type of roof. (Fire retardant qualities).

6.

Further check with Planning for off street parking requirements,
landscaping, etc.

7.

Further check with the Fire Department for fire safety requirements.

8.

Further check with Preservation Board if building has historical or
architectural significance.

9.

Fire sprinkler plans, if required.

