










































































































local public agency incorporates in its contracts with design professionals for design of public 
works projects. 

8. Resolution of conflicts 

Of particular concern was the resolution of comment conflicts among multiple departments 
of the public agency. Is it the design professional's role or the public agency's role to 
resolve conflict between different departments of the public agency? Many public agencies 
see the need for resolving conflicts as arising out of the project and therefore see the 
resolution of conflicts as the design professional's role. Conflict resolution is often a time 
consuming task and therefore many public agencies are reluctant to assume the role of 
resolving conflicts between the public agency's departments. 

The Task Force recommends that it is the responsibility of the design professional to 
identify conflicts. The public agency should assume the role of resolving conflicts between 
its own departments after identification of conflicts by the design professional. The design 
professional can best identify conflicting requirements because the design professional has 
the opportunity to modify the design to serve multiple purposes and the design professional 
is best able to recognize when the design modification is not a practical response to different 
public agency comments. Mter the design professional has identified the conflict, the 
conflict should be presented to the public agency lead department who should provide 
leadership and resolution of the conflicting comments . 

. 9. Does the Typical Plan-Preparation Plan-Check Cost or Fee Structure Encourage 
Quality Work? 

Too often the plan-check process is characterized by submittal of poor or incomplete plans, 
incomplete response to public agency comments, and too many cycles of plan-check are 
required before plans may be approved. 

What rewards does the typical plan-check process provide for quality submittals by the 
design professional? Conversely, what penalties does the typical plan-check process provide 
for poor quality submittals by the design professional? 

Complete and quality submittals should mean quicker review, easier review, fewer 
revisions, less engineering cost for revisions and a more predictable schedule. Poor 
quality submittals mean the opposite. The rewards probably should be sufficient for 
experienced design professionals with good business practices and a desire for quality 
products and client satisfaction. Never-the-Iess, the prevalence of incomplete 
submittals, incomplete response and excessive cycles of plan-check suggest that for 
many design professionals the rewards may be insufficient motivation. 

Does the typical plan-preparation and plan-check process include cost or fee factors which 
work against quality submittals? 

Public agency plan-check costs vary but many public agencies charge a fixed fee. 
Whether the plans are good or bad, complete or incomplete, the fee paid by the 
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developer (owner) for plan-check is the same. Some design professionals may benefit 
by submitting incomplete plans to the public agency for plan-check. The more 
incomplete the plans, the lower the design professional's initial design cost and often 
the more plan-checking service is provided by the public agency. If the plan-check fee 
is fixed, the additional plan-check service is provided free to the design professional. 
In-other-words, a fIxed plan-check fee tends to reward poor work by the design 
professional except where the design professional recognizes the rewards of quality 
work described earlier in this section. 

Most design contracts between owner and design professional are on a fixed fee basis 
(or its functional equivalent: an hourly rate with a relatively low price cap). A fIxed 
design fee may provide motivation to invest the least number of engineering hours in 
the product in order to maximize profit and therefore may discourage quality work. 

The plan-check fee is nearly always paid by the developer. Thus, the design 
professional has no stake in minimizing public agency plan-check costs. 

Another possible negative factor is that when revisions are needed in the field 
because plans are not complete, the design professional will typically receive additional 
fees for the resolution of the field problems (assuming the problem is not an error or · 
omission). Thus, incomplete work may be rewarded in two ways: (1) incomplete work 
may maximize profit in the fixed design fee portion of the contract and (2) incomplete 
plans may generate additional work in the hourly field-support portion of the contract . . 

Many private sector developers (owners) bid design professional services thus 
encouraging minimum practical level of design effort. 

Can the cost or fee structure be modified to provide additional rewards for good penalties 
for poor quality? 

The plan-check fee could be based on hourly cost rather than a fixed-fee so that the 
total plan-check fee is representative of the service provided by the plan-checker. The 
argument against an hourly fee is that record keeping is required. This argument can 
be mitigated by charging a fixed fee for small or routine projects and an hourly fee for 
large or complex projects. 

For public agencies that don't wish to use hourly fees, a fixed fee can be tied to a 
specified number of plan-check cycles (usually 3 or 4). Thereafter a new fixed fee is 
charged or an hourly rate is applied. An exception to the specified number of cycles 
has to be provided for changes made by the public agency. 

The design contract between design professional and developer (owner) could make 
the design professional responsible for the public agency plan-check fees or costs of 
plan-check. Most design professionals would not support such a change. A more 
reasonable approach would be for the contract between the design professionals and 
the developer (owner) to provide a contract conforming to the concept expressed 
earlier in this section developer (owner) pays the plan-check fee up to some cost or 
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number of cycles agreed to be reasonable. Excess plan-check costs or cycles would be 
at the expense of the design professional. 

The fee paid by the developer (owner) to the design professional could be on a 
time-and-material basis plus a fixed profit in order to remove any financial rewards to 
the design professional for minimizing resource applied to the plans. However, this 
may not be feasible except in special circumstances. 

Rather than bid design professional services, the design professional should be selected 
using Qualification Based Selection as described in the ASCE Manual, Quality in the 
Constructed Project. 

10. Does the method of selection of the Design Professional by the Owner Encourage 
Quality Work? 

Public agencies are required by State law (Government Code 4525 and following) to select 
design professionals for design of public facilities using qualifications based selection (QBS). 
In QBS, the design professional is first selected on the basis of qualifications (without 
including fee as a factor). 

Thereafter a fair and reasonable fee is negotiated. If a fair and reasonable fee cannot be 
negotiated with the most qualified design professional, negotiations are terminated and 
negotiations are begun with the second most qualified design professional. In-other-words, 
a two-step process is used: first, selection based on qualifications, and second the 
determination of fee. 

The law does not apply to selection of design professionals by private owners/developers. 
Never-the-Iess, the Task Force believes that selection of the design professional is an 
important ingredient in the success of the project and recommends that developers utilize 
QBS. The statement below is a slightly paraphrased version of Senate Report 92-1219 
(October 14, 1972) which succinctly states the case for QBS. 

The costs for architectural and engineering services in the construction of a structure 
or a facility generally represent a very small part of the total cost of construction of 
the building or facility. The public interest is best served by placing the emphasis on 
obtaining the highest qualified architectural and engineering services available. There 
is ample provision for keeping costs under control by requiring negotiation for a fee 
that is fair and reasonable. Having won the competition on the basis of capability, the 
winning A-E must then negotiate his fee. He must demonstrate on the basis of 
projected costs that his fee is fair and reasonable. 

The system favors selection of the most skilled and responsible members of these 
professions. Competition is based on qualifications and experience - terms of 
competition that qualified members of any profession or field of endeavor are willing 
to meet. Under this system, A-E's are under no compunction to compromise the 
quality of the design or the level of effort they will contribute to it in order to meet 
the lower "fee" quotations of other A-E's. They are free to suggest optimum design 
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approaches that may cost more to design but can save in construction costs and 
otherwise increase the quality of the building or facility to be constructed. Failure for 
any reason to provide the highest quality plans and specifications may well result in 
higher construction costs, a functionally inferior structure, or troublesome maintenance 
problems. 

11. Design Professional Accountability 

More accountability is needed. The term "engineer in responsible charge" is defined by t~e 
Professional Engineers Act. The person signing the plans for the private A-E is often an 
executive and often does not appear to be knowledgeable about the project. The engineer 
signing the plans may seldom attend meetings. The "engineer in responsible charge" is 
usually not identified and becomes known only when the plans are signed. It appears that 
the signature of an executive is more a marketing tool than the exercise of responsible 
charge. 

A related observation is that some design professionals appear to be offering to practice in 
areas outside of their competence. 

12. Exhibit A-I Analysis of Questionnaire. An analysis is provided of the response 
received from public agencies in Orange County. 
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Exhibit A-I 

Analysis of Ouestionnaire 

I. Respondents 

24 out of 29 cities responded (79%) 

Population Number 

0-50,000 12 
50,000 - 100,000 6 
100,000 + ~ 

Total 24 

II. Ouestionnaire Responses 

1. Written Plancheck Procedures. 

54% of respondents (13 cities) indicated they have some form of written 
procedures. 

2. Written Checklists. 

54% of respondents (13 cities) indicate they have some form of written 
checklists. (Note: These are not always the same cities as #1) 

3. In-house Planchecking. 

Nearly 90% of the cities responding perform some or all planchecking "in-
house" (12 cities - 100% "in-house"). . 

4. Consultant Planchecking. 

Approximately 54% of the cities responding utilize private consultants to 
perform some or all of their planchecking (3 cities - 100%). 

Population 

0-50,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000 + 

In-house 

60% 
85% 
"85% 
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Consultant 

40% 
15% 
15% 



In general, the larger the City, the more likely that planchecking will be 
performed "in-house". Of the 23 cities responding, 11 cities perform 
essentially all planchecking "in .. house" and three cities rely almost exclusively 
on private consultants. The remaining 9 cities use a combination of resources. 

5. Most Common Planchecking Problems? 

The responses indicate that a primary source of plancheck problems is 
associated with quality or completeness of submittals: incomplete pla~s, 
incomplete submittals or insufficient information. However, nearly half (45%) 
of the cities identified "inadequate communication with the designer" as a 
problem and 35% cited "too many plan review cycles." 

6. Number of Plan Review Cycles. 

The number of plan review cycles is at best an "educated guess" by the 
individual responding to the question and should not be interpreted as 
conclusive information. However, some trends appear evident: 

Population/Qrcles Percent Approved At 

2 ~ ~ 2 

0-50,000 31 53 13 3 
50,000 - 100,000 53 39 7 1 
100,000 + 27 37 23 13 

• Small Cities (under 50,000) complete planchecking in 3 or less cycles 
84% of the time. 

• Medium cities complete in 3 or less cycles 92% of the time. They also 
reflect a high percentage of approvals following only 2 cycles. These 
cities . indicated 53% approval at 2 cycles. 

Large cities (over 100,000) estimate completion in 3 or less cycles only 
64% of the time. One of the large cities reported only a 10% "success 
rate" and if not included the average rate increased to 65%. 
Nevertheless, two of the large cities estimated a 90% "success rate" for 
3 cycles. 
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It may be that on average the complexity and size of the public agency adds 
to the plancheck problem. Also, larger public agencies may deal with more 
complex projects and a greater volume of projects which could increase the 
number of plan review cycles. 

Cycles Required for 
80%+ "Success Rate" Total 

Population/I Cities 2 J ~ 5. Cities 

0-50 1 8 3 0 12 
50 - 100 3 2 1 0 6 
100+ 1 2 2 1 -.6 

5 11 6 1 24 

There was no apparent correlation between the number of plancheck cycles 
and whether the plan review was performed in-house or by consultants. 

7. Can Plan Review Process be improved? 

22 cities (92%) replied "Yes." Many of the comments support the use of 
"guidelines" and better communications as well as to improve quality of 
submittals. 

8. Would your city benefit from a Model Plan Review Manual? 

19 cities (79%) replied "Yes." 

9. What position (title) has responsibility for the plan review process? 

Note: Answers varied, but tended to be the position actually performing the 
plan review. Small cities were more likely to identify the City Engineer. 
Medium and large cities typically responded with: Associate Civil Engineer, 
Sr. Civil Engineer or comparable positions. 

10. Would your City be interested in reviewing and providing comments on a 
draft Plan Review Manual? (Provide Contact) 

21 cities (92%) replied "Yes." 

11. Does your city provide incentives for "high quality" plan review submittals? 

12 cities (50%) indicated there are incentives for quality submittals. In almost 
all cases, these incentives are attributed to faster processing, fewer plan 
reviews and lower costs for planchecking. 
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PLAN REVIEW PROCESS QUESIlONNAlRE ANALYSIS MATRIX 

NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES SENT: 29 
NUMBER OF QUESTIONNAIRES RECEIVED: 24 (LISTING OF RESPONDENTS ATTACHED) 

RESPONSES 
RANKING (1 - MOsr COMMON) 

NO. QUESTION Yes No NR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 OTHER/COMMENTS 

1. DOES YOUR CITY HAVE WRITTEN 
PROCEDURES DEFINING ITS PLAN REVIEW 13 10 1 
PROCESS? 

2. DOES YOUR CITY HAVE WRITTEN "CHECK 
LISTS" USED FOR PlAN REVIEW SUBMrITALS 
AND/OR APPROVALS? 13 11 

3. DOES YOUR CITY PERFORM PlAN REVIEW 
"IN-HOUSE"? 20 4 
IF YES, WHAT % 89.25% AVG. 

4. DOES YOUR CITY USE PRIVATE 
CONSULTANTS TO PERFORM PlAN REVIEW? 
IF YES, WHAT % 13 11 53.71% AVG. 

5. WHAT ARE THE MOsr COMMON PROBLEMS 
ENCOUNTERED DURING PlAN REVIEW? 
(PLEASE RANK 1-8, #1 MOsr COMMON) 

INCOMPLETE PlANS 11 5 1 4 3 RANKS NO. 1 

INCOMPLETE SUBMrITALS 7 5 5 1 3 1 1 1 RANKS NO.3 

INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION 6 7 7 2 1 1 RANKS NO. 2 

DOES NOT CONFORM TO srANDARDS 3 2 6 7 3 3 RANKS NO.5 

NOT RESPONSIVE TO PRIOR COMMENTS 1 2 2 8 5 2 3 1 RANKS NO.4 

INADEQUATE COMMUNICATION WITH 2 1 1 1 2 10 6 1 RANKS NO. 6 
DESIGNER 

TOO MANY PLAN REVIEW CYCLES REQUIRED 2 1 3 5 8 4 RANKS NO. 7 

OrnER, (Sf ATE) (SAMPLE RESPONSES BELOW) 1 1 1 2 19 RANKS NO. 8 
- POOR DESIGN BY ENGINEER NOTE: TIlE NO.8 RANKING 
- COORDINATION WITH UI1LmES REFLEcrs THE FAcr 1lIAT 
- INCONSISfENT REVIEW 14 RESPONDENTS GAVE NO 

RANKING TO THIS 
CATEGORY 



PlAN REVIEW PROCESS QUESI10NNAIRE ANALYSIS MATRIX 

NUMBER OF QUESI10NNAIRES SENT: 29 
NUMBER OF QUESI10NNAIRES RECEIVED: 24 (LISTING OF RESPONDENTS AITACHED) 

--- --

RESPONSES 
RANKING (1 - MOsr COMMON) 

NO. QUESflON Yes No NR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 OTHER/COMMENTS 

6. HOW MANY PlAN REVIEW "CYCLES" ARE 
USUALLY REQUIRED FOR APPROVAL? 
(ESflMA TE %) 

-TWO CYCLES % 30.3% AVG. 

- THREE CYCLES % 50.4% AVG. 

- FOUR CYCLES % 14.3% AVG. 

- FIVE + CYCLES % 5.0% AVG. 

TOTAL = 100% TOTAL = 100% 

7. DO YOU BELIEVE PlAN REVIEW PROCESS 
CAN BE IMPROVED? 22 1 1 

IF YES, HOW? (SAMPLE RESPONSES BELOW) 

- EDUCATING ENGINEERS, DEVELOPERS, 
ARCHITECTS, OWNERS OF PLAN REVIEW 
PROCESS 

- PRE-PIAN SUBMIITAL MEETING WITH 
APPLICANT AND THEIR DESIGN ENGINEERS 
TO REVIEW CITY DESIGN CRITERIA AND 
srANDARDS 

- UNIFORM/STANDARD REQUIREMENTS 
I 

BETWEEN ALL CITIES I 

- BEITER COMMUNICATION BETWEEN I 

DESIGNER AND PlAN CHECKER WHEN PLAN 
DEVIATES 

8. IF A MODEL PLAN REVIEW MANUAL WAS 
AVAIlABLE, WOULD SUCH A MANUAL 1 
BENEFIT YOUR CITY? 19 1 MAYBE 

FOR QUESflONS 9 & 10 SEE QUESflONNAIRE 



PLAN REVIEW PROCESS QUESIlONNAIRE ANALYSIS MATRIX 

NUMBER OF QUESIlONNAIRES SENT: 29 
NUMBER OF QUESIlONNAIRES RECEIVED: 24 (LISTING OF RESPONDENTS ATIACHED) 

RESPONSES 
RANKING (1 - MOST COMMON) 

NO. QUESIlON Yes No NR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 OTHER/COMMENTS 

11. DOES YOUR PROCESS PROVIDE ANY 
INCENI1VES FOR "HIGH QUALITY" PLAN 
REVIEW SUBMrITALS? 12 12 

DESCRIBE: (SAMPLE RESPONSES BELOW) 

- FEES BASED ON HOURLY RATE, POOR PlANS 
TAKE LONGER TO CHECK, SO PLAN CHECK 
FEES AMOUNT TO MORE. 



UST OF OUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENfS 
5/17/91 

r I. City of Anaheim 8. City of Fullerton 
200 S. Anaheim Blvd. 303 W. Commonwealth Ave. 

( P.O. Box 3222 . Fullerton, CA 92633 
Anaheim, CA 92805 Contact: Ron Wallin 
Contact: Natalie Lockman Phone: 738-6845 
Phone: 254-5148 

9. City of Garden Grove 
2. City of Brea 11391 Acacia Parkway 

1 Civic Center Circle Garden Grove, CA 92640 
Brea, CA 92621 Contact: Bill Patapoff 
Contact: John Hogan Phone: 741-5185 
Phone: 990-7657 

10. City of Irvine 
3. City of Buena Park 1 Civic Center Plaza 

6650 Beach Blvd. P.O. Box 19575 
P.O. Box 5009 Irvine, CA 92713-9575 
Buena Park, CA 90620 Contact: Mike Loving 
Contact: N abil S. Henein Phone: 724-6337 
Phone: 521-9900 ext. 245 

1I. City of La Palma 
4. City of Costa Mesa 7822 Walker Street 

77 Fair Drive La Palma, CA 90623 
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200 Contact: No Name Given 
Contact: Rene Cohen Phone: 
Phone: 745-5378 

12. City of Laguna Niguel 
5. City of Cypress 27821 La Paz Road 

5275 Orange Ave. Laguna Niguel, CA 92656 
P.O. Box 609 Contact: Kenneth Rosenfield 
Cypress, CA 92628 Phone: 643-7000 
Contact: Jim Gorin 
Phone: 229-6748 13. City of Los Alamitos 

P.O. Box 3147 
6. City of Dana Point 3191 Katella Ave. 

33282 Golden Lantern Los Alamitos, CA 90720-0347 
Dana Point, CA 92629 Contact: Jeff Thompson 
Contact: Eric Pearson Phone: 568-7300 
Phone: 248-3560 

14. City of Newport Beach 
7. City of Fountain Valley 3300 Newport Blvd. 

10200 Slater Avenue P.O. Box 1768 
Fountain Valley, CA 92708-4794 Newport Beach, CA 92658-8915 
Contact: Mark Lewis Contact: R.L. Hoffstadt 
Phone: 965-4400 ext. 357 Phone: 644-3311 
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liST OF OUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS (continued) 
4/30/91 

15. City of Orange 
300 E. Chapman Ave. 
P.O. Box 449 
Orange, CA 92666 
Contact: Jim Brogan 
Phone: 744-7200 

16. City of Placentia 
401 E. Chapman Avenue 
Placentia, CA 92670 
Contact: Art Burgner 
Phone: 993-8131 

17. City of San Clemente 
100 Avenida Presidio 
San Clemente, CA 92672 
Contact: Sam Snoucair 
Phone: 498-2533 ext. 3407 

18. City of Santa Ana 
20 Civic Center Plaza 
P.O. Box 1988 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 
Contact: Fred Pohlmeyer 
Phone: 667-2723 

19. City of Seal Beach 
211 8th Street 

. Seal Beach, CA 90740 
Contact: No Name Given 
Phone: 

20. City of Stanton 
10660 Western Avenue 
Stanton, CA 90680 
Contact: Fred Wickman 
Phone: 220-2220 ext. 239 

2l. City of Tustin 
300 Centennial Way 
Tustin, CA 92680 
Contact: Dana Kasdan 
Phone: 544-8890 

22. City of Villa Park 
17855 Santiago Blvd. 
Villa Park, CA 92667 
Contact: Ben Yamada 
Phone: 568-7300 

23. City of Westminster 
8200 Westminster Blvd. 
Westminster, CA 92683 
Contact: Raymond Ware 
Phone: (714) 898-3311 ext. 215 

24. City of Yorba Linda 
4845 Casa Lorna 
P.O. Box 487 
Yorba Linda, CA 92686 
Contact: Roy Stephenson 
Phone: 961-7170 
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