TOWN OF WOODSIDE
Report to Town Council
Prepared by: Cindy Safe, Senior Management Analyst
Kevin Bryant, Town Manager
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item 8
July 24, 2012

RESOLUTIONAMENDING THE TOWN’S SCHEDULE OF FEES AND CHARGES

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Town Council review this report, take public input, and adopt the
attached resolution which amends the Town’s fee schedule by adjusting the hourly charge
rates for Town staff and consultants, and provide direction to staff regarding further
modifications to the schedule of fees and charges.
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION
Hourly Rate Schedule
On January 25, 2011, the Town Council adopted Resolution 2011-6822, which set fees for
building services, code enforcement, engineering, miscellaneous, and planning services.
Included in the fee schedule is the Hourly Direct Charge Rates, which specifies the hourly rate
charged for Town staff time for activities which are billed based on actual job costs. These
rates were adjusted in July 2011 to account for the increased cost of employee benefits as of
July 1, 2011.
With the adoption of the 2012-13 budget, it is appropriate to again modify the hourly rate
schedule to ensure that the cost of employee salaries and benefits, plus overhead, is captured
in the schedule. The proposed hourly rate schedule reflects the salary and classification plan
for 2012-13, and includes a new position, Senior Management Analyst, and the shift to
contractual services forBuilding Official and Town Geologist. Attachment 2 shows the change
in the rate for each position. A reallocation of overhead based on the staffing of the Planning
Department and the Public Works/Engineering Department accounts for the change in the
hourly rate for the Director of Planning and the Town Engineer.
Planning Fees
On May 8, 2012, the Town Council reviewed the effect of the March 2011 fee update. As part
of that review, five Planning Department projects, which included 10different flat fee permit
applications, were reviewed based on the actual staff time spent to process the permits. The
projects reviewed were those that were applied for and completed within the time frame
covered by the new fee schedule. The projects reviewed did not include many complex
projects and did not include projects begun before the new fee implementation date. The
staff hourly rate in effect for 2011-12was utilized for the entire 12 month analysis.
The table below is the summary from the May 8, 2012, review of the five planning projects.
The review on May 8, 2012, indicated that the Town of Woodside’s General Fund continues to
subsidize Planning activities to a great degree, with a current per project cost recovery rate
between 17-59%. The actual staff time and cost are based on all Town staff that had a role in
reviewing the application, not only the planning staff. For these five completed projects, the
General Fund subsidy (under the current fee schedule)was $11,129 and the cost recovery rate
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was 40%. The fees paid were lower in each case than the actual costs to complete the
application review process.

Project and Permits Issued
New Main Residence (ASRB), Gate

Fee
(Revenue)
$

1,425

Site Design (ASRB/PC), 3- Accessory
Structures, Other Structure

$

Gate

$

Actual
Actual Staff Staff
Cost
Hours

Cost
Recovery
%

$

4,796

28

30%

3,913

$

6,662

38

59%

300

$

1,795

11

17%

Lot Merger

$

625

$

2,601

17

24%

Conditional Use Permit Amendment

$

1,063

$

2,602

15

41%

Total

$

7,326

$ 18,455

108

40%

GENERAL FUND SUBSIDY FOR 5 PROJECTS
COST RECOVERY %

$ 11,129
40%

Based on this review, the Town Council directed staff to develop a proposal for increasing
planning fees.
Conceptual Design Review
Since the May review of the performance of the 2011 adopted fees, the Council has taken
action to clarify the design review process. The changes to the code (which are on the July
24th agendafor adoption) require Conceptual Design Review for most projects requiring
Architectural and Site Review Board (ASRB) review, and Formal Design Review for a subset of
projects. Small-scale projects and projects for which the ASRB has granted conditional
approval for Formal Design Review by the Planning Director or Planning Commissionwould not
need to return to the ASRB.
These changes will result in variability in both the type of project that would require design
review and the level of review that will be required before the ASRB. Because of this, staff
recommends that the fee type for ASRB applications be changed from flat fee to job cost.
The deposit would be based on the components of the project and would be additive. The
lone exception would be for the stand-alone small-scale projects, such as gates and fences.
Staff recommends that these projects remain a flat fee.
Since February 2012, the Planning Department has been utilizing the Preliminary Review
process as it currently exists in the Municipal Code. Utilizing the existing fee schedule, these
Preliminary Reviews have been charged actual job cost.Through early July, there have been
ten Preliminary Reviews whose costs have ranged from $1,500 to $4,500, with an average of
$3,000. Of these ten three have had two Preliminary Reviews and have been forwarded to
staff for Formal Design Review, two have had one Preliminary Review and been forwarded to
staff for Formal Design Review, two have had one Preliminary Review and will require a
second, one has had two Preliminary Reviews and is pending a third, one has had two
Preliminary Reviews and the design concept was not supported, and one applicant has elected
to switch architects.Utilizing the current fee schedule, each application that returns for
Formal Design Review is charged the flat fee included in the adopted fee schedule (see
Attachment 3).
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If the Council agrees that charging actual job cost for Conceptual and Final Design Review
applications is appropriate, staff suggests that other applications be made job cost. These
applications include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conditional Use Permits
Development Permit Extensions
Exceptions as provided for in the Municipal Code, such as for a second driveway or for
increased paved area in the SCP-5 zone
Lot Mergers
Tentative Parcel Map Extensions
Variances

Changing the fee type for these applications from flat fee to job cost recovery is supported by
the Town’s Financial Management Policy that development service activities be selfsupporting, including appropriate overhead costs.
An alternative approach to changing to full job cost recovery would be to increase the flat
fees charged for applications by 20 percent, a figure that is supported by the review and
analysis conducted in May. The following table compares the effect on cost recovery of
increasing flat fees by 20 percent, and changing to full job cost recovery.

Project and Permits Issued
New Main Residence (ASRB), Gate

Fee
(Revenue)

Actual
Actual Staff Staff
Hours
Cost

Cost
Recovery
%

20%
Increased
Fee Revenue Job Cost Fee

$

1,425

$

4,796

28

30%

$1,710

$

4,796

Site Design (ASRB/PC), 3- Accessory
Structures, Other Structure

$

3,913

$

6,662

38

59%

$4,696

$

6,662

Gate

$

300

$

1,795

11

17%

$360

$

1,795

Lot Merger

$

625

$

2,601

17

24%

$750

$

2,601

Conditional Use PermitAmendment

$

1,063

$

2,602

15

41%

$1,276

$

2,602

Total

$

7,326

$ 18,455

108

GENERAL FUND SUBSIDY FOR 5 PROJECTS

40%
$ 9,664

Increase in COST RECOVERY %
Job Cost - GENERAL FUND SUBSIDY FOR 5 PROJECTS
Increase in COST RECOVERY %

$ 18,455.30

$ 11,129

COST RECOVERY %
20% Increase - GENERAL FUND SUBSIDY FOR 5 PROJECTS

40% $ 8,791.20

48%
$

100%

As the table indicates, for the five projects reviewed in May, the cost recovery rate for all
applications would increase to 48% if the fees were increased by 20%. Full job cost recovery
would result in a 100% job cost recovery.
Geology Deposit
During 2011-12, the Town transitioned from a staff Town Geologist to a consultant to fill that
role. The new Town Geologist, Cotton, Shires, and Associates, has worked and billed within
the $1,200 deposit that is collected at the time that an application is filed. The Geologist has
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requested that the deposit be increased to $1,500 to reflect the true cost of providing
geotechnical review.Attachment4provides a breakdown of the tasks that comprise a typical
review for a hillside single-family residence.
Staff recommends increasing the deposit for geotechnical review. Additionally, for the
purpose of assessing overhead charges, staff recommends that the Town Geologist be treated
as staff and that project applicants not be assessed an additional 25% for overhead, to reduce
costs for applicants and to better reflect the cost of administering the contract for the Town
Geologist.
CONCLUSION
Staff recommends that the Town Council review this report, take any public comment, and:
•
•

Adopt the attached resolution which modifies the Town’s schedule of fees and charges
by amending the hourly rate schedule, and
Provide direction to staff regarding the modification of planning fees and the geology
review deposit.

Attachments
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