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Executive Summary

The City of Soledad engaged Willdan Financial Services (Willdan) to determine the full costs incurred by the
City to support the various activities for which the City charges user fees. Due to the complexity and the
breadth of performing a comprehensive review of fees, Willdan employed a variety of fee methodologies
to identify the full costs of individual fee and program activities. This report and the appendices herein
identifies 100% full cost recovery for City services and the recommended level of recovery as determined
through discussion with departmental staff.

The reality of the local government fee environment is that significant increases to achieve 100% cost
recovery can often not be feasible, desirable, or appropriate depending on policy direction —particularly in
a single year. The recommended fees identified herein are either at or less than full cost recovery.
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User Fee Background

Background

As part of a general cost recovery strategy, local governments adopt user fees to fund programs and services
that provide limited or no direct benefit to the community as a whole. As cities struggle to maintain levels
of service and variability of demand, they have become increasingly aware of subsidies provided by the
General Fund and have implemented cost-recovery targets. To the extent that governments use general
tax monies to provide individuals with private benefits, and not require them to pay the full cost of the
service (and, therefore, receive a subsidy), the government is limiting funds that may be available to provide
other community-wide benefits. In effect, the government is using community funds to pay for private
benefit. Unlike most revenue sources, cities have more control over the level of user fees they charge to
recover costs, or the subsidies they can institute.

Fees in California are required to conform to the statutory requirements of the California Constitution,
Proposition 218, and the California Code of Regulations. The Code also requires that the City Council adopt
fees by either ordinance or resolution, and that any fees in excess of the estimated total cost of rendering
the related services must be approved by a popular vote of two-thirds of those electors voting because the
charge would be considered a tax and not a fee.

California User Fee History

Before Proposition 13, California cities were less concerned with potential subsidies and recovering the cost
of their services from individual fee payers. In times of fiscal shortages, cities simply raised property taxes,
which funded everything from police and recreation to development-related services. However, this
situation changed with the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978.

Proposition 13 established the era of revenue limitation in California local government. In subsequent years,
the state saw a series of additional limitations to local government revenues. Proposition 4 (1979) defined
the difference between a tax and a fee: a fee can be no greater than the cost of providing the service; and
Proposition 218 (1996) further limited the imposition of taxes for certain classes of fees. As a result, cities
were required to secure a supermajority vote in order to enact or increase taxes. Since the public continues
to resist efforts to raise local government taxes, cities have little control and very few successful options for
new revenues. Compounding this limitation, the State of California took a series of actions in the 1990’s
and 2000’s to improve the State’s fiscal situation—at the expense of local governments. As an example, in
2004-05, the Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds (“ERAF”) take-away of property taxes and the
reduction of Vehicle License Fees have severely reduced local tax revenues.

In addition, on November 2, 2010, California voters approved Proposition 26, the “Stop Hidden Taxes
Initiative”, which is aimed at defining “regulatory fees” as a special tax rather than a fee, thus requiring
approval by two-thirds vote of local voters. These regulatory fees are typically intended to mitigate the
societal and environmental impacts of a business or person’s activities. Proposition 26 contains seven
categories of exceptions. The vast majority of fees that cities would seek to adopt will most likely fall into
one or more of these exemptions.
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Additional Policy Considerations

The recent trend for municipalities is to update their fee schedules to reflect the actual costs of certain
public services primarily benefitting users. User Fees recover costs associated with the provision of specific
services benefiting the user, thereby reducing the use of General Fund monies for such purposes.

In addition to collecting the direct cost of labor and materials associated with processing and administering
user services, it is common for local governments to recover support costs. Support costs are those costs
relating to a local government’s central service departments that are properly allocable to the local
government’s operating departments. Central services support cost allocations were incorporated using
the resulting indirect overhead percentages determined through the Cost Allocation Plan. This plan was
developed prior to the User Fee study to determine the burden placed upon central services by the
operating departments in order to allocate a proportionate share of central service cost.

As labor effort and costs associated with the provision of services fluctuate over time, a significant element
in the development of any fee schedule is that it has the flexibility to remain current. Therefore, it is
recommended that the City include an inflationary factor in the resolution adopting the fee schedule to
allow the City Council, by resolution, to annually increase or decrease the fees.

The City may employ many different inflationary factors. The most commonly used inflator is some form
of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as it is widely well known and accepted. A similar inflator is the implicit
price deflator for GDP, which is much like the CPI except that while the CPI is based on the same “basket”
of goods and services every year, the price deflators’ “basket” can change year to year. Since the primary
factor for the cost of a City’s services is usually the costs of the personnel involved, tying an inflationary
factor that connects more directly to the personnel costs can be suitable if there is a clear method, or
current practice of obtaining said factor.

Each City should use an inflator that they believe works the best for their specific situation and needs. It is
also recommended that the City perform this internal review annually with a comprehensive review of
services and fees performed every three to five years, which would include adding or removing fees for any
new or eliminated programs/services.

W WILLDAN 3 Comprehensive User Fee Study

NANCIAL SERVICES



Study Objective

As the City of Soledad seeks to efficiently manage limited resources and adequately respond to increased

service demands, it needs a variety of tools. These tools provide assurance that the City has the best
information and the best resources available to make sound decisions, fairly and legitimately set fees,
maintain compliance with state law and local policies, and meet the needs of the City administration and
its constituency. Given the limitations on raising revenue in local government, the City recognizes that a
User Fee Study is a very cost-effective way to understand the total cost of services and identify potential
fee deficiencies. Essentially, a User Fee is a payment for a requested service provided by a local government
that primarily benefits an individual or group.

The total cost of each service included in this analysis is based on the full cost of providing City services,
including direct salaries and benefits of City staff, direct departmental costs, and indirect costs from central
service support. This study determines the full cost recovery fee for the City to provide each service;
however, each fee is set at the City’s discretion, up to 100% of the total cost, as specified in this report.

The principle goal of the study was to help the City determine the full cost of the services that the City
provides. In addition, Willdan established a series of additional objectives including:

e Developing a rational basis for setting fees

e Identifying subsidy amount, if applicable, of each fee in the model
e Enhancing fairness and equity

e Ensuring compliance with State law

e Developing an updatable and comprehensive list of fees

e Maintaining accordance with City policies and goals

The study results will help the City better understand its true costs of providing services and may serve as
a basis for making informed policy decisions regarding the most appropriate fees, if any, to collect from
individuals and organizations that require individualized services from the City.

Scope of the Study

The scope of this study encompasses a review and calculation of the user fees charged by the following
Soledad departments and fee groups:

e Finance

e Building

e Planning

e Code Enforcement
e Public Works

e Police

e Fire

W WILLDAN 4 Comprehensive User Fee Study

NANCIAL SERVICES



The study involved the identification of existing and potential new fees, fee schedule restructuring, data
collection and analysis, orientation and consultation, quality control, communication and presentations,
and calculation of individual service costs (fees) or program cost recovery levels.

Aim of the Report

The User Fee Study focused on the cost of City services, as City staff currently provides them at existing,
known, or reasonably anticipated service and staff levels. This report provides a summary of the study
results, and a general description of the approach and methods Willdan and City staff used to determine
the recommended fee schedule. The report is not intended to document all of the numerous discussions
throughout the process, nor is it intended to provide influential dissertation on the qualities of the utilized
tools, techniques, or other approaches.
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Project Approach and Methodology

Conceptual Approach

The basic concept of a User Fee Study is to determine the “reasonable cost” of each service provided by
the City for which it charges a user fee. The full cost of providing a service may not necessarily become the
City’s fee, but it serves as the objective basis as to the maximum amount that may be collected.

The standard fee limitation established in California law for property-related (non-discretionary) fees is the
“estimated, reasonable cost” principle. In order to maintain compliance with the letter and spirit of this
standard, every component of the fee study process included a related review. The use of budget figures,
time estimates, and improvement valuation clearly indicates reliance upon estimates for some data.

Fully Burdened Hourly Rates

The total cost of each service included in this analysis is primarily based on the Fully Burdened Hourly Rates
(FBHRs) that were determined for City personnel directly involved in providing services. The FBHRs include
not only personnel salary and benefits, but also any costs that are reasonably ascribable to personnel. The
cost elements that are included in the calculation of fully burdened rates are:

e Salaries & benefits of personnel involved

e Operating costs applicable to fee operations

e Internal Service Costs charged to each department

e Indirect City-wide overhead costs calculated through the Cost Allocation Plan

An important factor in determining the fully burdened rate is in the calculation of productive hours for
personnel. This calculation takes the available workable hours in a year of 2,080 and adjusts this figure to
account for calculated or anticipated hours’ employees are involved in non-billable activities such as paid
vacation, sick leave, emergency leave, holidays, and other considerations as necessary. Dividing the full cost
by the number of productive hours provides the FBHR.

The FBHRs are then used in conjunction with time estimates, when appropriate, to calculate a fees' cost
based on the personnel and the amount of their time that is involved in providing each service.
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Summary Steps of the Study

The methodology to evaluate most User Fee levels is straightforward and simple in concept. The following
list provides a summary of the study process steps:

Data Analysis Building Cost Layers

Define the Full Cost of

Department Interviews Direct Services Services
Time Estimates Indirect Services Set Cost Recovery Policy
Labor Costs Department Overhead
Cost Allocation Plan City-Wide Overhead

Allowable Costs

This report identifies three types of costs that, when combined, constitute the fully burdened cost of a
service (Appendix A). Costs are defined as direct labor, including salary and benefits, departmental
overhead costs, and the City’s central services
overhead, where departmental and central
service overhead costs constitute support

costs. These cost types are defined as follows: Central
e Direct Labor (Personnel Costs): The Services
costs related to staff salaries for time Overhead
spent directly on fee-related services.
e Departmental Overhead: A Departm ental
proportional allocation of Overhead
departmental overhead costs,

including operation costs such as
supplies and materials that are

Personnel Costs
(Salary & Benefits)

necessary for the department to
function.

o Central Services Overhead: These
costs, detailed in the City’s Cost Allocation Plan, represent services provided by those Central
Services Departments whose primary function is to support other City departments.
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M ethodology

The three methods of analysis for calculating fees used in this report are the:

Case Study Method (Standard Unit Cost Build-Up Approach): This approach estimates the actual
labor and material costs associated with providing a unit of service to a single user. This analysis is suitable
when City staff time requirements do not vary dramatically for a service, or for special projects where the
time and cost requirements are easy to identify at the project’s outset. Further, the method is effective in
instances when a staff member from one department assists on an application, service or permit for
another department on an as-needed basis. Costs are estimated based upon interviews with City staff
regarding the time typically spent on tasks, a review of available records, and a time and materials analysis.

Programmatic Approach: The standard Case Study approach relies upon the detailed analysis of specific
time estimates, salaries and benefits, expenditures, and overhead costs. In many instances, the underlying
data are not available or vary widely, leaving a standard unit cost build-up approach impractical. In addition,
market factors and policy concerns (as opposed to actual costs) tend to influence fee levels more than other
types of services. With these general constraints, and to maximize the utility of this analysis, Willdan
employed different methodologies where appropriate to fit a programs’ needs and goals.

Valuation Based Fees: This manner of collection is used when the valuation of the improvement can be
used as a proxy for the amount of effort it would take for City staff to complete the service provided. More
specifically, this approach is commonly used for certain User Fees in the Building Division. The City utilizes
the new construction pricing index published by the International Code Council to determine the project
value. Land is not included in the valuation.

Quality Control/Quality Assurance

All study components are interrelated, thus flawed data at any step in the process will cause the ultimate
results to be inconsistent and unsound. The elements of our Quality Control process for User Fee
calculations include:

e Involvement of knowledgeable City staff

e Clear instructions and guidance to City staff
e Reasonableness tests and validation

e Normalcy/expectation ranges

e FTE balancing

e Internal and external reviews

e Cross-checking

Reasons for cost increases/decr eases over current fees

Within the fee tables in Appendix C, the differences identified between the full costs calculated through the
study and the fee levels currently in effect. The reasons for differences between the two can arise from a
number of possible factors including:
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Previous fee levels may have been set at levels less than full cost intentionally, based on policy
decisions

Staffing levels and the positions that complete fee and service activity may vary from when the
previous costs were calculated

Personnel and materials costs could have increased at levels that differed from any inflationary
factors used to increase fees since the last study

Costs that this study has identified as part of the full cost of services may not have been accounted
for in a previous study

o Departmental overhead and administration costs
o Indirect overhead from the Cost Allocation Plan

Changes in processes and procedures within a department, or the city as a whole

City Staff Contributions

As part of the study process, Willdan received tremendous support and cooperation from City staff, which

contributed and reviewed a variety of components to the study, including:

Budget and other cost data

Staffing structures

Fee and service structures, organization, and descriptions
Direct and indirect work hours (billable/non-billable)
Time estimates to complete work tasks

Frequency and current fee levels

Review of draft results and other documentation

A User Fee Study requires significant involvement of the managers and line staff from the departments—

on top of their existing workloads and competing priorities. The contributions from City staff were critical

to this study. We would like to express our appreciation to the City and its staff for their assistance,

professionalism, positive attitudes, helpful suggestions, responsiveness, and overall cooperation.
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Soledad User Fees

Cost Recovery

The cost recovery models, by department/division fee type, are presented in detail in Appendix C. Full cost
recovery is determined by summing the estimated amount of time each position (in increments of minutes
or hours) spends to render a service. Time estimates for each service rendered were predominately
determined by Willdan and City Staff through a time and materials survey conducted for each
department/division fee included in the study. The resulting cost recovery amount represents the total cost
of providing each service. The City’s current fee being charged for each service, if applicable, is provided in
this section, as well, for reference.

It is important to note that the time and materials survey used to determine the amount of time each
employee spends assisting in the provision of the services listed on the fee schedule is essential in
identifying the total cost of providing each service. Specifically, in providing services, a number of
employees are often involved in various aspects of the process, spending anywhere from a few minutes to
several hours on the service.

The principle goal of this study was to identify the cost of City services, to provide information to help the
City make informed decisions regarding the actual fee levels and charges. The responsibility to determine
the final fee levels is a complicated task. City staff must consider many issues in formulating
recommendations, and the City Council must consider those same issues and more in making the final
decisions.

City staff assumes the responsibility to develop specific fee level recommendations to present to the City
Council. Unfortunately, there are no hard and fast rules to guide the City, since many of the considerations
are based on the unique characteristics of the City of Soledad, and administrative and political discretion.
However, in setting the level of full cost recovery for each fee, one should consider whether the service
solely benefits one end user or the general community.

Subsidization

Recalling the definition of a user fee helps guide decisions regarding subsidization. The general standard is
that individuals (or groups) whom receive a wholly private benefit should pay 100% of the full cost of the
services. In contrast, services that are simply public benefit should be funded entirely by the general fund’s
tax dollars. Unfortunately, for the decision makers, many services fall into the range between these two
extremes.

Further complicating the decision, opponents of fees often assert that the activities subject to the fees
provide economic, cultural, “quality of life,” or other community benefits that exceed the costs to the City.

It is recommended the City consider such factors during its deliberations regarding appropriate fee levels.

Of course, subsidization can be an effective public policy tool, since it can be used to reduce fees to
encourage certain activities (such as compliance inspections to ensure public safety) or allow some people
to be able to afford to receive services they otherwise could not at the full cost. In addition, subsidies can
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be an appropriate and justifiable action, such as to allow citizens to rightfully access services, without
burdensome costs.

Despite the intent, it is important for the City and public to understand that subsidies must be covered by
another revenue source, typically the General Fund. Therefore, the general taxpayer will potentially help to
fund private benefits, and/or other City services will not receive funds that are otherwise directed to cover
subsidies.

| mpact on Demand (Elasticity)

Economic principles of elasticity suggest that increased costs for services (higher fees) will eventually curtail
the demand for the services; whereas lower fees may spark an incentive to utilize the services and
encourage certain actions. Either of these conditions may be a desirable effect to the City. However, the
level of the fees that would cause demand changes is largely unknown. The Cost of Service Study did not
attempt to evaluate the economic or behavioral impacts of higher or lower fees; nevertheless, the City
should consider the potential impacts of these issues when deciding on fee levels.

Summary

If the City’s principal goal of this study were to maximize revenues from user fees, Willdan would
recommend setting user fees at 100% of the full cost identified in this study. However, we understand that
revenue enhancement is not the only goal of a cost of service study, and sometimes full-cost recovery is
not needed, desired, or appropriate. Other City and departmental goals, City Council priorities, policy
initiatives, past experience, implementation issues, and other internal and external factors may influence
staff recommendations and City Council decisions. In this case, the proper identification of additional
services (new or existing services) and creation of a consistent and comprehensive fee schedule was the
primary objective of this study. City staff has reviewed the full costs and identified the “recommended fee
levels” for consideration by City Council. The attached appendices exhibit these unit fees individually.

The preceding sections provide background for each department or division and the results of this study’s
analysis of their fees. For the full list of each fee’s analysis, refer to Appendix C of this report.
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Finance

The Finance Department works under the direction of the City Manager for the City of Soledad. It is the
goal of the Finance Department is to maintain accurate financial information so that the city staff and
Soledad City Council can make informed financial decisions. The Finance Department is responsible for the
preparation of the annual budget. Also, the Finance Department works with external auditors to make sure
a timely audit of the city’s financial records is completed. The Finance Department is also active in
overseeing information technology services as well as evaluating current lease arrangements.

The City Council has delegated management authority and responsibility for implementing the investment
policy to the Finance Director, who will establish written procedures for the operation of the investment
program consistent with this investment policy and the requirements of applicable laws.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services associated with the Finance Department. The review also
consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The two user fees in Finance are for returned checks and for providing record duplication. These activities
are regulated by the Governemnt Code 17919 and the California Public Records Act. The copy fee listed in
Appendix C is set to recover the duplication cost of public of records, and the returned check fee is
suggested to be increased to match the Government Code.
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Building & Safety

The mission of the Building & Safety Division is to provide quality services to the community in a manner

that is comprehensive, effective, knowledgeable and helpful to the public. The Building & Safety Division
promotes and ensures that all new development in Soledad is constructed in accordance with the highest
standards of safety and that all existing structures are maintained in a safe condition.

Regulating the construction or renovation of buildings is an important aspect of consumer protection that
benefits both the residents and visitors of our city. Before a building is constructed or altered, the property
owner is responsible for obtaining a building permit from the City. During this process, plans are reviewed
to ensure the design will satisfy all city and state construction codes. Once plans have been checked and
any necessary corrections have been approved, the permit is issued and construction may begin. Our staff
of certified inspectors will conduct inspections of the project during various stages of construction to verify
that building code requirements are adhered to and that the work is consistent with the plans approved by
the City.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Building & Safety Division. The
review also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of Building & Safety relied primarily upon a standard unit cost build-up approach (except for
fees related to the Building Permit), whereby we determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence
using staff time to recover the direct cost of staff and pro-rata share of departmental costs, including
indirect costs for City Central Services. The analysis found that the majority of services are currently set
below the full cost of providing service. It is recommended that the City set Building services at the
suggested amounts detailed in Appendix C to increase cost recovery.

In addition to the fees listed under Building, the permit fees are also provided by this department. For the
Building Permit fees, valuation is used as a proxy for measuring the amount of effort needed to provide
services between construction types and between differing project sizes. This method is an industry
standard widely used by other jurisdictions to evaluate the cost of providing service. It is generally
understood that the larger and more complex a project is, more time and effort that is required to provide
the service. Project valuation also follows that trend, and so by using a combination of either project
valuation or historical revenue figures along with a multiplier or cost recovery analysis for historical and
anticipated future trends, current cost recovery along with variability in charges due to project type and
scale is determined. It is recommended the department implement the most up to date valuation tables,
and track cost recovery on a regular basis to keep up with the changes in construction costs, and to ensure
cost recovery goals are being met. The results of the analysis were that the current permit fees are
underrecovvering the cost of providing service even after adjusting the current valuation tables to current
amounts. Itis recommended that the City increase the permit fees by 25% to achieve full cost recovery. A
number of current fees with flat fee amounts were converted to valuation as well to be able to scale the
fee to match to the level of effort being provided.
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Planning

The Planning Department works with other departments and the community to provide a continuing quality
of life for the residents and business owners located in the City of Soledad.

Additionally, the Planning Division also works with land developers regarding Commercial, industrial, and
residential developments; and promotes and implements plans for the balanced and orderly growth of the
city and ensures that all new development is constructed in accordance with good design practices.

The Planning Division is also responsible for the review and issuance of permits for fences and walls, patio
covers, signage, and residential and commercial additions, and providing over-all general zoning
information and General Plan information.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Planning Division. The review
also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of services in Planning fees relied primarily upon a standard unit cost build-up approach,
whereby we determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence using staff time to recover the direct
cost of staff and pro-rata share of departmental costs, including indirect costs for City Central Services.
Willdan then compared the calculated full cost against the current fee amount to determine whether the
current fee is recovering the costs associated with the requested service. The deparment utilizes minimum
fee amounts along with a deposit model in order to account for large variability for many services. The
typical deposit estimate was calculated for such fees as well. This analysis has shown that in general,
Planning services are currently under recovering the cost of providing services. It is recommended the City
set fees and deposits at the suggested amounts detailed in Appendix C. As a result, there would be an
increase to 36 fees and 8 fees would remain as currently set.
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Code Enforcement

The Code Enforcement Division is responsible for the enforcement of certain health and safety regulations
as well as the ongoing maintenance and consistent use of property throughout the City through the
education and enforcement of maintenance codes, inoperative vehicle abatement, and zoning codes which
regulate land use, signs, and development standards. Code Enforcement also assists Animal Control, Fire,
Police, Building, and planning departments in the interpretation and enforcement of Soledad municipal
codes.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Code Enforcment Division.
The review also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of services in Code Enforcement relied primarily upon a standard unit cost build-up approach,
whereby we determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence using staff time to recover the direct
cost of staff and pro-rata share of departmental costs, including indirect costs for City Central Services.
Willdan then compared the calculated full cost against the current fee amount to determine whether the
current fee is recovering the costs associated with the requested service. The analysis found that the
division’s current fee levels are below cost recovery. It is recommended that the City set Code Enforcement
fees at or near 100% cost recovery for most fees as detailed in Appendix C. As a result, there would be an
increase to 2 fees and 5 fees would remain as currently listed to recover the full cost of each individual
occurence.
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Public Works

The Public Works Departments responsible for maintaining the city’s infrastructure, including streets and

sidewalks, public parks, right of way landscaping, community facilities, traffic signals, street lights, the storm
drain system, and the city’s fleet of emergency and non-emergency vehicles and equipment. Other services
include providing utility services (water and sewer), administration of garbage services, graffiti abatement,
and emergency response support to the Fire and Police departments. The Public Works Department is also
responsible for the City's Storm Water Program.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Public Works Department. The
review also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of some of the Public Works department relied upon a standard unit cost build-up approach,
whereby we determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence using staff time to recover the direct
cost of staff and the pro-rata share of departmental costs, including indirect costs for City Central Services.
Willdan then compared the calculated full cost against the current fee amount to determine, if charged,
whether the current fee is recovering the costs associated with the requested service. It is recommended
that the City set Public Works fees at or near 100% cost recovery for most fees as detailed in Appendix C.
As a result, 21 fees went from fixed cost to actual cost, 4 fees would remain as currently set and 7 new fees
will be added. For the deposit fees in Public Works, the minimum cost was determined to set the base rate
for services, and a corresponding deposit amount is suggested to account for the variability of service
requests.
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Police

The Police Department is responsible for services associated with crime suppression, crime prevention,
community policing, investigation, and the apprehension of criminal offenders. In addition, the Department
handles all traffic enforcement, accident prevention and other public services related to order
maintenance. The Police Department operations 24 hours per day, seven days per week, and is comprised
of sworn and non-sworn personnel who work under the direction of the Chief of Police. The Department
consists of five divisions: Administration-Office of the Chief of Police, Operations, Patrol Services,
Administrative Services, and Animal Control.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Police Department. The
review also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of services in Police relied partially upon a standard unit cost build-up approach, whereby we
determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence using staff time to recover the direct cost of staff
and pro-rata share of departmental costs, including indirect costs for City Central Services. Willdan then
compared the calculated full cost against the current fee amount to determine, if charged, whether the
current fee would recover the costs associated with the requested service. The analysis found that the
current fees are underrecovering the cost of providing service, and some service costs are not being
recovered within the fee schedule. In order to increase cost recovery, suggested fee amounts were
determined. As a result, there would be an increase to 13 fees, a decrease to 2 fees, 34 fees will remain
currently set and 22 new fees will be added as detailed in Appendix C.
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Fire

The Fire Department is staffed and managed through a cooperative agreement with CALFIRE to prevent
and respond to fire, rescue, and emergency medical calls for service. In addition, CALFIRE provides
dispatching and communications services from the CALFIRE Emergency Command Center (ECC) and handles
all the fleet maintenance of the city’s fire apparatus. The Fire Department protects approximately 34,000
citizens within a 97 square mile response area. Station 37 responds to over 1600 emergency calls a
year. Services are delivered 24 hours a day, seven days a week.

Analysis

Willdan individually reviewed the services and programs associated with the Fire Department. The review
also consisted of an evaluation of existing services in an effort to update the fee schedule.

The analysis of services in Fire relied partially upon a standard unit cost build-up approach, whereby we
determined the reasonable cost of each fee occurrence using staff time to recover the direct cost of staff
and pro-rata share of departmental costs, including indirect costs for City Central Services. Willdan then
compared the calculated full cost against the current fee amount to determine, if charged, whether the
current fee would recover the costs associated with the requested service. The suggested changes to the
Fire fee schedule were made to adjust the schedule to fit to how service is being provided. As a result, there
would be an increase to 7 fees, a decrease to 2 fees, 5 fees will remain currently set, and 2 new fees would
be added as detailed in Appendix C.
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Appendix A —Total Allowable Cost to be Recover ed

Below are the total allowable costs that may be recovered through User Fees; however, only a percentage
of the total allowable cost is realized as staff not only works on services related to User Fees, but also works
on an array of other City functions during the operational hours of the City. The amounts listed below will
not reconcile to City budgets as costs that should not be included in overhead for personnel in the

application of determining fully burdened hourly rates were excluded. Examples of these costs are capital,
debt, monetary transfers, contract costs, and any other costs that is charged directly to the service

requestor.

City of Soledad - User Fee

Indirect Cost Allocation Summary

Salary and Direct Indirect

Department Benefits Operating Costs Overhead% Overhead %
City Manager 56,646 66,000 116.5%
Planning/Comm. Development 63,061 7,700 12.2% 10.0%
Human Resources 28,074 17,550 62.5%
Finance Dept. 33,381 49,630 148.7%
Police Dept. 2,750,956 671,744 24.4% 10.0%
PW - Parks 188,826 92,600 49.0% 10.0%
Water 740,403 632,455 85.4% 10.0%
Wastewater 1,431,888 965,430 67.4% 10.0%
Solid Waste 109,451 30,200 27.6% 10.0%
Sanitation 192,563 124,050 64.4% 10.0%
Gas Tax 382,731 174,600 45.6% 10.0%
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Appendix B — Fully Burdened Hourly Rates

Below are fully burdened hourly rates of staff positions that provide for the services detailed in Appendix
C. The FBHRs were used to determine the full cost of each service. They include the salary and benefit costs
for each position as well as all applicable overhead amounts for each position. For positions in central
service departments, such as the City Clerk and Finance, what is shown is the salary and benefit rate only,
as the overhead of central service departments is recovered through the cost allocation plan. When a
central service department position works on a fee or project in the purview of an operating department,
the overhead rates of the operating department (shown in Appendix A) will be applied to that central
service positions’ salary and benefit rate for full cost recovery. For any user fee service request that is
outside the scope of the fees detailed in Appendix C, or for services for which there is no fee currently set,
the City can charge up to the full cost of the FBHR for personnel involved.
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City of Soledad- User Fee
Fully Burdened Hourly Rate Calculation

Department Position
Position Rates
City Manager CM - City Manager
City Manager CM - Executive Assistant to City Manager
Finance Dept. Fin - Assistant to City Manager
Gas Tax Gas - Administrative Secretary - PW
Gas Tax Gas - Assistant to City Manager
Gas Tax Gas - City Manager
Gas Tax Gas - Community Dev Director
Gas Tax Gas - Electrician
Gas Tax Gas - Executive Assistant to City Manager
Gas Tax Gas - Maintenance Worker
Gas Tax Gas - Mechanic/Maintenance Worker
Gas Tax Gas - Public Works Director
Gas Tax Gas - Public Works Supervisor

Human Resources
Measure Y - Police

HR - Human Resources Techncician
Meas Y -Pol - Code Enforcement Officer

Police Dept. Meas Y -Pol - Police Officer

PW - Parks Parks - Administrative Secretary - PW
PW - Parks Parks - Electrician

PW - Parks Parks - Maintenance Worker

PW - Parks Parks - Mechanic/Maintenance Worker
PW - Parks Parks - Public Works Director

PW - Parks Parks - Public Works Supervisor

Planning/Comm. Development planning - Community Dev Director

Police Dept. Pol - Administrative Secretary - PW
Police Dept. Pol - Deputy Chief

Police Dept. Pol - Mechanic/Maintenance Worker
Police Dept. Pol - Police Chief

Police Dept. Pol - Police Officer

Police Dept. Pol - Police Records Supervisor

Police Dept. Pol - Police Sergeant

Police Dept. Pol - Property & Evidence Technician
Police Dept. Pol - Public Works Supervisor
Sanitation Sanit- Administrative Secretary - PW
Sanitation Sanit- Animal Control Ofr

Sanitation Sanit- Customer Serv. Utility Billing Tech
Sanitation Sanit- Lab Analyst

Sanitation Sanit- Maintenance Worker
Sanitation Sanit- Mechanic/Maintenance Worker
Sanitation Sanit - Public Works Director
Sanitation Sanit- Public Works Manager
Sanitation Sanit- Public Works Supervisor

Fully
Burdened
Hourly Rate

275.37
97.23
202.45
77.70
130.41
203.73
176.91
81.94
71.94
58.14
86.15
184.61
95.22
78.59
59.35
104.58
79.53
83.86
58.52
88.17
188.94
97.46
136.32
66.39
186.29
73.60
223.74
108.07
69.07
142.13
54.74
81.36
87.74
91.98
75.89
102.01
62.63
97.27
208.44
130.69
107.52
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City of Soledad- User Fee
Fully Burdened Hourly Rate Calculation

Department Position

Position Rates

Solid Waste SW - Administrative Secretary - PW

Solid Waste SW - Assistant to City Manager

Solid Waste SW - City Manager

Solid Waste SW - Customer Serv. Utility Billing Tech
Solid Waste SW - Executive Assistant to City Manager
Solid Waste SW - Human Resources Techncician

Solid Waste SW - Maintenance Worker

Solid Waste SW - Public Works Director

Solid Waste SW - Public Works Manager

Solid Waste SW - Public Works Supervisor

Water Water - Administrative Secretary - PW
Water Water - Assistant to City Manager

Water Water - City Manager

Water Water - Community Dev Director

Water Water - Customer Serv. Utility Billing Tech
Water Water - Electrician

Water Water - Executive Assistant to City Manager
Water Water - Human Resources Techncician
Water Water - Lab Analyst

Water Water - Public Works Director

Water Water - Public Works Manager

Water Water - Utility Maintenance Mechanic
Water Water - Water Reclamation Operator |1
Water Water - Water Reclamation Shift Supervisor
Water Water - Water System Operator

Water Water - Water Systems Supervisor
Wastewater WW - Administrative Secretary - PW
Wastewater WW - Assistant to City Manager
Wastewater WW - City Manager

Wastewater WW - Community Dev Director
Wastewater WW - Customer Serv. Utility Billing Tech
Wastewater WW - Electrician

Wastewater WW - Executive Assistant to City Manager
Wastewater WW - Human Resources Techncician
Wastewater WW - Lab Analyst

Wastewater WW - Public Works Director
Wastewater WW - Public Works Manager
Wastewater WW - Utility Maintenance Mechanic
Wastewater WW - Wastewater Operator |
Wastewater WW - Water Reclamation Operator Il
Wastewater WW - Water Reclamation Shift Supervisor
Wastewater WW - Water System Operator

Fully
Burdened
Hourly Rate

68.09
114.26
178.51

58.89

63.03

67.87

31.24
161.75
101.42

83.44

98.94
166.05
259.41
225.26

85.58
104.33

91.60

98.63
115.04
235.07
147.38
117.45
126.97
126.97
127.69
148.22

89.34
149.93
234.23
203.40

77.27

94.20

82.71

89.06
103.87
212.25
133.08
106.05

82.90
112.53
125.24
120.40
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Appendix C — Cost Recovery Analysis

The following tables provide the results of the analysis, resulting full cost recovery amount, and
recommended fees. For fees in which the full cost, existing fee and suggested fee is listed as “NA”, the
amount or percentage was not calculable based on cost data or variable fee structure. This is most common
when either the current or the suggested fee includes a variable component that is not comparable on a
one to one basis, a full cost was not calculated (for penalties and fines), or when there is not a current fee
amount to compare against.
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Finance

Fees Comparison to other Cities
Current Current Suggested
# Description Unit Notes Full Cost | FeefCharge Subsidy  |Suggested Fee | Subsidy |Feed KING CITY| GREENFIELD | GONZALES

For first occurrence; 535 and then 535 +

I
1 NSF Check Fes collections cost after far further oCCUTences NA 510,00 MNA $25.00 MA 515.00 540,00 $25.00) $25.00|

2 Copy Fees Perpage |Black & White A New MA 50.25 A MNA 50.25 50025 31/51.50 g zize
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Building & Safety

AL = Actual Cost

Current Current Suggested
# Description unit MNotes Full Cost Fee/Charge Subsidy [Suggested Fee Subsidy |Feza EING CITY GREENFIELD | GOMNZALES
General Inspections and Fees C to other Cities
. — 50% of the Fee is Actual cost + 10% in-
1 Deferred Submittal Penalty/Investigation Cutsourced to £5G N& A& y 0% Na
the Penalty house admin fee
. R - 50% of the Fee is Actual cost + 10% in- .
2 ‘Work without 3 Permit Investigation Outsourced to C5G Na NA . NA Na = permit fee
the Penalty house admin fee
nspections outside of normal business hours, reinspection fees
assessed under provisions of Section 3058, inspections for which no
fee is specifically indicated, and additional plan review required by
changes, additions or revisions to plans [minimum charge 1/2 hour) actual cost + 10% in-
3 o per hour Outsourced to C5G 527.24  |547.00 -73% X Na NA
are all at the total hourly cost to the City (actual costs), plus 10% house admin fee
administration fee. This cost shall include supervision, overhead,
equipment, hourly wages and fringe benefits of the employes(s) or
contract employees involved.
4 Combination Office Automation 1.5% of the permit amount [Min. 52.00) NA& valuation based N& Valuation based Na 50.00 Nf& H/A
5 Combination Document Storage 1.125% of the parmit amount (Min. $1.00) NA valuation based NA waluation based NA 50,00 Nf& NfA by page
[ State Green Building Fee 51.00 per every 525,000.00 of value or fraction thereof N& valuation based MN& valuation based NA 50.00 all cities the same - State Fee
il Plan Check
Min. 5180 +
1 Accessibility - ADA Outsourced to C5G 518077 |5125.00 34% Consultant direct 6% 555.00
charge
- . . . 57250 + 7%
2 Demolition minimum or actual cost STE65 |565.00 17% 575 min/Actual cost  |NA 50.00 5150min./AC ;AF
125 Bld|
3 construction and Demolition Diversion Fee set by ordinance NA £200.00 NA £200.00 NA £0.00 :300 s hf' 5145 + 7% SAF
ubdiv.
4 records Request (i.e. City Report) 554.45  |335.00 36% $50.00 B% 515.00 565.00
5 solar Panels Applications Residential - Permit Tables,/valuation Based variable |valuation based Na& valuation basad NA S0.00
Fee is based on attached Building Valuation schedule which is
Strong Motion Fee [Charged by State through City) Public Resources determined by 5.00010 luati ith ini f 3.50 fi - . .
6 € X Esdby = # sisrmined by _ xva |..|a ron with 2 minimum o . Varizhle |valuation based A valuation based Na 50.00 same as us
Code, Section 2705(a) Group R occupancies excluding hotels and motels, and 5.00021 x
valuation for all other occupancies.
. “per Certifi-
7 Certificate of Occupancy S2B0.08 |New NA 5250.00 14% N& 5180.00 te* 510875
cate
f 4 i t [ Mi : 4% of Permit
2 Training Fee -3% of the permit amount (Min. $2.00) variable |waluation based MA waluation basad NA £0.00 515/Permit :‘:rsfr, Fermi 4 ;
oK e
- Table 34. Plan Checks are contracted out 65% of the Permit i 110% of 2013 Int'l 75% of Bld|
o E
] Plan check [Original | NA Foe A 65% of the Permit Fae |NA 50.00 Cace Counc Fee + 7% SAF
SAF = Systems Automation Fee
Permit Fees
110% of 2043 Ine1 | "Per certifi- $108 73 0r
1 guilding Permit Table 34 varizhle |$134.00 N waluation Based NA NA Coss Counc cate” ST+ TR A
2 additional building permit issuance (minimum charge: 1/2 hr) per hour Table 34 / Outsourced to C5G 52724  |547.00 -73% Aciual m“,_ 108 in- 0% NA
house admin fes
$143_or30
3 Electrical, Mechanical and Plumbing Table 38 variable |variable MNA waluation Based NA& MAa S60/Parmit 1.35% of BF 75 SAF (31551
plumibing)
$145 mim. Or
4 Grading Table 34 varizhle |variable N waluation Based NA N “per permit™ |”
AC+ TH SAF
5 swimming Poal Permit Table 34 [per square foot] varizhle |%43.00 NA& waluation Based NA NA
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Building & Safety

AC = Actual Cost

Current Current Suggested
# Description ‘um |Mule5 Full Cost Fea/charge ‘ Subsidy (Suggested Fee ‘ Subsidy ‘r—ee A | KING CITY ‘ GREENFIELD ‘ GONZALES ‘
ddendum to Building validation Data of Table &

1 Above Ground Tank o contract price variable |5230.00 NA waluation Based NA NA

2 Deck square foot or contract price varizhle |516.09 NA waluation Based NA Na

3 Deck and Patio Cover square foot or contract price variable [516.30 NA& Waluation Based NA NA&

4 Energy Checks based on valuation plus 10% variable |5120.00 NA waluation Based NA NA

g Fireplace [minimum valuation) value or contract price variable |33,065.00 NA Waluation Based NA N&

[ n-ground spa valuation based on 53,065 value or contract price variable |valuation Based  [NA wvaluation Based NA NA

7 Patio Cover square foot or contract price varizhle |58.73 NA waluation Based NA NA

3 Remodeling based on contract price or total cost of labor and materials variable |valuation Based  [NA wvaluation Based NA NA&

] Re-roof minimum plus plan review fee as needed or valuation varizhle |5315.00 NA valuation Based NA NA 5175 or 5285
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Building Valuation Table
Current (All New Construction)

Minimum Current Base Suggested Base Current  Suggested

Value Maximum Value Rate Rate Plus 85 Plus 55 For every
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
1 500 65.00 81.14 0.00 0.00 0
501 2,000 65.00 81.14 3.20 3.81 100
2,001 25,000 69.25 86.45 14.70 17.48 1,000
25,001 50,000 391.75 489.03 10.61 12.61 1,000
50,001 100,000 643.75 803.61 7.35 8.74 1,000
100,001 500,000 993.75 1,240.52 5.88 6.99 1,000
500,001 1,000,000 3.233.75 4,036.75 499 5.93 1,000
1,000,001 9,999,999,999 5,608.75 7,001.51 3.83 4.56 1,000

Percent Change = 25%
Cost Recovery Level = 100%
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Planning

AC = Actual Costs

Fee Schedule Comparison to other Cities
[ Full Costor
Deposit Current Current Suggested
# Unit MNotes Estimate Fee/Charge Subsidy |Suggested Fee | Subsidy [Feed KING OTY GREENFIELD GOMNZALES
Planning Fees
General Plan Amendments
s " . - ¢ 53,200 dep; $25/ac (AC + 20% w/
1 MIN.JACTUAL COST 55,406.21 $350.00 94% 53,200.00 41% 52,850.00 52,000/AC '+ oaast recoes
General Plan or Specific Plan Map Amendments for sites of 1 acre or less ey |55,000 dep.
2 General Plan or Specific Plan Map Amendments for sites of > 1 acre MIN./ACTUAL COST $9,010.35 $500.00 94% 55,500.00 39% 45,000.00
3 Amendments - Text Only or Text plus Map MIN_ACTUAL COST 51,847.07 5500.00 73% 51,500.00 19% $1,000.00
Zoning Amendments
1o -
4 Zoning Code - Minor Text Amendment {one section only) MIN_/ACTUAL COST $1,802.07 250,00 86% 5750.00 S8 $500.00 52,000 plus #1920 dep; 55,000 plus
[ Zoning Code - Major Amendment {two ar more sections) MIN./ACTUAL COST $5,406.21 4500.000 9% 43,200.00 41% 42,700.00 Actual Costs Actual Costs
3 Rezoning with Planned Development Conditional Use Permit MIN_/ACTUAL COST $9,010.35 $350.00 96% 55,500.00 $5,150.00
7 Sphere of Influence Amendment and//or Annexation MIN_JACTUAL COST 55,406.21 $500.00 91% 53,200.00 52,700.00 53,200/ AC 45,000 dep + AC
8 CEQA Exemption Determination $225.26 5100.00 56% 5150.00 $50.00 $100.00 $50.00
9 Registration of Abandoned Resi il Property Set by Ordinance NA $150.00 NA $150.00 $0.00 575.00 $107.00
10 Initial Study/Negative Declaration MIN_/ACTUAL COST Plus 10% Admin Fee $1,802.07 10000 4% 51,000.00 45% 5900.00 %600 min.fAC ?ggfdel:; AGH AC + 520K dep
. . . 2,000 53,000 dep; "
1 Initial Study/Environmental Impact Report MIN_/ACTUAL COST Plus 10% Admin Fee 55,406.21 Direct Costs NA 53,200.00 A% NA fn'n JAC :\E _D%EP AC + 520K dep
Conditional Use Permit
i i i &q . " . sor . .y S1,050 + AC w/|
12 Minor Residential CUP-No New Square Footage Class | CUP 5168.94 550.00 T0% 5150.00 1% 5100.00 Mew Const. 5175.00 45,000 dep
13 M |.'|or C..JF': Residential Planned Development- 6 Units or less- or 15,000 5.q. of non- Class 1l CUP 545052 $350.00 % $450.00 % $100.00 53,000/ AC; not} 5175.00 51,050 + AC w/
residential floor area new 55,000 dep
Major CUP (Planned Developments or projects of more than & new units or more . . . 51,050 + AC w/|
14 ) MIN_/ACTUAL COST 5,406.21 350.00 4% 3,200.00 1% 2,850.00 1,000/AC 350.00
than 15,000 5F of non-residential floor area) / 4 ® ® ® i ¥ 4 55,000 dep
15 |cup Amendment MIN./ACTUAL COST $1,80207  |350.00 a7% 5100000 [45% $950.00 $650/AC gég;‘g L hcwl
Variance
16 Variance Application for One Single-family Residence on Existing Lot of Record 51,802.07 5250.00 B6% 5750.00 58% 5500.00 5750 min.fAC |5240.00 5598.00
17 Variance Application for All Uses Other Than SFR on Existing Lot of Rlecord £3,604.14 $250.00 93% 52,500.00 31% $2,250.00 5750 min./AC |$480.00 5598.00
Accounts
SUBDIVISION
$500 + Direct 55,000 new
18 Development Agreements MIN /ACTUAL COST. $5,406.21 Costs 91% $3,200.00 52,700.00 $3,000 000 dep + AC
amend. /AC
19 Map MIN_/ACTUAL COST. $1,802.07 $0.00 100% $1,000.00 45% 51,000.00 5300 min./AC 55,000 dep + AC
MINOR SUBDIVISIONS
20 Lot Line Adjustments or Lot Mergers PMIN.JACTUAL COST. $506.83 $200.00 61% $500.00 1% $300.00 $500 min./AC |$640.00 55,000 dep + AC
. . . 2,000 5960 dep;
21 Parcel Map - 4 Lots or Fewer (Parcels) MIN/ACTUAL COST. 51,136.10 5200.00 B2% 51,000.00 12% 800,00 S. 3 b =P 57.500 dep + AC
min.fAC 525/lot + AC
MAJOR SUBDIVISIONS
: . . 52,000 + 53,200dep;  [$10,000 dep +
. . . . 4 — 5 . 5 1
22 Tentative Map - 5 lots or more (Tracts) MIN /ACTUAL COST. $10,156.26  |5500.00 95% 510,000.00 2% 59,500.00 $30/lot: AC $25/l0t+ AC |AC
23 Tentative Map - Revision MIN /ACTUAL COST. $5,641.28 $100.00 98% $3,500.00 38% $3,400.00
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Planning

AC = Actual Costs

Fee Schedul Comparison to other Cities
[ Full Costor
Deposit Current Current Suggested

# Description unit MNotes Estimate Fee/Charge | Subsidy |Suggested Fee | Subsidy |Feed KING CITY | GREENFIELD | GONZALES
24 Final Map MIN./ACTUAL COST. §2,272.20  |4200.00 91% 51,000.00 56% $800.00 5640 dep + AC iéo"m dept

ARCHITECTURAL ad SITE DESIGN REVIEW - NEW CONSTRUCTION
25 No New Square Footage MIN_{ACTUAL COST. $168.94 £100.00 a1% $150.00 11% £50.00 ‘:: minfacl | on po
2% 15,000 square feet o less for commercial/industrial MIN_/ACTUAL COST. $901.04 $100.00 29% $500.00 455 $400.00 oo mind 2= e 390,00
7 15000 t0775,000 square feet (commercial/ind ustrialfother non- MIN_/ACTUAL COST. $1,80207 510000 94% $1,00000  |45% 900,00 Foo mind sl e 00,00

residential sites) and Multi-Family Residential imore than & units) ad
28 ) G'.Eate.rth.a'\]‘S.ODOsq.are feet {commercial/industrial/other non- MIN./ACTUAL COST. £3,604.14 $100.00 a79% $2,200.00 399 $2.100.00 fa.:x:nn..'-lu:u:l

residential sites) ot
Sign Permit
29 |Temporary Sign Permit NA No Charge No Charge NA $0.00 $100.00 $25.00 545.00
30 Sign Face Change $112.63 $35.00 $50.00 56% $15.00
31 |Single Sign, Staff Approval $112.63 $35.00 $75.00 335 $40.00 $300 min./AC_|$25.00 $56.00
32 |single Sign, ARC Approval 522526 $35.00 $150.00 335 $115.00 $250.00
33 |Master Sign Plan [2 -10 tenants) 5450.52 $35.00 $300.00 335 $265.00 5462 min./AC 5264/5528
Tempaorary Use of Land Permit
34 Seasonal Sales (e.g., Xmas Trees, pumpkins) $56.31 50,00 100% $30.00 a7% $30.00 $300/AC $96.00
35 |Non Profit NA No Charge NA No Charge NA NA $300/AC $56.00
Appeals
36 |Appesls - Related to One Single-family Residence MIN_/ACTUAL COST. $675.78 $0.00 100% $400.00 1% $400.00 oM A s 480,00 $60.00
37 |Appeals - Other Planning Decisions MIN_/ACTUAL COST. $675.78 $0.00 100% $400.00 1% $400.00 o mind A== 480 dep + AC [$60.00
38 Planning Commission Meeting for a Review/Appeal, Etc per meeting NA $750.000 NA $750.000 NA 50.00
Site Plan Reviews

- N ‘ " _ - . - minoT,
39 ziii:::l ~Inew SFR's, aulditions, seconclany or granny wilts and secesory per unit $112.63 $10.00 91% $50.00 56% $40.00 5600 major, 5244 minor
Ac

a0 Residential - {for Apartments and Townhomes) up to & Units per unit 5168.94 £12.00 93% $125.00 26% $113.00 5578 Regular
4ai Residential - {for Apartments and Townhomes) maore than & Units per unit $225.26 £12.00 95% $150.00 33% $138.00 fdajor-AC +

Non-Residential - for Buildings 15,000 sf or less, including new buildings, expansion X X ) X ) )
92 | o eyisting buildings, aceessory structures per sf of gross lot area 50,008 40005 335 50.005 335 50,00 55,000 dep
43 Non-Residential for Buildings 15,000 - 75,000 sf per =f of gross lot area 50,008 50,005 33% 50,005 33% 50,00
a4 Mon-Residential for Building(s) greater than 75,000 sf per sf of gross lot area 50,015 50,005 B7% 50,005 67% 50,00
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Code Enforcement

Code Enforcement [« ison to other Cities
Current Current Suggested
L Unit Notes Fee Note Full Cost Fee/Charge Subsidy | Sugg: Subsidy |Fee & KING OTY GREENFIELD GONZALES
1 Notice of Code Violation -second notice each violation penalty 55235 546.00 22% 554.00 9% 58.00 MNONE
2 Nuisance Abatement NA Actual Cost NA Actual Cost NA 50.00 NONE
20% of Actual Cost Eg:’\m'a'
3 Abatement Administrative Fee s0.00 or Contract Cost of [NA Coritract Cost NA s0.00 NONE
e of Abatement
4 Code Viciation Notice—Posting/Inspection per hour 5103.50 75.00 28% 5100.00 3% 525.00 MONE
5 Inspectionf Abatement Warrant NA Actuzl Cost NA Actual Cost N& 50.00 NONE
& Attorney or other Legal Fees NA Actual Cost A Actual Cost NA 50.00 MOMNE
Fi AL NA Actual Cost NA Actual Cost N&A 50.00 NONE
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Public Works

[Full or Minimum Current Suggested
#  |Descripti Notes Fee Note Cazt Current Fes/Charge Subsidy  |Suggested Fee Subsidy [Feed KINGCITY | GREENFIELD | GONZALES
Encroachment Permit Type Comparison to other Cities
1 Curb &G 533801 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% cosn 1o A NA FaTsMIn: - |S25STDSI00 |10
u utte ! ] inimum Deposit hctus Cot | Comm 5117
MIN.$334 (ACTUAL
; U ) , 5375 Min:  [325 57D 5100
rvews 2 2 $ st |- 5117
2 Drivewsy Approsch 533201 500 Minimum Depostt  |-50% Na A I il 5117.00
MIN.£338 (ACTUAL .
25 5FD; 5100
3 Grading [V Cut + Al 233201 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% NA NA im_m ; £117.00
I 2338 (ACTUAL »
2 |iane Cosure 533801 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% Na A $255F0: 5300 |0 1700
Comm
MIN.338 [ACTUAL .
5 |parking Space Closure 533801 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% Na A iif::n' 100 1c117.00
MIN. 338 (ACTUAL .
U ) ) 25 SFD; 5100
6  |Pedestrian Ramp 533,01 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% A NA im_m $117.00
_ — _ _ IR 332 (RCTUAL <2550, 5100
7 |sanitary Sewer 533201 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% cosT) + 51,000 Na A — 5117.00
MIN.£338 (ACTUAL »
& |Storm Drsin 433001 £500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% Na A $23ST0; 500 |, 15 00
Comm
MIN.$332 (ACTUAL .
s [sidewslk 533201 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% cosT) + 51,000 Na A 2:»5 SFD: 3100 111700
POSIT mm
N 3334 (ACTUAL .
10 [StreetCu 533201 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% cosT) + 51,000 Na A iif::n' 108 |eya700
I 5334 [RCTUAL "
U ) 25 SFD; 5100
11 |utilities 533,01 $500 Minimum Deposit  |-50% +51,000 A NA s $117.00
! Comm
12 [stafTime ariable New NA pctusl CostPluz 351, NA
adminiztrative Fee
Water Meter Fees
1 5/B Inch to 3/ inch Minimum na $541.00 MA :::“' Cost+ Admin. |, NA per meter Rt
2 Linch Minimum e $589.00 N :::“' Cast+ Admin. |1, A size Cost
3 15inch Minimum e $657.00 A :::“' Cazt+ Admin. |, Na Pz 30%
a 2inch Minimum e 5773.00 A :::“' Cast+ Admin. |y Na for al
5 Larger than 2 inch Minimum e lf”::o:::""”“ HEME g :::“' Cast+ Admin. |y Na meters
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Public Works

Full ar Minimum Carrent Soggested
#  |Descrips Notes Fee Note cozt Current Fee/Charge Subsidy  |Suggested Fee Subsidy |Fecd KINGCITY | GREENFIELD | GONZALES
Sewer Hook Up Fees
e Actual Cozt + Admin.

1 Single Family {per unit) Minimum e 535000 NA i NA& NA
F Muiti-Family  [per unit] Minimum n $350.00 N :::“' ok £ el i A
3 Industrial (per 1.000 3q ft) Minimum e 535000 nA :::“' oo L [ NA
a4 Retail/Commercial [per 1,000 5q. 7.} Minimum s $350.00 Na :::"' Costh ki | na
5 Office (per 1,000 5q. ft) Minimum ma $350.00 na :::“' S A Lo NA
Other Fees

Balield Park Resenvations Deposit vaRIOUS
2 Adult - Rezdent remts Per uze e New NA 52500 NA NA
3 Adult - Non-resident renta Per uze na New NA 55000 NA A
& Park Lights (per balifield | - Adult use Per hour; two hour minimum 52474 New Na 510.00 B NA
5 |Usilisy depost Renter - SFR and Comm na 560-5200 NA s60- 2200 NA s0.00
6 |Delinguent Fee (Discontinued Uity Service) Penzity 510231 55000 65% s50.00 65% 000
7 |Lave fes (not saying wrlity 59 by due date] 10% Penaity s 10% of I3te amaunt NA 10% of [at= amount_|NA s0.00
& |Afer Hours Reconnection CUT-OFF AND REINSTATE BOTH (2 hr call-out minimem) s12251 12000 7% s12000 17% 000
5 |Utiling scoount Transier Fes 52372 New NA s2000 9% [ Z:0.00
10 |Incustral Sewer Discharge Permit Annua ria New NA Aotz Com+20%  |NA NA 2000
11 |Incustrial Sewer Discharge Anaiyzi Na New NA Actual Cost 20% _ |NA NA s20.00
12 |Eventdirectcoms Direct cost of ity services required far any zpecial event will be biled 000 New NA Bctuzl Com+20% _|NA A s:0.00
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Police

Police Fees Comparison to other Cities
Current Current Suggested
# | i Unit MNotes. Full Cost FeefCharge | Subsidy |suggested Fee Subsidy |Feea KINGCITY | GREENFIELD | GONZALES
BICYCLES
1 |Bi|:',t|e Licenses - VOLUNTARY $17.37 £1.00 94% 15 00 13% $14.00 £10.00 55/52renew  |35.00
WEAPONS
. regulated per Penal Code Section 26190; 80% of fee is reimbursable if license is not _
2 Carry Concealed Weapon - New Permit issued 520281 Maw Na 5150.00 49% N2 5125.00 5150.00
3 Carry Concealed Weapon - Renew Permit regulated per Penal Code Section 26190 5146.40 Mew NA 5100.00 32% A 525.00 $100.00
4 psychalogical Testing - if required regulated per Penal Code Section 26130 NA MNew NA actual cost MA NA
5 additional Psychological Testing - if required regulated per Penal Code Section 26190: When compelling evidence is present NA Maw N actual cast NA NA
[ FFL (Federal Firearm License) | igati 525827 Mew NA sctual Cost NA NA
CFC 6329 and P.C. 33830 P.C. - handling, processing, intaks, storage and release of 4135 min.,

7 (Gun starage Administration Fee F=r gun firearmis). Initial cost is confiscating a:d T)rocﬁsin:; thereafter :’i: actual costs per day. $128.53 Mew ks ;1:.3; i Al 100% na
s Domestic Violence Protective Order Firearm Storage fees  |court [per day CFC6339 andl F:.c. 339?.0 PC - ha!ndling. prnoessi!ng_ intake, sterlagle and release of s16281 New A 5135 min./ Actual 17% Na

ordered) firearmis). Initial cost is confiscating and processing; thereafter it is actual costs per day. Cost
ADMINISTRATIVE CITIZEN REQUESTS
] accident Report $17.27 55.00 1% 517.00 2% $12.00 E:l;; PEs E;se:;;e':p; 31/pg
10 citation Sign OFf 58371 Mew NA %3500 53% NA 515.00 515.00 £16.00
11 (Clearance Latter 51727 25.00 71% 517.00 2% 512,00 520,00 53100
12 Crime Scene Phato Reproduction (digital only) per unit $11.07 530.00 -171% 511.00 1% -519.00
13 Duplicate Citations 51151 Mew MNA 511.00 4% NA&
14 mmigration Letter (U VI54) 53320 Maw A 533.00 1% NA 520.00

- y 527 + Actual

15 Special Event Permit $33.20 MNew A 530.00 10% NA cost 550.00 53100
16 Fingerprinting Fae [SEE CHART) wvarizble based on purpose 53523 535.00 1% 535 - 5115 0% Waries 520.00 520.00 520+ cost
17 Garage sale Regulation $29.68 MNew N 529.00 2% N& 515.00 55.00
18 Repo Clearance Fea 52763 £15.00 5% 520,00 28% 55.00 520,00 %20.00
19 vehicle ID Number [VIN) identification 5100.74 Mew A 5100.00 1% HA 520,00 520000
20 vehicle Impound Release (Admin. Tow Hearing) $220.82 S82.00 63% 5175.00 1% $93.00 5150.00 5100.00 $102.00
21 Alcohal Permit Processing $55.04 510.00 2% 555.00 2% $45.00 510.00 51100
22 Hunting Tag verification 546.57 55.00 89% 510,00 79% 55.00 510,00
23 |Taxicab Inspection - Annual pervehicle 518629 525.00 7% 530.00 73% 525.00 5100.00 33100
24 D Verification 53453 $10.00 71% 534.00 2% 524,00
FALSE ALARMS
25 15t Time Per 12 Mon. Period: 1/1 - 12/31 514512 Maw NA Mo Charge NA MNA M/A 550000
26 2nd Time Par 12 Mon. Period: 1/1 - 12/31 5206.12 Mew A 5200.00 3% HA MiA
27 3rd Time Per 12 Mon. Period: 1/1- 12/31 $251.12 Mew A 5250.00 % A 2200.00
28 4th Time Per 12 Mon. Period: 11 - 12/31 544512 Mew NA 5400.00 10% NA 5300.00
29 5th+ Time Par 12 Mon. Period: 1/1 - 12/31 5546.12 Maw A 5500.00 8% A S400.00
CITATIONS [ CAUSE BASED CHARGES
30 Lowd Party - Second Abuse Per call, or the fully burdened hourly rate, if greatar. $108.07 5120.00 -11% 5105 min./AC 3% -515.00
31 Officer's Fee per hour 5108.07 5150 per day -39% actual Costs A A
32 Vehicle Parking Violations SEE SCHEDULE BELOW 554.04 525.00 54% 550,00 7% 525.00 $30.00

Recavery of P.Ublit safety Senril:.e m_!uesponse tc.a Ha:ardous. nfraction: 0to $100- 15t offense, 5100 to 5200 - 2nd offense, 5200 to 5500 - 3rd 3181/hr +AC
33 substance Spills, Refuse, Dumping, Willfully or Negligently Setting Na 5163.00 Na actual Costs MNA 13 OR 5330/hr +

Fires [Plus Materials and Direct Costs offense; Per penal Code AC

Recovery of PUBTIC Safaty Service Costs - Crime Related; Response to
g |Pomestic violence, pui, alcohol/Drug Related vehicle Restitution NA S163.04 NA actual costs MA MA $256.00 $160.00 $191/hr + AC

accedent/Incident, False 911 Calls, Baricaded Robber, etc. (Plus

Materials and Direct Costs)
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Police

[Police Fees Comparison to other Cities
current Current Suggested

= | ipti unit MNotes Full Cost FeefCharge | subsidy |suggested Fee Subsidy [Feea KING CITY

[AMIMAL CONTROL
Euth; ia & Di 1 of Animal: ight) Fee th fi . _

35 HEnEnasta S Dlsposa of Anima (By weight] = same for To dispose of dead animal 3t owner's request, 512698 535.00 7% sctual Cost 73 A 5635084
picking up a live or a dead animal.

36 Dog License, Neutered 53 discount if qualify for the Low Income Program 54599 5B.00 83% 515.00 67% 57.00 50- 530 510.00 515.

37 Dog License, Mon Neutered 52 Multi year discount. Late fee 510 54590 516.00 65% 530.00 35% 514.00 540 - 550 540.00 525

38 |animal Shelter Delivery (Contract with County) To pick up and deliver live animal to shelter at owner's request. 5264.96 £35.00 a7% Actual Cost NA MA

30 animal iImpounding $367.93 $20.00 5% actual Cost A A 535- 580 530.00 525.00

40 (Care and Feeding of Animals - Cat per day contract cost - 56 minimum or ACTUAL COST MA 56.00 MA actual Cost A Ma £10.00 57/day

a1 (Care and Feeding of Animals - Dog per day contract cost - 10 minimum or ACTUAL COST MA £10.00 MA Actual Cost A Ma £10.00 311/day
Redemption of Animal |Letter required from us before release 550 + 5PCA Actual

4z o a o Plus SPCA cost 50108 510.00 89% - 46% 540,00 51100
spca) cost

43 Cat Trap Rental - Small Trap per day Customer pick-up of trap %9198 New MA 35.00 95% NA

a3 Cat Trap Rental - Large Trap per day Customer pick-up of trap 49198 New MA 310,00 89% NA

45 |catTrap Rental - Small Trap perday  [ACO trap set/pick up variabla New MA Actual cost NA NA

45 Cat Trap Rental - Large Trap perday  [ACO trap set/pick up variahle New NA actual Cost MA A
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Fire

Fees Ci to other Cities
Current Current Sugpgested
# Description Unit Motes Full Cost Fee/Charge Subsidy |SuggestedFee | Subsidy |Fee A KING OTY | GREENFIELD | GOMZALES
ADMINISTRATIVE
1 |Tﬁining Surcharge Variable 3% of permit fee  |NA ::: of permit NA NA
PERMITS
2 Fire Permit (Where no specified elsewhera) Based on Valuation Per Hour Minimum 1 hour 57865 565.00 17% 575.00 5% 510,00
3 Work without a Permit Investigation 50.00 Equal toPermit | Equal to Permit |, NA
Fee Fee
in. +
4 |Fire Sprinkler Parmit €36 (contractor) 578.65 Per1sssCBC  |NA ActualCost  |NA NA ;::5 min. 7%
INPSECTIONS
5 Fire Inspection,/Reinspection Per Hour Minimum 1 hour 515367 550.00 &7% 5153.00 0% 5103.00 5200/inspec. S61.00
[ Weed Inspection/Reinspection Per Hour Minimum 1 hour 5153.67 555.00 64% 5153.00 % 598.00 S61.00
7 Hazardous Materials Inspection Per Hour Minimum one hour 5153.67 S65.00 58% 5153.00 ] 522.00
1 Special Events Inspection Per Hour Minimum 1 hour 5153.67 New MA 5153.00 [ NA
) Fireworks Stands & Sales Inspection Per Hour Minimum 1 hour 5153.67 New NA 5153.00 0% NA 5150.00
10 Fireworks Show Inspection Per Hour Minirmum 1 hour 515367 Mew MNA 5153.00 0% NA
PLAM CHECKS
Actual Cost &
11 Fire Sprinkler Plan Check: Residential Minimum Charges 57865 5150.00 -91% Admin fee of MNA NA 5155.00
10%
Actual Cost &
12 Fire Sprinkler Plan Check: Nonresidential Minimum Charges 57865 5200.00 -154% Admin fee of MNA NA 5211.00
10%
MISCELLEANOUS
50 aft
12 False Alarm - Third and Over Per Calendar Year Each occurrence Penalty NA 5100.00 NA 5175.00 NA S75.00 ;q,:‘:r
12 Fire Hydrant Flow Test Per location 5153.67 S65.00 S3% 5153.00 0% 588.00 555.00
15 Recovery of Public Safety Service Costs Per Incident Variable Actual Cost NA Actual Cost NA NA
Fire Department Response for Alcchol Related Accidents, Hazardous . . . -
16 Substance Spills, Refuse, Dumping or Willfully Setting Fires Per Incident Plus Materials & Direct Costs Variable |Actual Cost NA Actual Cost NA NA 5151/hr
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27368 Via Industria, Suite 200
Temecula, California 92590-4856

800.755.6864 | 951.587.3500 | Fax: 951.587.3510
www.willdan.com






