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AGENDA REPORT 

 
Meeting Date 
 

05/28/2019 

Prepared By: Cheryl Dyas, Director of Administrative Services 
Budgetary Review By: Cheryl Dyas, Director of Administrative Services / City Treasurer 
Submitted By: Dennis Wilberg, City Manager 

 
Agenda Title 
Comprehensive User Fee Study 
 
 
Recommended Action 
(1) Receive report from Staff; (2) Open public hearing and receive public input; and (3) Adopt Resolution 19-xx Amending and 
Augmenting the City of Mission Viejo Master Fee Schedule. 
 
 
Executive Summary 
 
The City conducted a comprehensive User Fee Study to: 
 

• Determine current cost of providing current services 

• Ensure that existing user and regulatory fees do not exceed the costs for providing services 

• City is in compliance with State law 

• Document a fair and equitable basis for setting fees for services 

• Identifying subsidy amount, if applicable, of each fee in model 
 

It is recommended that a comprehensive review of cost of services and fees be performed every three to five years.  The 
last comprehensive user fee study for the City was conducted in 2011 based on fiscal year 2009-10 cost data.  Costs have 
increased over that time while fees, fines and rent revenue has remained static.     Salaries and benefits have increased 
approximately 9.6% and services and supplies (including all professional and maintenance contracts; excludes contract 
for police services) increased approximately 38.4% over the eight-year period from fiscal year 2009-10 to fiscal year 2017-
18. 

 
The City contracted with Willdan Financial Services (Willdan) to assist with performing the study and updating the City’s 
user fee information.  Willdan is a firm with extensive experience in conducting these types of studies.  Their focus on this 
update was to determine the full costs incurred by the City to support the various activities for which the City charges fees.  
The outcomes of the study were used to determine fair and equitable user and regulatory fees for those specific services 
required to be based on reasonable cost in accordance with State law, California Government Code Section 66001 et seq 
and common law decisions.  Other fees for rents, fines and penalties are set based on City policy, legal and market 
considerations. 
 
Fee Categories 
 
The use of the term “user fees” has been used broadly in the context of this fee study and can mean any fee/charge listed 
in the report.  Generally, there are two categories of fees:  user fees and regulatory fees.  User fees are charged for the 
use of a public service or program such as fees charged for a recreation program or public document retrieval.  Regulatory 
fees are charged either to pay for the cost of a government program which regulates the activities of the fee payors or to 
mitigate the impact of the fee payer’s activities on the community.  User fees and regulatory fees are subject to the same 
limitation:  the amount of the fee may not exceed the “estimated reasonable cost” of providing the service.  Revenues 
collected in excess of the service cost may be categorized as “taxes”, which require voter approval. 
 
In November 2010, California voters approved Proposition 26 (Prop 26), which stipulates that a government-imposed 
charge or levy of any kind is a tax unless it falls into one of seven express categories of exceptions.  All of the fees included 
in this study falls under one or more of these seven noted exceptions, and are therefore not subject to Prop 26’s definition 
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of a tax.  This means existing law and approval thresholds apply.  The local legislative body may approve user and 
regulatory fees based on a majority vote of the governing body alone, so long as the fee does not exceed the estimated 
reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee is charged.  There are fees set by the City that fall under specific 
Prop 26 exceptions that are not limited to estimated reasonable costs.  These include fees categorized as “rents” and 
“fines/penalties”.    These fees fall under the following Prop 26 exceptions: 
 
Exception No. 4:  Section 1 (e)(4) exception for fees for use of government property – this category includes fees 
imposed for services such as admission to parks and facilities, rental of government property (recreational equipment) 
and for rental of fields and meeting rooms. The language of this exception does not include the “reasonable costs” 
limitation. 
 
Exception No. 5:  Section 1 (e)(5) exception for fees for fine, penalty, or other monetary charge imposed – this 
category includes fines, penalties, or other monetary charges such as parking fines, code enforcement fees and penalties, 
late payment fees, interest charges and other charges for violation of the law. 
 
The following chart summarizes the fees included in this study. 
 

Revenue 
Category 

Examples 
Fee Limited to Estimated 

Reasonable Cost 

User Fee Classes, passport photos, animal adoption fees 
Yes 

Prop 26 Exception No. 2 

Regulatory Fee 
Building permits, inspections, planning fees, 

encroachment permits 
Yes 

Prop 26 Exception No. 1, 3 & 6 

Rents 
Recreation memberships, facility room rentals, field 

rentals 
No 

Prop 26 Exception No. 4 

Fines, Penalties 
Animal impound fees, late charges, overdue 

materials fines 
No 

Prop 26 Exception No. 5 

Deposits Rental, field, planning, building, grading, landscape 

n/a – Refundable or charged 
based on actual staff time and 

other materials required to 
provide services 

 
 
Rents may be based on some level of cost basis, but are generally set based on comparable market rate.  Fines and 
penalties are discretionary and set to either enforce laws and internal policies or encourage or discourage behavior.  The 
study also includes fees that are set on a deposit basis.  Deposits will either be credited by the amount of actual staff time 
and other materials required to provide services, or be returned to the payor if conditions of deposit are met.  
 
All fees are required to be adopted by the City Council by either ordinance or resolution and any fees in excess of the 
estimated reasonable cost for user and regulatory fees must be approved by a popular vote of two-thirds of those electors 
voting as the charge would then be considered a tax, not a fee.  Any fees which are not reasonably related in purpose, 
use or amount are invalid.  The City Council should find that all fees are reasonable in amount, reasonably related to the 
use described and supported by having a lawful purpose. 
 
All user and regulatory fees in the Study are at or below full cost. 
 
Scope of Study 
 
The fees examined in this Study include fees charged by the following departments: 

• Animal Services 

• City Clerk - Records Management; Mission Viejo Television (MVTV) 

• Community Development - Building; Planning 

• Library 

• Public Works 

• Recreation 
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While the user fee study is done to support reasonable cost for those user and regulatory fees that require substantiation 
under the law, this Study also includes recommended fees for rents, fines, penalties and deposits as a means to develop 
a master fee schedule for all fees set by the City. 
 
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. 
 
Project Approach and Methodology 
 
The Study primarily uses a cost of service analysis, referred to by the consultant as the Standard Unit Cost Build-Up 
Approach to calculating reasonable cost of each service provided by the City.  The cost of service analysis compiles the 
full cost of providing governmental services and activities.  There are two primary types of costs considered:  direct and 
indirect costs.  Direct costs are those that specifically relate to the activity in question, including the real-time provision of 
the service.  Indirect costs are those that support provision of services in general, but cannot be directly assigned to the 
fee for service in question.  Components of the full cost of service include direct labor costs, direct overhead, and allocated 
indirect support services overhead. 
 

• Direct labor costs – Salary, wages and benefits for City personnel specifically involved in the provision of services 
and activities to the public. 

• Direct overhead – Direct department non-labor costs incurred by the City due to a specific service or activity 
performed, such as contract costs, third-party charges, and very specific materials used in the service or activity.  
This component also includes both labor and non-labor costs allocated from the respective department’s 
administration program. 

• Allocated indirect support services overhead – These are expenses, both labor and non-labor, related to agency-
wide support services.  Support services include general administrative services such as City Council, City 
Manager, City Clerk, City Attorney, Administrative Services, Information Technology, as well as cost burdens for 
facilities maintenance and fleet maintenance.  The City’s support service departments assist the direct providers 
of public service.  The amount of cost attributable to each department or program included in this Study were 
sourced from a separate Cost Allocation Plan, also prepared with the assistance of Willdan.  

 
Alternative methods of analysis were used in instances if the Standard Unit Cost Build-Up Approach were determined to 
be impractical.  For example, memberships and facility rentals rely on market factors or other considerations as opposed 
to actual costs.  Fines/penalties are also not required to be based on reasonable cost.  Fees that are set on a Deposits 
basis will either be credited by the amount of staff time and other materials required to provide services, or be returned to 
the payor if conditions of deposit are met. 
 
Recreation Memberships and Facility Rentals 
 
The cost of administering, operating, and maintaining the City’s recreation programs and facilities are funded by a mixture 
of fees collected from various recreation membership, programs fees and facility rentals, as well as resources from the 
General Fund. Based on the information available for analysis, the study for the Recreation Department established the 
total annual cost by each Recreation department, combining the cost for the Montanoso and Sierra centers and the 
Marguerite and Felipe centers. By comparing total Recreation department revenue received against total costs, we can 
demonstrate the level of cost recovery for each facility(s) and subsequently, the level of subsidy from the General Fund 
to operate the Recreation Department. 
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Recreation Department Cost Recovery Analysis 

Department Revenue 
Direct 
Costs 

CAP 
Allocation 

Dept 
Admin 

Allocation Total Cost 

Current 
Cost 

Recovery 

Projected 
Cost 

Recovery 

Rec&Comm Services Admin $0 $390,751 $221,676 -$612,427 $0 NA NA 

Recreation $90,000 $33,230 $158,774 $19,110 $211,114 43% 48% 

NPM Community and Sr Center $325,205 $510,803 $524,602 $103,053 $1,138,458 29% 32% 

Community Services $71,000 $1,041,993 $328,004 $136,354 $1,506,351 5% 5% 

Montanoso & Sierra Recreation 
Centers $986,529 $1,496,877 $895,826 $238,144 $2,630,847 37% 42% 

Marguerite & Felipe Tennis 
Centers $382,565 $579,141 $583,995 $115,766 $1,278,902 30% 34% 

Total $1,855,299 $4,052,795 $2,712,877 $0 $6,765,672 27% 31% 

 
By showing current cost recovery, the City demonstrates that the fees set for memberships and facility rentals does not 
exceed the cost of operating our facilities.  The study also demonstrates that by increasing those fees as shown in 
Appendix C to the Willdan report, the projected cost recovery still shows that fees are set well below full cost of operating 
our recreation programs. 
 
Staff also conducted a review of comparable jurisdictions, which assisted the city in setting membership and facility rental 
rates.  Comparable data is located on Attachment E. 
 
Fines and Penalties 
 

Fines and penalties are payments required for non-compliance or failure to adhere to specific rules and/or requirements 
or to discourage certain behavior.  Amounts are set at the discretion of City staff with consideration given for current fee, 
effectiveness based on current fee and in some cases comparative fees in other jurisdictions.  It is not the goal of staff to 
use fines and penalties to generate revenue, but rather the enforcement of rules. 
 
Deposits 
 
Deposits are collected to either ensure compliance or to be used toward services.  Deposits that are refundable include 
those related to facility rentals and animal adoptions.  Deposits that are used toward services can be located under the 
Building, Planning and Public Works fee schedules.  For deposit-based services, the Fully Burdened Hourly Rates 
included in the study will be used to charge against the deposit account to seek full cost recovery for each instance of 
service related to these deposits.  Any deposit balance unused in providing services will be returned to the requestor upon 
service completion.  
 
Additional information regarding the approach and methodology used in this study can be located on pages 6 through 9 
of the Willdan report. 
 
Cost Recovery Policies 
 
The cost recovery policies establish cost recovery target ranges based on a variety of factors and conditions.  It is generally 
accepted that recovery of costs should be in direct proportion to the individual/specific gain for services received.  For 
example, private development activity that benefits specific individuals generally is expected to pay fees that reflect 100% 
cost recovery.  There are circumstances and programs which typically justify a subsidy such as youth, senior, and library 
services.  The cost of these services is subsidized while the user receives benefits for which he or she does not fully pay.  
Targets and recommendations always reflect agency-specific judgments linked to a variety of factors, such as existing 
City policies, agency-wide or departmental revenue objectives, economic goals, community values, market conditions, 
level of demand, and others.  These additional factors may result in advocating for less than full cost recovery of services, 
thereby intentionally subsidizing certain activities.  Because this element of the Study is subjective, the report provides the 
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full cost of service calculation information, when required under Prop 26, and the framework for considering fees, while 
Staff can provide additional information as to reasons why cost recovery levels are set below or above the City’s cost 
recovery target levels.  Ultimately, each fee is set at the City’s discretion up to 100% of reasonable cost as specified in 
this report. 
 
Under the City’s policies, cost recovery groups and target ranges are: 
 

Cost Recovery 
Level Group 

Cost Recovery 
Percentage Range 

Low 0% - 30% 
Medium 30% - 70% 

Up to Full 70% - 100% 

 
Low cost recovery is expected to be fully or substantially supported through tax funding (General Fund resources) as the 
services and programs are seen as having a great benefit to the entire community. 
 
Medium cost recovery is expected to have both individual and community benefit.  Setting fees in this category are desired 
if there is a need to encourage specific desired behaviors such as higher compliance with regulations from the community.  
For example, if the cost of a permit for changing a water heater in a residential home is higher than the cost of the water 
heater itself, many citizens will avoid pulling the permit. 
 
Up to Full cost recovery is expected to have considerable or mostly individual benefit.  The greater the individual benefit, 
the higher the cost recovery rate.  These services should not be supported through tax funding. 
 
The City offers a wide variety of programs and services that provide limited or no direct benefit to the community as a 
whole.  To the extent that general tax monies are used to provide individuals with private benefits, and not require them 
to pay the full cost of the service, the government is subsidizing the cost of the program or services to users.  By subsidizing 
programs and services, the City is limiting funds that may otherwise be available to provide other community-wide benefits. 
 
Some fees are outside the City’s control as they are imposed by an external agency.  The State or some other outside 
agency will occasionally set a maximum, minimum, or limit the jurisdiction’s ability to charge a fee at all. An example of a 
regulatory fee are passport fees, which are set by the federal Department of State.  The City’s cost recovery policies are 
not applicable to fees set by external agencies. 
 
For complete information of the City’s cost recovery policies, see Attachment D. 
 
Fee Establishment 
 
Establishing fees also includes a range of considerations, as described below: 
 

• Addition to and deletion of fees – The Study’s process provided each department the opportunity to propose 
additions and deletions to their fee schedules, as well as rename, reorganize, and clarify fees imposed.  Many 
such revisions better conform fees to current practices, as well as improve the calculation of fees owed by an 
individual, the application of said fees, and the collection of revenues.  Beyond this, some additions to the fee 
schedule were simply identification of existing services or activities performed by City staff for which no fee is 
currently charged. 
 

• Revision to the structure of fees – In most cases, the current structure of fees did not change; the focus is to 
recalibrate the fee amount to match the costs of service.  In several cases, however, fee categories and fee names 
were simplified or re-structured to increase the likelihood of full cost recovery, or to enhance the fairness of how 
the fee applies to various types of fee payers.  In this report, restructuring of fees is most applicable to Building 
Fees. 
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• Documentation of tools to calculate special cost recovery – Most of the City’s fees are flat fees and they 
correspond directly to the average full cost of service.  For the few activities where estimating an average was 
impossible, use of fully burdened hourly rates coupled with time tracking is the preferred fee structure. The City’s 
fee schedule includes the list of fully burdened rates developed by the Study.  Documenting these rates in the fee 
schedule provides an opportunity for the City Council to approve rates for cost recovery under a “time and 
materials” approach.  It also provides clear publication of those rates, so fee payers of any uniquely determined 
fee can reference the amounts.  The fee schedule should provide language that support special forms of cost 
recovery or activities and services not contemplated by the adopted master fee schedule.  These rare instances 
use the published rates to estimate a flat fee, or bill on an hourly basis, at the discretion of the director of each 
department. 
 

Energy Efficient Measures Fee Waiver Program 
 
The City Council approved a program on July 1, 2006 to waive permit fees for home and business construction 
improvement utilizing Energy Efficient Measures.  The fee waiver program applies to building permits for solar photovoltaic, 
solar thermal systems, tankless domestic water heater, windows and/or doors containing glass, and high efficiency HVAC 
systems (Heating, Venting, and A/C). A permit fee waiver only occurs if the proposed improvements comply with defined 
thresholds established by the City. 
 
We were able to confirm that the cities of Aliso Viejo, Laguna Niguel, Lake Forest and Rancho Santa Margarita do not 
have waiver programs, while Irvine does.  Irvine has more than double the permits as Mission Viejo, but Irvine also has 
more than double the population and has continued residential development at a pace that all other cities can’t match.  
The most comparable city to Mission Viejo is Laguna Niguel.  Laguna Niguel has about two-thirds our population, is 
primarily built-out with small pockets of developable property, has a similar demographic to Mission Viejo, and their solar 
permit activity is close to being directly proportionate to Mission Viejo’s based on population. 
 
Our current level of activity generates approximately $141,000 in permit revenue value.  At this level, the waiver program 
costs the city approximately $90,000 annually as the City is still required to the pay the building services contractor based 
on the total fees waived under this program. 
 
Overall, in reviewing solar permits with our neighboring cities, we could not draw any clear conclusions that our fee waiver 
program is positively impacting energy efficient improvement activity.  At most, our waiver program may be boosting solar 
permit activity by 10% to 20%.  Due to the minimal impact we believe the fee waiver program is having on energy efficient 
improvement activity, Staff is recommending discontinuing the fee waiver program. 
 
Data Sources 
 
The following City data sources were used to support the cost of service analysis and fee establishment phases of this 
Study: 
 

• The City of Mission Viejo amended budget for fiscal year 2018-19. 

• A complete listing of all City personnel, including salary/wage rates, full-time equivalent hours, paid benefits, leave 
amounts – provided by the Administrative Services Department. 

• Survey prepared by Willdan documenting average time spent providing a service or activity corresponding with 
an existing or new fee. 

• Annual workload data from fiscal year 2015-16 – provided by each involved department. 

• City cost recovery policies. 

• Current fee schedule. 

• Various correspondence with City staff supporting the amended budgets and current fees.  
 
Public Notice Requirement 
 
The Study includes both development and non-development fees.  A public hearing is required for revisions to 
development related user fees.  State law provides that proposed fee changes affecting development user fees require a 
minimum of 60 days lead time to take effect.  Development related fee changes are recommended to take effect August 
1, 2019.  Non-development related fee changes are recommended to take effect January 1, 2020. 
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The public hearing was noticed on May 14, 2019.  Interested parties were noticed directly by mail.  The City Manager, 
Director of Administrative Services, Director of Community Development and members of her staff met with a 
representative with the Building Industry Association (BIA) to review proposed fees and discuss any concerns the BIA and 
its members may have.  There were no concerns identified by the BIA to our proposed fee structure.  The City Manager, 
Director of Administrative Services, Assistant City Manager and the Animal Services Manager met with City Managers 
and Finance staff from all our animal services cities and there were no concerns or objections to increasing fees from our 
partner agencies.  
 
Future Fee Updates 
 
The Willdan fee study is based on FY 2018-19 amended budget figures.  Fees should be updated periodically to account 
for changes in costs over time.  The development and use of an automatic fee increase mechanism normally provides a 
level of convenience and efficiency as staff does not have the time to recalculate cost recovery percentages on an annual 
basis and the cost can be prohibitive, yet the fees will increase to recover some of the budget increases.  In order to 
ensure that the City receives appropriate fee increases that reflect the actual growth in cost, staff recommends an 
automatic fee increase factor that is based upon known and anticipated labor cost increases.  Labor costs comprise the 
bulk of expenses for most City departments on which fees are based.  Consequently, changes in labor costs drive the 
overall change in department costs related to the fee schedule.  Anticipated labor cost increases would include cost of 
living raises, merit increases, benefit increases, including costs related to pension and retiree healthcare benefits and any 
other salary or benefit enhancement.  Labor costs are also generally easier to predict than most other costs, since the 
City has greater control over its internal costs.  Therefore, a factor tied to labor costs would be a more accurate indicator 
of overall departmental cost increases than the use of a common CPI factor.  A labor cost factor can be calculated as part 
of every budget adoption process. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Adopting the attached resolution, which includes the Willdan report Appendix B and C, will approve the following: 

• Per California Building Code (CBC) 109.3, the applicant for a permit shall provide an estimated permit value at 
time of application or utilize the International Code Council (ICC) Building Valuation Data (BVD) table to determine 
construction valuations in lieu of accepting applicant cost figures. 

• Use the Building Division Fee Schedule (Base Fee), to calculate permit fees. 

• Termination of Energy Efficient Measures Fee Waiver Program. 

• Adopt the Fully Burdened Hourly Rate (FBHR) for staff positions listed in Appendix B.  For any user fee service 
request that is outside the scope of 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. 

• Continue to apply a $30 technology fee to all plan checks and add a $15 technology fee to all building permits to 
provide resources to implement and maintain adequate plan check and permit systems. 

• Continue to increase the fees annually by a labor cost factor that is directly tied to the City’s actual increase in 
labor costs on an annual basis. 

 
With approval, staff estimates revenue generated from fee increases to be: 
 

Description Amount 

City Clerk Department $270 

Planning Division 38,000 

Public Works Department 200,000 

Library Department 0 

Recreation memberships 100,000 

Recreation facility rentals 36,000 

Recreation other revenue 18,000 
Animal Services dog licenses 150,000 

Building Division (exc. tech fee) 141,000 

Building Division technology fee 120,000 

 $803,270 
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Fiscal Impact:  See table above for potential fee revenue increases. 
 

Amount Requested: $n/a 
Sufficient Budgeted Funds Available?: (If no, see attached fiscal analysis) 
Prog/Fund #:  Category:  Pers.  Optg. Cap.   -or-   CIP#:  Fund#: 

 

Previous Relevant Council Actions for This Item 
 
 
  
Attachments 
Attachment A - Comprehensive User Fee Study Report by Willdan 
Attachment B - Notice of Public Hearing 
Attachment C - Resolution with Appendix B and C 
Attachment D - Cost Recovery Policies 
Attachment E - Comparable Data - Memberships and Rentals 
Attachment F - Comparable Data - Building Fees 
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Attachment B



City of Mission Viejo
Comparative Data
Recreation Memberships

Attachment E

Fee 
City of MV City of MV YMCA LA Fitness 24-Hour Crunch City of MV City of MV Schedule

Rec Centers* Tennis Center* Single-Multi Club Single-Multi Club Rec Centers Tennis Centers Line
Single $25.00 $45.00 $49.00 $24.99-$29.99 $31.99-$61.99** **$19.95-$99.95 $30.00 $50.00 1.a/1.b
Couple $39.00 $60.00 $71.00 $49.98-59.98 * $45.00 $65.00 1.d/1.e
Family $53.00 $70.00 $92.00 $74.97-$119.96 * $60.00 $75.00 1.g/1.h
Other punch pass: $40 punch pass: $40 Student: $34.00 (90 Day) $160.99 punch pass: $45 punch pass: $45 8.a

Initiation 
Fee $50.00 $50.00 $45 per person

Single: $99                                     
Couple: $124                                              

3-People: $149                                  
4-People: $174

$49 annual fee
*has family/friend add on 
options

$10 processing fee and $59 
initiation fee due at signing. 
Options are monthly and 
annual. Annual fee for 
single is $239 with $10 
processing fee. No couple or 
family memberships. 3.a-4.l

** Fees vary according to the 
level of membership.  The 
more expensive rates are for 
all-club access.  They do not 
have couple or family 
memberships

**Ranges for single club 
use, up to 279 clubs. Also 
has seperation where 
advanced classes are 
included in pricing

Current Fees Proposed Fees



City of Mission Viejo
Comparative Data
Recreation Facility Rentals

Attachment E

Location Banquet Room Capacity Resident Rate Non Resident Rate Location Conference Room Capacity/Sq. Ft. Resident Rate Non Resident Rate
City of Mission Viejo - 

Norman P Murray 
Center

Sycamore A&B
Theater: 500     
Banquet: 320

$145/hr $220/hr 
City of Mission Viejo - 

Norman P Murray 
Center

Lantana 25/350 sq. ft $19/hr $40/hr

City of Irvine - 
Lakeview Senior 

Center

Pat & Derrel Kay 
Café

Theater: 251      
Banquet: 216

$117/hr $233/hr
City of Irvine - Portola 

Springs Community 
Center

Meeting Room (A or 
B)

Unlisted/361 sq. ft $51/hr $76/hr

$125/hr (weekday) $190/hr (weekday)

$155/hr (weekend) $215/hr (weekend)

City of Laguna Niguel - 
Sea Country Center

Ballroom
Theater: 376     
Banquet: 196

$120/hr $150/hr
City of Laguna Niguel - 

Sea Country Center
Meeting Room(s)

25-50/Unlisted sq. 
ft

$50/hr $60/hr

City of San Juan 
Capistrano - 

Community Center
Community Hall

Theater: 396 
Banquet: 225

$132.43/hr $180.02/hr
City of San Juan 

Capistrano - 
Community Center

Meeting Room 30/475 sq. ft $30/hr $77.59/hr

City of Rancho Santa 
Margarita - Bell 

Tower Community 
Center

Ballroom
Theater: 476      
Banquet: 300

175/hr 220/hr
City of Rancho Santa 

Margarita - Bell Tower 
Community Center

Conference Room 
(Large)

27/400 sq. ft $40/hr $60/hr

Pacific Hills Bistro, 
Banquet & Catering

Laguna Room
Theater: N/A  
Banquet: 450 

Ayres Hotel Mission 
Viejo

Silverado (1/2 room) 75/900 sq. ft

The Hills Hotel Laguna 
Hills

Boardroom 14/320 sq. ft

Fee Schedule Line item 3.c 5.c 3.l 5.l
Proposed Fees - 

Norman P Murray 
Center

Sycamore A&B
Theater: 500     
Banquet: 320

$174/hr $264/hr
Proposed Fees - 

Norman P Murray 
Center

Lantana 25/350 sq. ft $21/hr $44/hr

$40/hr $70/hr

Lake Mission Viejo Clubhouse
Theater: 377      
Banquet: 170

$220/hr (weekday) New Hampton Inn 
Mission Viejo

Meeting Room 
(Small)

56/800 sq. ft
4 hours: $200

City of Laguna Hills - 
Community Center

Heritage Room
Theater: 501      
Banquet: 300

City of Laguna Hills - 
Community Center

Art Room 25/Unlisted sq. ft

$1500 First 5 hours, $300/hr additional 8 hours: $400

Variable, $7000 ballpark for an "average" 
event

$375+tax for 4 hours

$366 + tax for 8 hours



City of Mission Viejo
Comparative Data
Field Rentals

Attachment E

Soccer Fields 4a 5a 6a 12
Location Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 6 Group 7 Lighting Costs Notes
City of Irvine -$              -$              18.00$          27.00$          X X 45.00$          $17 Average Group 2 = 90% resident
City of Lake Forest -$              $5 a person 10.00$          15.00$          15.00$          25.00$          40.00$          Varies Resident percentage are much higher
City of Laguna Hills X X $15 (Lights) 30.00$          X 40.00$          45.00$          Varies
City of Laguna Niguel X 3.00$            8.00$            15.00$          15.00$          25.00$          50.00$          $13 Average
City of San Clemente X 36.00$          X X X 45.00$          60.00$          15.00$                          
City of San Juan Capistrano X X 24.83$          X X 48.63$          95.18$          12.00$                          
AVERAGE -$              15.21$          21.75$          15.00$          36.73$          55.86$          14.25$                          
City of Mission Viejo -$              -$              -$              -$              11.00$             12.50$             14.50$             9.00$                                 

OFF AVERAGE -$              -$              (15.21)$         (21.75)$         (4.00)$           (24.23)$         (41.36)$         (5.25)$                           
-100% -100% -27% -66% -74% -37%

City of Mission Viejo Proposed -$              -$              15.00$          20.00$          25.00$          Variable/Actual Cost

Baseball Fields 4c 5c 6c 13
Location Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 6 Group 7 Lighting Costs Notes
City of Irvine -$                 -$                 18.00$             27.00$             X X 45.00$             $17 Average Group 2 = 90% resident
City of Lake Forest -$                 $5 a person 10.00$             15.00$             15.00$             25.00$             40.00$             Varies Resident percentage are much higher
City of Laguna Hills X X $15 (Lights) 30.00$             X 40.00$             45.00$             Varies
City of Laguna Niguel X 3.00$               8.00$               15.00$             15.00$             25.00$             50.00$             $24 Average
City of San Clemente X 36.00$             X X X 45.00$             60.00$             15.00$                               
City of San Juan Capistrano X X 24.83$             X X 48.63$             95.18$             12.00$                               
AVERAGE 15.21$          21.75$          15.00$          36.73$          55.86$          17.00$                          
City of Mission Viejo -$              -$              -$              -$              18.00$             20.75$             24.00$             15.00$                               

OFF AVERAGE -$              -$              (15.21)$         (21.75)$         3.00$            (15.98)$         (31.86)$         (2.00)$                           
-100% -100% 20% -44% -57% -12%

City of Mission Viejo Proposed -$              -$              20.00$          25.00$          30.00$          Variable/Actual Cost



City of Mission Viejo
Comparative Data
MVTV Facility Rentals

Attachment E

Location User Rental Unit Current Rate Proposed Rate
City of Mission Viejo - 

MVTV Studio
Non-profits/schools 1/2 Day $0 $400/half day

City of Mission Viejo - 
MVTV Studio

Non-profits/schools Full Day $0 $800/full day

City of Mission Viejo - 
MVTV Studio

Residents/Businesses 1/2 Day $0 $600/half day

City of Mission Viejo - 
MVTV Studio

Residents/Businesses Full Day $0 $1,200/full day

OC Production Studios n/a Full Day $800-$1,500 n/a

Peerspace-various OC  
locations

n/a Full Day $680-$1,600* n/a

* Rates do not include cleaning and processing fees, which are extra.



1. New Single Family Residence R3 VB 3301 SQ FT (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

ICC Valuation: $113.85/SQ FT   First 2500 VB R3  = $3,190 (MEP Included) (MEP NOT Included)
$375,818.85 ($375,819) Each Additional 100/SQ FT = $57.99

Base Fee $100k-$500k 2,069.00$        Base Fee 3,190.00$      $100,001-$500,000 = 2,130.00$      2501sf 4,028.00$      @.28+.39/sf 2,211.67$      0-2000 sf 2,500.00$      375000-376000 4,591.95$      
$5.4 per additional $1000 - Incremental Fee 3301-2500= 801 Major compl 1,500.00$       

801/100 = 8.01 (8) automation 69.18$            
$275,819/$1000 = 276 $57.99 * 8 =$463.92 ($464) $275,819/$1000 = 88.27/100sf energy 96.20$            3301-2000 = 1301

Incremental @ 5.40$             1,490.40           Incremental @ 463.92$          14.00$                  3,861.47$       Incremental @ 706.16$          Incremental @ 1,400.00$       
Total Fee 3,559.40$        Total Fee 3,653.92$      Total Fee 5,991.47$      Total Fee 4,734.16$      Total Fee 3,877.05$      Total Fee 3,900.00$      Total Fee 4,591.95$      

2. New Restaurant A2 VB 2380 SQ FT (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

ICC Valuation: $133.26/SQ FT First 1000 SQ FT A2 VB = $1706 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included)
$317,158.80 ($317,159) Each Additional 100/SQ FT = $42.85

Base Fee $100k-$500k 2,069.00$        Base Fee 1,706.00$      $100,001-$500,000 = 2,130.00$      1000sf 2,541.00$      @.37+.35/sf 1,713.60$      5,200.00$      317000-318000 2,735.55$      
$5.4 per additional $1000 - Incremental Fee 2380-1000 = 1380 Major compl 1,500.00$       

1380/100= 13.8 (14) automation 29.00$            
$217,159/$1000 217                $42.85 * 14 = $599.90 ($600) $217158/$1000 = 80.57/100sf energy 72.00$            

Incremental @ 5.40$             1,171.80           Incremental @ 600.00$          14.00$                  3,040.21$       1,111.87$       
Total Fee 3,240.80$        Total Fee 2,306.00$      Total Fee 5,170.21$      Total Fee 3,652.87$      Total Fee 3,314.60$      Total Fee 5,200.00$      Total Fee 2,735.55$      

3. New Hotel R1 VA 61,397 SQ FT (Hampton) (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

ICC Valuation: $137.86/SQ FT First 50,000 SQ FT R1 VA = $16, 237 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included)
$8,464,190.40 ($8,464,190) Each Additional 100/SQ FT = $13.92

Base Fee $5,000k+ 10,054.00$      Base Fee 16,237.00$    Over $1,000,001 12,325.00$    50,001sf 39,044.00$    @.21+.22/sf 26,400.71$    10001-15000sf 10,300.00$    $1,000,000+ 10,426.35$    
61,397-50,000= 11,397 Major compl 1,500.00$       

$3,464,190/$1000 3464.19 11,397/100 = 113.97 (114) automation 715.00$          
$13.92 * 114 = $1,586.88 ($1,587) $7,464,190.4/$1000 39.94/100sf energy 812.00$          

Incremental @ 0.64$             2,217.08           Incremental @ 1,587.00$       4.00$                    29,856.76$     4,551.56$       Incremental @ 46,397.00$     58,369.97$     
Total Fee 12,271.08$      Total Fee 17,824.00$    Total Fee 42,181.76$    Total Fee 43,595.56$    Total Fee 29,427.71$    Total Fee 56,697.00$    Total Fee 68,796.32$    

4. Tenant Improvement 6,952 SQ FT B VB (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

TI Business 50% of valuation of new Construction First 5000 SQ FT B Office TI  - $2,534 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included)
6,952SF @ ($123.97/2) = 430,919.72$     Each Additional 100/SQ FT = $24,71

Base Fee $100k-$500k 2,069.00$        Base Fee 2,534.00$      $500,001-$1,000,000 = 7,844.00$      4001sf 2,339.00$      @.14+.13/sf 1,877.04$      5001-10000sf 1,400.00$      599000-600000 4,413.45$      
430,919.72-100,000= 330,919.00$  6,952-5000 = 1952 Major compl 1,500.00$       

1952/100 = 19.52 (20) automation 51.00$            
20 * $24.71 = $494.20 ($494) $100,000/$1000 = 26.41/100sf energy 133.00$          

Incremental @ 5.40$             1,786.96           494.20$          11.00$                  1,100.00$       779.36$          Incremental @ 1,240.00$       
Total Fee 3,855.96$        Total Fee 3,028.20$      Total Fee 8,944.00$      Total Fee 3,118.36$      Total Fee 3,561.04$      Total Fee 2,640.00$      Total Fee 4,413.45$      

5. New 50,000 SQ FT M "Dept. Store" Bldg. IIB (Nordstrom) (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

ICC Valuation: $117.10/ SQ FT = $5,855,000.00 First 50,000 SQ FT M IIB $12,669 =3700+3500 7,200.00$      (MEP NOT Included)
Base Fee $5,000k+ 10,054.00$      Each Additional 100/SQ FT = $9.06 Over $1,000,001 12,325.00$    50001sf 21,333.00$    @.18+.16/sf 13,600.00$    10001-15000sf 1,500.00$      $1,000,000+ 6,793.45$      

$5,855,000-$5,000,000 = $855,000 Base Fee 12,669.00$    Major compl 1,500.00$       
$855,000/$1000 = 855 855 $855,000/$1000 automation 583.22$          

Incremental @ 0.64$             547.20$            4.00$                    3,420.00$       energy 664.00$          Incremental @ 6,650.00$       21,571.51$     
Total Fee 10,601.20$      Total Fee 12,669.00$    Total Fee 15,745.00$    Total Fee 21,333.00$    Total Fee 22,883.22$    Total Fee 8,150.00$      Total Fee 28,364.96$    

6. Residential Room Addition 1,000 SQ FT Bldg. R-3 VB (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

ICC Valuation: $113.85/ SQ FT = $113,850.00 First 700 SQ FT VB $841 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included)
Base Fee $100k-$500k 2,069.00$        Each Additional 200/SQ FT = $116 @.67+.49/sf 1,160.00$      

$113,850-$100,000= Base Fee 841.00$         $100k-$500k 2,130.00$      1001sf 2,360.00$      Major compl 1,500.00$       501-1000 1,300.00$      $113k-114k 1,908.33$      
$13,850/$1000 13.85 $13,850/$1000 automation 24.00$            

Incremental @ 5.40$             74.79$              232.00$          14.00$                  193.90$          energy 78.00$            
Total Fee 2,143.79$        Total Fee 1,073.00$      Total Fee 2,323.90$      Total Fee 2,360.00$      Total Fee 2,684.00$      Total Fee 1,300.00$      Total Fee 1,908.33$      

Fee Study Examples (2018)

(MEP NOT 
Included)
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Fee Study Examples (2018)

7. Pool 500sf with spa (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

500sf @ 70.5/sf = $35,250.00 pool 486.00$         (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included) issuance 30.00$           
Base Fee $25k-$50k 762.00$           Pool 1,015.00$      Pool 1,148.00$      plan check 243.00$         500sf pool & 15 sf spa plan check 273.00$         plan check 199.45$         

Incremental @ $30.68 314.47$           @.80+.24/sf 598.00$         
Spa Each 261.00$            Spa 261.00$          Spa 250.00$         plumbing 162.00$         permit 507.00$         permit 552.97$         

Total Fee 1,337.47$        Total Fee 1,276.00$      Total Fee 1,398.00$      Total Fee 891.00$         Total Fee 598.00$         Total Fee 780.00$         Total Fee 752.42$         

8. Wood Trellis Patio Cover 500sf (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

500sf @ $13.5/sf = $6,750.00 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP NOT Included) 500sf*13.67 = 9,335.00$       
Base Fee $2k-$25k 95.00$             Base Fee @300sf 217.00$          Base Fee 525.00$         Base Fee 529.00$         @.33+.31/sf 320.00$         plan check 143.00$         Base Fee 419.30$         

Incremental @ $29.10 138.23$            Incremental@ 300sf 101.00$         permit 266.00$         issuance 30.00$           
Total Fee 233.23$           Total Fee 318.00$         Total Fee 525.00$         Total Fee 529.00$         Total Fee 320.00$         Total Fee 409.00$         Total Fee 449.30$         

9. Residential Kitchen remodel 500sf (2015) (2018) (2013) (2015) (2018)
Mission Viejo Proposed Fee (Value Base) MV Current Fee (SF Base) County of Orange (Value Base) Anaheim (SF Base) Irvine (SF Base) Lake Forest (SF Base) Laguna Niguel (Value Base)

500sf @ $60/sf = $30,000.00 (MEP NOT Included) (MEP Included) 500sf @ $45.91 = 22,955.00$     
Base fee Each 507.00$           Base Fee 507.00$         Base Fee 896.00$         Base <200sf 448.00$         @.67+.49/sf 580.00$         <500sf 410.00$         Base Fee 651.35$         

additional 100 474.00$         MEP 120.00$         issuance 30.00$           
Total Fee 507.00$           Total Fee 507.00$         Total Fee 896.00$         Total Fee 922.00$         Total Fee 580.00$         Total Fee 530.00$         Total Fee 681.35$         
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City of Mission Viejo

Comprehensive User  Fee Study
May 2019



Objectives
• Determine current cost of providing current services
• Ensure that existing and proposed user and regulatory 

fees do not exceed the costs for providing services
• City is in compliance with State law
• Document a fair and equitable basis for setting fees for 

services
• Identifying subsidy amount, if applicable, of each fee



Background
• Last fee study was in 2011 based on FY 2009-10 cost 

data.
• Costs have increased since this time while user fees has 

remained static.
• Salaries and benefits have increased approximately 9.6%
• Services and supplies increased approximately 38.4%
• Police services increased approximately 24%
• City contracted with Willdan Financial Services to assist 

with performing the study and updating the City’s user 
fee information.  



What is a User Fee

• User Fees fund programs and services that provide 
private benefit to individuals requesting them, with 
limited or no benefit to the community as a whole

• State Law requires that 1) individual use of the service 
must be voluntary, and 2) fees must reasonably relate 
to the services provided



Types of Fees
Revenue Category Examples Fee Limited to Estimated 

Reasonable Cost

User Fee Classes, passport photos, animal adoption fees Yes
Prop 26 Exception No. 2

Regulatory Fee Building permits, inspections, planning fees, 
encroachment permits

Yes
Prop 26 Exception No. 1, 3 & 6

Rents Recreation memberships, facility room rentals, field 
rentals

No
Prop 26 Exception No. 4

Fines, Penalties Animal impound fees, late charges, overdue 
materials fines

No
Prop 26 Exception No. 5

Deposits Rental, field, planning, building, grading, landscape

n/a – Refundable or charged 
based on actual staff time and 

other materials required to 
provide services



Scope of Study

• Animal Services
• City Clerk - Records Management; MVTV
• Community Development - Building; Planning
• Library
• Public Works
• Recreation

Review and calculate cost of providing services and related fees 
charged by the following departments and divisions



Project Approach

• Compile full cost of providing governmental services 
and activities

• 2 primary types of costs:  Direct and Indirect costs

• Full cost is calculated as Fully Burdened Hourly Rates



How Fees Are Set

• Each fee was evaluated
• Cost Recovery Policies were considered when setting fees
• Most fees are flat fees
• Fully Burdened Hourly Rate (FBHR) are used when flat fees 

could not be reasonably calculated
• Building permit fees were restructured to be based on 

valuation cost basis 
• Comparative Data utilized for memberships/rentals



Fee Example –Appendix C, pg 57



Other Recommendations

• Termination of Energy Efficient Measures Fee Waiver 
program

• Annually increase fees based on an annual labor factor 
equal to the actual increase in personnel costs, subject to 
City Council approval by resolution



Revenue Projection
Description Amount

City Clerk Department $270
Planning Division 38,000
Public Works Department 200,000
Library Department 0
Recreation memberships 100,000
Recreation facility rentals 36,000
Recreation other revenue 18,000
Animal Services dog licenses 150,000
Building Division (due to termination of waiver program) 141,000
Building Division technology fee 120,000

$803,270



Questions?



Animal Services
 Current fees largely subsidize the cost of providing service

 Suggested fees were set to fit to City’s Cost Recovery Policy, 
with few exceptions.  As a result:

• There would be an increase to 12 fees and 47 fees would remain as 
currently set

• Largest impact is Dog License fees as this revenue comprises 65% of 
revenue



Building
 For fees based on a time based analysis

• Suggested fees were set to fit to Cost Recovery Policy

• As a result, there would be an increase to 62 fees, 26 fees would 
remain as currently set, 9 fees would decrease, 9 new fees would be 
added

 Building Permit Fee Program

• Replacing per square foot structure to valuation cost basis

• Resolves many issues inherent with current fee structure 

• While some permits will be greater/less than they are currently, the 
goal is a revenue neutral result overall.



City Clerk
 Recommendation is to set most fees to fit to the City’s 

Cost Recovery Policy

• There would be an increase to 2 fees and 3 fees would remain 
as currently set

• Services and facility use fees for MVTV facilities would be 
added



Library
 Services included in Library are a mixture of fines, user 

fees, and rentals

• Analysis on user fees shows that current fees largely under 
recover the cost of services, which is typical

• There would be an increase to 2 fees, 65 fees would remain as 
currently set, 6 fees would decrease

• Average fee increase of 1%



Recreation
 Recreation consists of primarily rental fees 

 The average fee increase would be 10%, and is projected to result in 
the cost recovery figures below

 The City’s Cost Recovery Policy and market forces were considered in 
setting the suggested fees



Planning
 Current fees are heavily subsidizing the cost of providing 

services

 The department utilizes deposit based services as well as 
flat fees

• Hourly rates will be used to bill against deposits to recover cost

 The suggested fees are to bring Department services up 
to the Cost Recovery Policy for the City

• The average fee increase would be 34% and would result in a 
68% cost recovery projection



Public Works
 Many current fees are subsidizing the cost of providing 

services

 The department utilizes deposit based services as well 
as flat fees
• Hourly rates will be used to bill against deposits to recover cost

 The suggested fees are to bring Department services 
up to the Cost Recovery Policy for the City
• There would be an increase to 47 fees, 74 fees would remain 

as currently set, and 2 new fees would be added

• Average fee increase of 28%
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