
 

 

 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 

Finance Committee Meeting 
Tuesday, May 19, 2026 

4:00 p.m. 
 
 

George Savage, Chair 
Stephen Cassani, Member 
Kenneth Lavine, Member 
Chris Rittler, Member 
Michele Takei, Member 
William Urban, Member 
Mark Waissar, Member 

VIRTUAL PARTICIPATION VIA ZOOM 
 

To access the meeting by computer: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/82514800891?pwd=SzGLlhvBFl0desEaTbscGVHPQh0btL.1  
 

Webinar ID: 825 1480 0891    
 

Passcode: 019063    
 

To access the meeting by phone: 
1-669-900-6833 or 1-888-788-0099 (toll-free) 
 

Mute/Unmute – Press *6 / Raise Hand – Press *9 

AGENDA 
HISTORIC SCHOOLHOUSE– 765 PORTOLA RD. – PORTOLA VALLEY, CA  

 
REMOTE MEETING ADVISORY: On March 1, 2023, all committees in Portola Valley will return to conducting in-
person meetings.  A Zoom link will be provided for members of the public to participate remotely; however, the Town 
cannot guarantee there will be no technical issues with the software during the meeting. For best public participation 
results, attending the meeting in-person is advised.  
ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, 
please contact the Town Clerk at (650) 851-1700 or by email at towncenter@portolavalley.net.  Notification 48 hours 
prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
 

2.    ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 Speakers' time is limited to three minutes. 
 

3.    ANNOUNCEMENTS and PRESENTATIONS: 
 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
a. Minutes of January 27, 2026 meeting of Finance & Audit Committee 

 

5.    NEW BUSINESS: 

a. Audit update and discussion 

b. Budget update and discussion 

c. Draft fee schedule discussion 
 

6. OTHER BUSINESS:  
 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting body meets on an as-needed basis. 

************************************************************************************************************************************* 
Land Acknowledgement: 
The Town of Portola Valley acknowledges the colonial history of this land we dwell upon—the unceded territory of 
the Ramaytush (rah-my-toosh) Ohlone, Tamien Nation, and Muwekma (mah-WEK-mah) Ohlone, who endured a 
human and cultural genocide that included removal from their lands and their sacred relationship to the land. Portola 
Valley recognizes that we profit from the commodification of land seized from indigenous peoples and now bear the 
ecological consequences. We seek to understand the impact of these legacies on all beings and to find ways to make 
repair. 



TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY  

Finance Committee Minutes [DRAFT] 

 Tuesday, January 27, 2026  

Attendees 

 Tony McFarlane, Finance Director 

 George Savage, Chair  

 Stephen Cassani, Member 

 Ken Lavine, Member  

  Michele Takei, Member 

 Mark Waissar, Member 

 Chris Rittler, Member (present remotely but not officially) 

 Bill Urban, Member 

Call to Order  

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:06 pm. 

Roll Call  

The Chair confirmed attendance. 

Oral Communications 

 None 

 Announcements 

None 

Approval of Minutes 

The minutes of the August 26, 2025 meeting were approved as written. 

New Business 

• Election of Committee Chair for 2026

George Savage was nominated and approved by the committee to continue 
as Chair for 2026. 

• Interim financial statements FY22-23 audit prep
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Tony McFarlane explained that completion of the FY23 audit is pending due 
to 2 new GASB pronouncements for FY23. Tony presented the interim 
financial statements. The general reserve at the end of FY23 was less than 
the stated policy at that time although no one knew this. The final audit 
should be available late February, 2026. Audits for FY24 and FY25 are 
currently on track. 

• FY26 mid-year budget review by Tony McFarlane 

The beginning general reserve for FY26 increased from $2.2 million to $2.9 
million.  
Actuals for FY25 versus FY25 budget resulted in a $80K surplus.  
For the first 6 months of FY26, there is a $70K deficit versus budget. 
However, when comparing the first 6 months of FY26 to the first 6 months of 
FY25, the $70K deficit in FY26 and less than the $367K deficit in FY25. 
The fee study should be final in May, 2026. Other priorities delayed the 
study. 
Ken Lavine suggested that the real property transfer tax be shown as a 
separate line item in the budget to make it more visible and that it should not 
be listed under property tax revenue. 

• Future topics 

Timeline for any future revenue enhancement expected to be voted on in 
November, 2026 plus any involvement by the finance committee that could 
be requested by the Town Council. 
 Final audit of FY22-23. 
 Timeline for FY24 and FY25 audits. 

 Adjournment 

 The Chair adjourned the meeting at 5:26 pm. 

 Michele Takei – Acting Secretary 
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

TO: Mayor and Members of the Town Council 

FROM:  Tony McFarlane, Finance Director 

DATE: March 25, 2026 

RE: Receive Information and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding Fiscal Year 2026-
27 Town Budget Overview and Potential Locally Controlled Funding Options 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive Information and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding Fiscal Year 2026-27 

Operating and Capital Budget Revenues and Potential Locally Controlled Funding 

Options and Town Charter.  

REPORT SUMMARY 

Prior to 1978, local agencies had greater fiscal authority to determine service levels and 
levy local taxes and charges to fund those services, however, the State attempted to 
provide more simplicity in tax application striking a balance between meeting the needs 
of the modern economy for uniform practices and procedures while continuing the 
commitment to meaningful local control of local government finances.  Although these 
attempts may have addressed the issues for taxpayer ease, simplicity, and uniformity, 
they also led to centralizing fiscal authority with the Governor and the Legislature while 
constraining local fiscal authority.  

The passage of Proposition 13 in 1978 not only brought property tax relief but far-
reaching consequences as well.  Property tax revenues were reduced by nearly 60 
percent, and any local control of property tax was eliminated.  Although local 
governments have discretion on the spending of these revenues, the allocation is 
controlled by the Legislature.  Some of the provisions of Proposition 13 impacting local 
government include, 

1. Property tax capped at 1% of assessed value instead of market value.
2. Property values were rolled back to 1975-76 levels, and annual growth capped at

2%.
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3. Reassessment at market value only upon change of ownership instead of
reassessment at full cash value annually.

4. Property Tax allocation transferred to the Legislature instead of local jurisdictions.
5. Special purpose taxes required a two-thirds voter approval.
6. Taxes imposed by the Legislature required a two-thirds vote of the Legislature.

In the immediate aftermath of the passage of Proposition 13, elderly and low-income 
homeowners had a lower tax burden, similarly situated properties received disparate 
treatment, long-term local planning was cumbersome due to the disconnect between 
service costs and revenues, tax rates and shares were out of alignment with service 
demands, funding for schools shifted to the State General Fund, and local agencies 
placed a greater reliance on fees and other local taxes.  

Since the passage of Proposition 13, some of the trends in municipal finance include 
the following, 

1. Predictable discretionary funding for key services is on the decline.
2. Sales tax revenue is decreasing as the economy shifts to a more service-based

model.
3. Revenues are not keeping pace with population growth increasing demand on

services.
4. Public safety costs are increasing.
5. Infrastructure is deteriorating under neglect and not keeping pace with new

technologies.
6. Costly mitigation efforts related to climate change.
7. Overlapping agencies fragmenting allocation of limited revenues.

With the substantial decrease in property tax revenues coupled with reductions in both 
State and Federal aid, local governments looked to increasing fees to recover costs, 
raising existing taxes on business licenses and hotel taxes (TUT), and adopting, or 
increasing existing utility user’s tax (UUT) rates.  Other action taken by the Legislature, 
the Courts, or local governments also led to numerous ballot measures since the 
passage of Proposition 13.  In most instances, these ballot measures and court cases 
have eroded local government control over revenues.   

In 1986, Proposition 62 restated the super majority requirement for a special tax 
measure and majority requirement for general tax measures and prohibited the 
imposition of taxes on real estate transfers.  The provisions of this proposition were 
superseded by the passage of Proposition 218 in 1996.  

In 1991, the California State Supreme Court gave the State the authority to define a 
“matter of statewide concern”.  The State exercised this expanded authority in 1992 to 
balance the budget by using local property taxes to meet Proposition 98 educational 
funding requirements.  The reason for this exercise in authority was due to the property 
tax apportionment formulas remaining unchanged since 1978 despite significant 
changes in local priorities and needs. The State instructed County auditors to deposit 
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specified amounts of city, county, and other local agency property taxes into newly 
created educational revenue augmentation funds (ERAF).  Local agencies receive their 
allocated apportionment of any remaining ERAF balance after all educational funding 
requirements have been met. 

In 1996, Proposition 218 expanded restrictions on local government revenue by 
allowing voters to repeal or reduce taxes, assessments, fees, and charges through the 
initiative process, restated the voter approval thresholds for special and general tax 
measures and placed significant limitations on benefit assessments imposed on real 
property and other property related fees. 

In 2004, Proposition 1A was passed in response to the State continuing to shift local 
property tax revenues to balance the budget, the deterioration of local control over fiscal 
matters, and the cumbersome provisions of Proposition 218.  In 2010, Proposition 22 
was passed to protect local government finances. Together these measures, 

1. Prohibit the State from reducing the local sales tax rate or the allocation method
of local sales tax revenues unless the change is required to comply with federal
law or interstate compact.

2. Prohibit the State from restricting the authority of a local government from
imposing transaction and use taxes in accordance with the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

3. Prohibit the State from extending the temporary reductions in the local sales tax
rates used to pay for economic recovery bonds authorized by Proposition 57 in
2004 beyond the period needed to repay these bonds. The Sales Tax Triple Flip.

4. Require the State to provide replacement revenue to local governments if it
reduces the VLF rate below 0.65 percent.

5. Prohibit the State from reducing the share of property tax revenues going to local
governments and agencies and shifting those shares to schools or other
nonlocal government functions.

Also in 2010, Proposition 26 was passed to include the definition of “tax” in the 
California Constitution.  This measure was designed to prevent local governments from 
imposing taxes by classifying them as fees, thereby circumventing the requirements for 
tax increases.  The measure provides that any imposed charge, levy, or exaction of any 
kind is a tax unless it falls into one of seven exemptions identified in the measure.  Any 
fee imposed by the Town needs to meet the requirements identified in Propositions 26 
and 218.  

The Road Ahead for Portola Valley 
The Town of Portola Valley is not immune from the fiscal challenges faced by cities 
throughout the State. The budget is facing significant pressure from the increased costs 
for public safety, employee salaries and benefits including pension liabilities and 
medical, wildfire mitigation, deferred infrastructure improvements and maintenance.  
These costs are increasing at a higher rate than revenues.  The General Fund’s reserve 
level policy is set at a 20% minimum, and the Town has limited options to increase 
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revenues.  The current reserve level is 35%. The Town has limited control over some of 
the cost increases.  Pension contributions, healthcare, property/liability premiums, and 
the Sheriff’s contract, among others, are the cost of doing business.   

Public Safety.  Police services are provided by the San Mateo County Sheriff’s Office, 
fire services are provided by Woodside Fire Protection District and dispatch services are 
provided by San Mateo County via contract.  Combined, these three services represent 
20% of the Town’s entire budget and 26% of the General Fund budget.  The cost of the 
sheriff’s contract alone is 54% of the property tax levy.  The projected increase for FY 
2026-27 police services is estimated to be between $211 thousand to $500 thousand.  
Safety is one of the Council’s highest priorities.  

Salaries and Benefits. Since 2016, CPI has increased on average 3.2% annually. Merit 
increases have not been budgeted in the last two fiscal years.  Combined, the increase 
to salaries could be $100 thousand at current staffing levels, if funded.  With the 
decrease in staffing levels over the past few years, pension and OPEB liabilities have 
remained manageable. Prior to COVID, the Town contributed an additional $1 million 
towards pensions and in 2021 established a trust to fund future OPEB liabilities.  The 
Unfunded Actuarial Liability (UAL) will increase $28 thousand, and medical premiums 
are anticipated to increase 6%, or $30 thousand, for FY2026-27.     

Infrastructure.  Capital project funding from the General Fund has been deferred for 
FY 2024-25 and FY2025-26.  The only consistent funding that the Town receives is for 
transportation projects such as resurfacing.  Wildfire mitigation will continue to be an 
ongoing concern.  Without consistent funding from the General Fund, annual 
maintenance projects will be deferred. The Town needs to develop a 5-year Capital 
Improvement Plan.   

Revenues 
The Town receives revenue from the following sources. 

1. Taxes
a. Property
b. Sales and Use
c. Business License
d. Utility User
e. Real Property Transfer
f. Local Vehicle Registration

2. User Fees
3. Other Locally Raised Revenue

a. Franchise Fees
b. Licenses and Permits
c. Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties
d. Rents
e. Investments
f. Gifts
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4. State Subventions
a. Local Streets and Roads (Gas Tax/RMRA)
b. Citizens Option for Public Safety (COPS)
c. Proposition 172 Public Safety Sales Tax
d. Homeowner’s Property Tax Relief Reimbursement (HOPTR)

5. Grants

Taxes – 78% of General Fund Revenue 
Property Tax revenue has increased 5% on average since FY 2022-23.  The growth in 
assessed value is driven primarily by single family home sales.  As the town was a low-
tax agency when Proposition 13 was passed, the tax rate was locked in at 4.3% but the 
Town now receives approximately 7% of the tax levy through the Tax Equity Allocation 
formula.     

Sales Tax revenue represents 4% of total General Fund revenue.  The sales tax rate is 
9.375%, of which 2.125% is considered a District Add-on rate.  The Town does not 
receive any sales tax revenue related to the District Add-on rates.   

Business License revenue contributes 2% of total General Fund revenue.  Over 500 
business licenses are issued annually.  

Utility User’s tax is approximately 15% of total General Fund revenue.  There are two 
UUT rates imposed on Gas & Electric, Telephone, and Water.  The overall UUT rate is 
7.5% with 5.5% to the General Fund and 2% to the Open Space Fund. 

Real Property Transfer Tax (RPTT) is a tax imposed on the transfer of ownership in real 
estate.  The rate is imposed at $1.10 per $1,000 of the property’s value.  The tax is split 
between the Town and the County.  A Charter City has the authority to increase the rate 
to create additional locally controlled funds.  

User Fees – 11% of General Fund Revenue 
Charges for Services.  Fees paid for services provided.  Services include planning and 
building services and class registration.  A User Fee study is currently underway to 
ensure that our fees are recovering costs and are consistent with the provisions of 
Propositions 26 and 218.  

Other Locally Raised Revenue – 22% of General Fund Revenue 
Franchise Fee.  Except for Garbage Services, the franchise fee related to Energy, 
Cable, and Water services is payment for the use of streets and rights-of-way within the 
Town. The franchise fee for Garbage Services is negotiated as part of the franchise.    

Licenses and Permits.  Issued to regulate activities or allow the use of public property. 
Fees in this category include building permits, inspections, site development or 
conditional use permits. 

5b. Budget Update - Revenue 



  Page 6 
FY 2026-27 Budget Overview   March 25, 2026 

Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties.  Revenues received upon conviction of a 
misdemeanor or municipal infraction.  Included in this category are vehicle code 
infractions and code enforcement violations.  

Rents. Revenues received from rental or use of Town property. Activity includes use of 
the fields and parking lots, Community Hall rentals and parking lot leases.   
Investments.  Revenue earned from the investment of idle public funds.  Funds are 
invested in accordance with the Town’s investment policy.  The prudent investor 
standard of safety, liquidity and yield abides.    

State Subventions 
Financial assistance received from the State due to state-imposed taxes or other 
resources. The level of this assistance has fallen drastically since the passage of 
Proposition 13. These subventions are usually cut first, or rates and allocations are 
altered to address budget shortfalls. 

Local Streets and Roads. Allocations of state transportation tax revenue from Highway 
User Taxes and vehicle registration. These funds are constitutionally protected from 
being used by the Legislature for purposes other than transportation funding.  

Citizens Option for Public Safety.  Revenue received from the State General Fund for 
front line law enforcement services. 

Proposition 172 Public Safety Sales Tax. A voter approved half-cent sales tax restricted 
for public safety use.  

Homeowner’s Property Tax Relief Reimbursement. Revenue to offset loss of property 
tax for state-imposed $7,000 per dwelling homeowner exemption.  

Impact on General Fund Reserves 
As reported earlier, the General Fund reserve was 35% of operating expenses as of July 
1, 2025.  With the adoption of a mid-year revised budget, the FY 2025-26 deficit 
increased to approximately -$263 thousand.  Current revenue trends are increasing by 
3% per year while expenditure trends are increasing by 4% per year.  If this trend 
continues, then the General Fund reserve will fall below the 20% minimum by the end of 
FY 2028-29.  Without new revenue, the General Fund reserve will reach a negative 
balance by the end of FY 2030-31.  Significant reductions will be required to maintain the 
20% reserve minimum that will have a significant impact on services.  These reductions 
could go into effect for Fiscal Year 2026-27.  To maintain a 20% reserve level, invest in 
infrastructure, maintain police services and wildfire prevention, restore staffing levels to 
enhance town services; new revenue of approximately $1.5 to $2 million is needed.  

Need For New Locally Controlled Revenue 
With the Town’s structural deficit clearly defined, one of the Town Council’s priorities is 
financial responsibility and long-term viability.  Strategies to demonstrate financial 
responsibility have included efforts by the Finance Director to educate the community on 
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Town finances, complete the backlog of financial audits, implement the 
recommendations from the Krisch & Co Report, conduct a user fee study, and develop 
and implement the necessary infrastructure to improve operational efficiency and 
effectiveness.  

To address long-term viability, the Finance Committee was tasked in May 2024 to 
research several topics that could address the Town’s structural deficit.  The Committee 
broke up into 7 working groups of 1-3 people. Topics included the following, 

1. Charter Town
2. UUT changes
3. Parcel Tax
4. Selling Surplus Lands
5. Annexation
6. Expense Reduction
7. Reserve Policy

The Finance Committee made several presentations of their findings over the summer of 
2024 and made the following recommendations for the Town Council to consider 
addressing the Town’s structural deficit. 

1. Amend Fund Balance Reserve Policy reducing reserve level to 20%
2. Charter Town and increase Real Property Transfer Tax
3. Impose a Parcel Tax
4. Temporarily Divert the 2% UUT from the Open Space Fund to the General Fund.

In May 2025, the Town Council initiated a work program that included a community 
survey.  

1. In August 2025, the Town Council received additional information regarding the
Town’s current financial situation and provided direction to the Town Council
Subcommittee and Staff regarding Locally Controlled Revenue Options. Those
options included,

1. Real Property Transfer Tax
2. Parcel Tax
3. Annexation
4. UUT Modification.

The Town entered into contracts with Lew Edward Group and Godbe Research for 
community education and to conduct a community survey.  The purpose of the survey 
was to assess the following, 

1. Gauge the public’s satisfaction with the quality of life, as well as perceptions of the
Town’s provision of services.

2. Assess viability of one local funding measure option to maintain local control and
preserve essential town services.
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3. Identify respondent priorities.
4. Test the influence of information on potential measures.
5. Identify demographic and/or voter behavioral characteristics to validate the

representativeness of the sample.

1. Maintain wildfire prevention services, including vegetation and brush management and
clearance programs to reduce the chance of a wildfire.

2. Maintain 911 emergency response times and police patrols.
3. Prevent a county takeover of local zoning and planning services.
4. Repair deteriorating storm drains to prevent system failure, flooding, water

pollution, and sinkholes.
5. Prevent further reductions in Town services.

Council Direction 
Direction is needed to determine whether to pursue a locally controlled revenue measure 
and, if so, which one of the following, 

1. Adopt a new UUT and temporarily divert the 2% UUT from Open Space to the
General Fund.

2. Adopt a Parcel Tax
3. Adopt a Town Charter and increase the Real Property Transfer Tax

Potential rates will be discussed at future meetings. 

Next Steps 
Once Council direction is given to staff to work on a measure then follow-up items will be 
presented using the following timeline 

April 22 – Receive Information and Provide Direction to Staff on Town Charter 

May 13 – 1st Public Hearing on Town Charter (if RETT is proposed) 
June 24 – 2nd Public Hearing on Town Charter (if RETT is proposed) 
July 8 – Review Draft Ordinance, Discuss and Set Tax Rate 
July 22 – Consider Adopting a Resolution to Place a Revenue Measure on the 
November 2026 Ballot 

5b. Budget Update - Revenue 



______________________________________________________________________________________ 

TO: Mayor and Members of the Town Council 

FROM: Anthony McFarlane, Finance Director 

DATE: April 8, 2026 

RE: FY 2026-27 Budget Overview    

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive Information and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding Fiscal Year 2026-27 

Operating and Capital Budget Expenses  

REPORT SUMMARY 

In preparation for the FY 2026-27 Operating and Capital Project Budget, this report will 
provide an overview of the Town’s expenditures focusing on the General Funds major 
spending categories and programs.  

Salaries and Benefits 
Personnel costs represent approximately 40% of the General Fund budget. There are 
currently 15.5 FTE positions authorized in the budget with one position currently vacant. 
In the FY 2025-26 budget, a Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) of 3% was made to 
baseline salaries, however, there were no merit increases.  Merit increases have not 
been included in the last two fiscal year budgets.  Council direction will be needed to 
include a COLA and Merit increases in the budget.  A COLA increase of 3% will cost 
approximately $63,000 based on current FTE levels and historical COLA adjustments.  
Merit increases for employees not at the top of the salary range will cost somewhere 
between $15,000 to $76,000. 

Pension contribution rates are determined actuarially by CalPERS.  The Town has a two-
tiered retirement plan for staff.  Classic employees are those employees who have 
maintained continuous service prior to Jan 1, 2013, and PEPRA employees are new 
employees hired after Jan 1, 2013. For FY 2026-27, the employer contribution rate will 
decrease by 2 to 3 basis points due to CalPERS FY 2024-25 actual investment returns 
of 11.6% exceeding the discount rate of 6.8%.  

Medical premiums are negotiated by CalPERS with providers. Since FY 2021-22, 
premiums have increased approximately 11% per year.  Medical premiums are 
anticipated to increase an additional $27,000 for Fiscal Year 2026-27 based on current 
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staff selections.  Unknown changes in enrollment options will have an impact on this 
number.    

The Unfunded Actuarial Liability, or UAL, is the difference between the actuarially 
determined pension liability and the market value of the Town’s assets held by PERS. 
According to the most recent valuation report from CalPERS, the Town’s total unfunded 
liability is $1.99 M.  The liability is amortized over 18 years.  The UAL payment for FY 
2026-27 is anticipated to increase by $27,000 to $195,000.  The Town can reduce this 
amount by approximately by $6,000 by electing the annual prepayment option.    

Staff is currently reviewing the organizational structure of each department and may be 
recommending changes to Council during the budget process. The focus being on 
providing the adequate levels of service balanced with a career ladder track for staff 
development.  If the recommended changes result in the increase in FTE, then there will 
be an impact on the projected increases identified in this report.   

Public Safety 
Public safety services include police services provided by the San Mateo County 
Sheriff’s Office, fire mitigation and education services provided the Woodside Fire 
Protection District and dispatch services provided by San Mateo County.  Combined, 
these services represent 28% of General Fund expenditure appropriations.  The largest 
expense for Public Safety is the police services contract with the San Mateo County 
Sheriff’s Office.  For FY 2026-27, the cost of this contract will increase approximately 
$197,000.  However, the overall impact to the General Fund will be a net increase of 
approximately $508,000.  The increase is due to the $197,000 increase in the contract, 
the expiration of the $211,000 and the unavailability of one-time funds of $100,000.    

Woodside Fire Protection District provides fire education and mitigation services. 
Mitigation services include the chipper program and fuel mitigation in the Town’s Right-
of-Way.  For FY 2026-27, the proposed amount for these services is $240,000.     

Dispatch services have increased on average by 3% per year. 

Consultants 
Planning and Building services are augmented by consultants for project applicant work, 
element updates, and other town work as identified.  Staff will continue to review the 
adequate level of service that will be needed based on volume of activity.  

Capital Improvement Plan 
The Capital Budget will remain unchanged for FY 2026-27.  There may be one or two 
projects that will be updated.  However, the Town needs to develop a strategic Capital 
Improvement Plan that will address long-term investments in aging infrastructure, 
facilities, and equipment.  The Plan will serve as an effective budgeting and resource 
allocation tool that will also align with the Town’s strategic goals.     
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Impact on Services 
The updated long-range General Fund fiscal forecast indicates an ongoing structural 
deficit of approximately $700,000 per year.  Without new revenue, the General Fund 
reserve will fall below the minimum reserve policy level of 20% of annual operating 
expenditures by the end of FY 2027-28 and will be depleted by the end of FY 2029-30.  

The Town’s fiscal solvency will rely heavily on locally controlled revenue enhancement. 
The Town has already taken steps to close this gap by initiating a comprehensive user 
fee study that will ensure that the appropriate cost recovery is being achieved in building 
and planning services, field and facility rentals, and other administrative charges.   

Without new revenue, expenditure reduction will be required.  With the Town’s low 
staffing levels, opportunities to reduce personnel costs will reduce necessary service 
levels.  To maintain an adequate level of service to the community, additional financial 
resources will be required, otherwise significant cuts will need to be made to staffing 
levels, sheriff, fire protection, planning and building services, capital improvements, and 
facility maintenance.    
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 PORTOLA VALLEY COMPREHENSIVE USER FEE STUDY REPORT 

MATRIX CONSULTING GROUP 1 

The following report presents the results of the Comprehensive User Fee study conducted by Matrix 
Consulting Group for the Town of Portola Valley, California.  

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 

The Town conducted a comprehensive fee analysis in 2012, but it was never implemented. As such, this 
is the Town’s first comprehensive fee analysis since that effort. Therefore, the focus of this analysis is to 
establish a baseline fee framework, evaluate the Town’s fee schedule holistically, determine the full cost 
(direct and indirect) of fee-related services, and provide stakeholders with the documentation needed to 
develop appropriate fiscal policies for fee setting. 

Matrix Consulting Group analyzed the cost-of-service relationships among fees for service activities in 
the following areas: Administrative, Building, Code Enforcement, Engineering, Planning, and Recreation. 
The results of this study provide a tool for understanding current service levels and the cost for those 
services. 

GENERAL PROJECT APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The methodology employed by Matrix Consulting Group is a widely accepted “bottom up” approach to 
cost analysis, where time spent per unit of fee activity is determined for each position within a 
Department or Program. Once the time spent on a fee activity is determined, all applicable Town costs 
are considered in calculating the “full” cost of providing each service. The following table provides an 
overview of the types of costs applied in establishing the “full” cost of services provided by the Town: 

TABLE 1: OVERVIEW OF COST COMPONENTS 

Cost Component Description 

Direct Fiscal Year 2025-26 Budgeted salaries, benefits, and allowable expenditures. 

Indirect Division, departmental, clerical, and Townwide support.   

Together, the cost components in the table above comprise the calculation of the total “full” cost of 
providing a service, regardless of whether a fee for that service is charged. The work accomplished by 
Matrix Consulting Group in the analysis of the proposed fees for service involved the following steps: 

• Department Interviews: The project team interviewed department/division staff and contracted staff
regarding their needs for clarification of the structure of existing fee items or the addition of new fee
items.

INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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• Data Collection: Data were collected for each permit/service, including time estimates. In addition, all
budgeted costs and staffing levels for Fiscal Year 25-26 were entered into Matrix Consulting Group’s
analytical software model.

• Cost Analysis: The full cost of providing each service included in the analysis was established.

• Review and Approval of Results with Town Staff: Department management has reviewed and
approved these documented results.

A more detailed description of user fee methodology and legal and policy considerations is provided in 
subsequent chapters of this report. 

SUMMARY OF ANNUAL IMPACTS 

The project team evaluated cost recovery for each fee-related Division by assessing the Division's full 
cost, including direct operational costs and indirect expenses. The table below compares budgeted 
revenue to full cost, highlighting the differences and the associated cost-recovery percentages. 

TABLE 2: FULL COST RECOVERY 

Division/Department Revenue Full Cost Diff ($) Cost Recovery 
Building $323,150 $616,055 ($292,905) 52% 
Code Enforcement $0 $59,557 ($59,557) 0% 
Planning $776,079 $1,025,356 ($249,277) 76% 
Public Works $306,516 $1,260,412 ($953,896) 24% 
Recreation $144,200 $430,931 ($286,731) 33% 
Total $1,549,944  $3,392,311 ($1,842,367) 46% 

Overall, the Town is at 46% cost recovery for fee-related services, representing a $1.84 million under-
recovery.  

Cost recovery targets are often set based on the level of community benefit provided. Services that offer 
broad public benefit or are intended to encourage participation are typically subsidized, while services 
that provide exclusive use or individual benefit are more likely to achieve full cost recovery. Additionally, 
many of the Town’s current fees have not been comprehensively updated to reflect changes in staffing, 
materials, and operational practices since the last fee study. As a result, several fee categories are not 
fully recovering the cost of service under current conditions. Details on divisional cost recovery levels are 
provided in the Annual Revenue Impacts chapter of this report. 

The cost recovery figures presented in this report are intended to provide a basis for policy development 
discussions among Council members and Town staff, and do not represent a recommendation on where 
or how Council should act. The setting of the “rate” or “price” for services, whether at 100 percent full 
cost recovery or lower, is a policy decision to be made only by Council, with input from Town staff and the 
community  
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IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report provides the Town with detailed information regarding cost recovery at the unit or application 
level. To ensure the Town can maximize the value of this report and implement its findings appropriately, 
Matrix Consulting Group has provided the following recommendations. 

1. Adopt a formal policy regarding cost recovery goals. 

2. Adopt an annual fee-increase mechanism to raise its fees each year to keep pace with cost-
recovery goals and market conditions. 

3. Perform a comprehensive update of its Fee Assessment every 5 to 7 years. 

The above measures will help the Town document any cost-recovery decisions and allow future decision-
makers to understand the fees charged for services and the reasons for any subsidies.  
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This section of the report provides an overview of the legal rules and regulations governing what 
constitutes a fee-for-service, how those fees can be calculated, and the general principles, philosophies, 
and policy considerations for setting fee-for-service rates.  

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

A “user fee” is a charge for a service provided by a governmental agency to a citizen or a group of the 
public. California has several Government Codes and Propositions that regulate fees for service, with the 
purpose of ensuring that fees are reasonable and justified. The most prominent and relevant of these 
include: 

• Proposition 26: Passed in 2010, specifically outlined the difference between a fee and a tax and 
dictates that fees must be directly related to a service and cannot exceed the reasonable cost of that 
service. 

• Government Code § 50076: clarifies that fees for service costs are not special taxes and do not need 
voter approval. 

• Government Code § 65104 authorizes local governments to charge planning and zoning fees to 
recover processing costs. 

When determining fees for service, it is important to ensure there is a direct benefit – the service is 
provided directly to the payer, and that the fee is cost-based and does not exceed the reasonable cost of 
providing the service. 

EXCEPTIONS TO THE RULE 

While Proposition 26 defines what constitutes a user fee and how those fees can be determined, it also 
provides a key exception for fees charged for facility or property rentals. This exception outlines that fees 
for use of government property (e.g., renting public buildings, parks, or event spaces) are voluntary 
transactions. Therefore, governments can charge market-based rental fees for these services. 

GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND PHILOSOPHIES REGARDING USER FEES 

Local governments provide many types of general services to their communities. While all services 
provided by local government are beneficial to constituents, some are globally beneficial to all citizens, 
while others provide a more direct benefit to a specific group or individual. The following table provides 
examples of services provided by local government within a continuum of the degree of community 
benefit received: 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
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TABLE 3: SERVICES IN RELATION TO BENEFIT RECEIVED 

 

Funding for local government is obtained from a myriad of revenue sources, such as taxes, fines, grants, 
special charges, and user fees. In recent years, alternative tax revenues, which typically offset subsidies 
for community services, have become increasingly limited. These limitations have drawn increased 
attention to user-fee activities as a revenue source that can offset costs otherwise subsidized (usually) 
by the general fund. In Table 3, services in the “global community benefit” section are primarily funded 
through voter-approved tax revenues. In the middle of the table, one typically finds a mixture of taxes, 
user fees, and other funding sources. Finally, in the “individual/group benefit” section of the table are the 
services provided by local government that are typically funded almost entirely by user fee revenue. 

The following are two central concepts regarding the establishment of user fees: 

v Fees should be assessed based on the degree of individual or private benefit derived from the 
services. For example, the processing and approval of a land use or building permit will generally 
result in a monetary gain for the applicant, whereas Police services and Fire Suppression are 
essential to the safety of the community at large. 

v A profit-making objective should not be included in the assessment of user fees. In fact, California 
law requires that service charges be in direct proportion to the costs of providing those services. 
Once a charge for a service is assessed at a level higher than the actual cost of providing it, the term 
“user fee” no longer applies. The charge then becomes a tax subject to voter approval. 

Therefore, it is commonly accepted that user fees are established at a level that will recover up to, and 
not more than, the cost of providing a particular service. 

GENERAL POLICY CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING USER FEES 

Undoubtedly, there are programs, circumstances, and services that justify a subsidy from a tax-based or 
alternative revenue source. However, it is essential that jurisdictions prioritize the allocation of revenue 
sources for service provision based on the continuum of benefits received. 

Among the services typically funded by user fees, the Matrix Consulting Group identifies several reasons 
why Town staff or the Town Council may not advocate for full cost recovery. The following factors are 
key policy considerations in setting fees at less than 100 percent of cost recovery:  

"Global" Community Benefit

•Police
•Park Maintenance
•Fire Suppression

"Global" Benefit and an 
Individual or Group Benefit

•Recreation / Community 
Services

•Fire Prevention

Individual or Group Benefit

•Building Permits
•Planning and Zoning 
Approval

•Engineering Development 
Review
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• Limitations posed by an external agency. The State or an outside agency will occasionally set a 
maximum, minimum, or limit on the jurisdiction’s ability to charge a fee. Examples include time spent 
copying and retrieving public documents and/or transportation permits.   

• Encouragement of desired behaviors. Keeping fees for certain services below full cost recovery may 
provide better compliance from the community. For example, if the cost of a permit to replace a water 
heater in a residential home exceeds the cost of the water heater itself, many citizens will avoid 
applying for the permit. 

• The benefits received by the service user and the community at large are mutual. Many services that 
directly benefit a group or individual equally benefit the community. Examples include Planning 
Design Review, historical dedications, and certain types of special events. 

The Matrix Consulting Group recognizes the need for policies that intentionally subsidize certain 
activities. The primary goals of a User Fee Study are to provide a fair and equitable basis for determining 
the costs of providing services and ensure that the Town complies with State law. 

SUMMARY OF LEGAL RESTRICTIONS AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Once the full cost of providing services is known, the next step is to determine the “rate” or “price” for 
services at a level that is up to, but not more than, the full cost. The Town Council is responsible for this 
decision, which often involves balancing service levels and funding sources. The placement of a service 
or activity within the continuum of benefit received may require extensive discussion and, at times, fall 
into a “grey area.” However, with the resulting cost-of-services information from a User Fee Study, the 
Town Council can be assured that the adopted fee-for-service is reasonable, fair, and legal. Overall, the 
Town staff has reviewed all fees for service in this analysis. Where subsidies were identified, they 
recommended increases where appropriate to reduce the deficit; and where over-recoveries were 
identified, they reduced the fee to comply with the law.  
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The Matrix Consulting Group utilizes a cost allocation methodology commonly known and accepted as 
the “bottom-up” approach to establishing User Fees. The term means that several cost components are 
calculated for each fee or service. These components then build upon each other to comprise the total 
cost for providing the service. The following chart describes the components of a full cost calculation: 

 

The following subsections discuss the two components of the full cost basis.  

TIME ESTIMATION 

The use of time estimates is a reasonable and defensible approach, especially since experienced staff 
members who understand the Town's service levels and processes developed these estimates. The 
project team worked closely with Town staff in developing time estimates with the following criteria: 

• Estimates are representative of average times for providing services. Extremely difficult or abnormally 
simple projects are not factored into the analysis. 

• Estimates reflect the time associated with the position (s) that typically perform the service. 

• Estimates are reviewed by the project team for “reasonableness” against their experience with other 
agencies. 

• Estimates were not based on time-in-motion studies, as they are not practical given the scope of 
services and time frame for this project. 

• Estimates align with current or proposed staffing levels to ensure there is no over-allocation of staff 
resources across fee- and non-fee-related activities. 

Matrix Consulting Group agrees that, while the use of time estimates is not perfect, it is the best available 
alternative for establishing a standard level of service on which to base a jurisdiction’s fees for service, 
and it meets the requirements of California law. 

The alternative to fixed-fee pricing based on time estimates is billing on a “time and materials” or 
“Deposit” basis, where the applicant pays for hours worked plus any direct expenses incurred. This 
approach is used when a project’s scope, duration, or complexity cannot be reliably estimated upfront. 
For example, when requirements are likely to evolve, the work is exploratory, or the engagement is open-
ended. Time and Materials or Deposit-based fees shift scope risk from the provider to the applicant while 

TIME ASSUMPTION 
(by position)

FULLY BURDENED 
HOURLY RATE Total Cost

USER FEE STUDY METHODOLOGY 
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giving both parties flexibility to adapt as the work unfolds. Therefore, Matrix Consulting Group has 
recommended taking a deposit and charging Actual Costs for such fees as appropriate, as itemized in 
the current fee schedule. 

FULLY BURDENED HOURLY RATES 

The fully burdened hourly rates calculated through this study include the following components:  

• Salaries: FY25-26 Budgeted salaries were utilized and consolidated at the positional level.  

• Benefits: FY25-26 Budgeted benefits were utilized and consolidated at the positional level.  

• Productive Hours: Based on Portola Valley’s current personnel system rules, working or productive 
hours were calculated. This means taking the starting total working hours and reducing the hours by 
vacation, sick, holidays, training, and administrative leave, based on each bargaining unit  

• Departmental/Divisional Overhead: This covers internal service charges and operating supplies, such 
as vehicles and other supplies. Additionally, this component includes the cost of administrative 
support (e.g., the Planning & Building Director and Administrative Analyst). 

• Townwide Overhead: This captures support provided by the Town Council, Town Manager, Town 
Clerk, Town Attorney, Finance, and Human Resources. The costs are based on the previous CAP 
study. 

Together, these components generate fully burdened hourly rates by position/classification and/or 
department/division. These rates were multiplied by the time assumptions to calculate the full cost of 
services noted in this report.  

In addition to staff time and fully burdened hourly rates, parks and recreation services may include 
additional cost components related to materials and facility use. 

 
Material costs reflect the use of equipment, supplies, and space necessary to deliver programs and 
activities. Participation and utilization also play a significant role in determining per-unit costs. 

While direct and material costs establish the total cost of a program or activity, program-based services 
are influenced by enrollment levels, where higher participation reduces the cost per participant. Similarly, 
rental and facility-based services are driven by estimated hours of use, with utilization directly impacting 
per-unit costs. As a result, variations in participation and utilization may contribute to differences in cost 
recovery across services. 

  

DIRECT
(Salaries, Benefits, 

Productive Hours, Overhead, 
etc.)

MATERIAL COST
(Cost of Space, Licensing or 

Contract Cost, etc.)
Total Cost
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The motivation behind a cost-of-services (User Fee) analysis is to enable Town Council and 
Departmental staff to maintain services at a level that is both acceptable and effective for the 
community, and to maintain control over the policy and management of these services. 

It should be noted that the results presented in this report are not a precise measurement. In general, a 
cost-of-service analysis takes a “snapshot in time,” using a fiscal year's financial and operational 
information. Changes to the structure of fee names, along with the use of time estimates, allow only for a 
reasonable projection of subsidies and revenue. Consequently, Town Council and Department staff 
should rely conservatively upon these estimates to gauge the impact of implementation going forward. 

The discussion of results in the following chapters is intended to summarize the extensive cost 
allocation documentation produced during the Study. Each chapter will include detailed cost calculation 
results for each fee, including the following: 

• Modifications:  discussions regarding any proposed revisions to the current fee schedule, including 
elimination or addition of fees.  

• “Per Unit” Results: comparison of the full cost of providing each unit of service to the current fee for 
each unit of service (where applicable). 

The full analytical results were provided to Town staff under separate cover from this summary report. 

  

RESULTS OVERVIEW 
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The various fees within this section of the Town’s fee schedule are administered or overseen by Finance 
and Clerk staff. These include banner fees, business license application processing, copy fees, EV 
charging fees, and miscellaneous state-set fees. The following sections discuss fee-schedule 
modifications and detailed per-unit results for fee-related services administered by Finance and Clerk 
staff. 

FEE SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 

The project team worked with Town staff to review and augment the current fee schedule. Various fees 
were added and modified to reflect the current fee-based services offered. The following modifications 
were proposed to the fee schedule. 

New Fees 

Five (5) fees were added to the fee schedule to capture services the Town is proposing to offer. 

• ‘Business License – Application Processing Fee’ 

• ‘Special Event Business License’ 

• ‘Verification of Life’ 

• ‘Returned Check’ 

• ‘Subpoena Response’  

Modified Fees 

Staff proposed modifying the following fees to better reflect the services the Town offers. 

• To align with state regulations, the fees associated with cost recovery for Town-owned and operated 
EV Charging stations were calculated as a per-kilowatt-hour (kWh). 

• Fees associated with Horse permits were moved to the Planning section of the fee schedule as those 
staff review, inspect, and administer the permit. 

The noted modifications ensure that the proposed fee schedule more accurately reflects the services 
provided by staff. 

DETAILED RESULTS 

Fees within the Administrative section include banner fees, business license application processing, copy 
fees, EV charging fees, and miscellaneous state-set fees. The total cost calculated for each service 
includes direct and indirect costs (e.g., services & supplies, Departmental and Townwide overhead, etc.). 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
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The following table details, for each fee-based service, the fee name, the current fee, the calculated total 
cost, and the associated difference. 

TABLE 4: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – ADMINISTRATIVE  

Fee Name Current Fee Total Cost Difference 
Banner / Sign Fee $35 $207 ($172) 
Business License       
Application Processing Fee New $231 N/A 
Special Event Business License New $52 N/A 
State CASp (SB1186)1 $4 $4 $0 
Copying Fees       
Flash Drive Copying $14 $10 $4 
Paper Documents2 $0.35 $0.35 $0.00 
Electric Vehicle Charging Station       
Electric Vehicle Charging Fee3 Modified $0.43 N/A 
Misc. Fees       
Verification of Life New $51 N/A 
Returned Check4 New $25 N/A 
Subpoena Response5 New $15 N/A 

Of the fees currently charged, staff worked with the project team to ensure the total calculated costs 
appropriately capture the current effort required to provide the services. Where appropriate, fees were 
reviewed to ensure they comply with the associated state maximums. The table highlights where current 
administrative fees align with or diverge from the cost of service, providing a clear basis for the Town to 
evaluate potential adjustments and determine appropriate cost recovery levels moving forward. 

 

  

 
1 Assembly Bill (AB) 1379 
2 GOV § 7922.530 
3 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 4, §§ 4001–4002.11 
4 CIV § 1719(a) 
5 EVI § 1563(b)(6) 
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The Building Division is responsible for reviewing and inspecting all structural, mechanical, electrical, and 
plumbing developments in accordance with the Building Code. The Town contracts with various agencies 
to provide building services. Fees assessed by this Division are in relation to these responsibilities and 
are assessed based on valuation or collected as a flat fee for service. The following sections discuss fee-
schedule modifications and detailed per-unit results for fee-related services administered by Building 
staff.  

FEE SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 

The project team worked with Town staff to review and augment the current fee schedule. Various fees 
were modified to reflect the current fee-based services offered. The following modifications were 
proposed: 

• A valuation table was developed that establishes a base fee at defined project valuation thresholds, 
with an additional fee assessed for each incremental $1,000 (or fraction thereof) above the threshold. 
Under this framework, the building permit fee is derived from the applicable valuation range, and the 
plan review and Engineering review fees are calculated as a percentage of the building permit fee. 

• Various stand-alone fees were established to account for services the Town already administers but 
would like to charge for at a flat fee for service rather than by valuation. These fees include permit 
extensions and reactivations, after-hours inspections and re-inspections, technology and general plan 
maintenance surcharges, solar and photovoltaic systems, residential re-roofs, signs, etc.  

• ‘Temporary Occupancy Permit’ and ‘Temporary Gas or Electrical’ permits were moved from the 
Planning section to the Building fee schedule because the Building staff reviews, inspects, and 
administers these permits. 

The noted modifications ensure that the proposed fee schedule more accurately reflects the services 
provided by staff. 

DETAILED RESULTS 

Building administers plan review and inspection fees for structural, electrical, mechanical, and plumbing. 
The total cost calculated for each service includes direct and indirect costs (e.g., services & supplies, 
Departmental and Townwide overhead, etc.). As the Building Division modified its entire fee structure 
and/or developed new fees for services, there is no exact current fee amount to compare to; therefore, 
the following table shows only the full cost calculated in this study for Building-related services. 

BUILDING  
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TABLE 5: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – BUILDING 

 

Fee Name Total Cost 
Building Plan Check Fees   
Plan Review - % of Permit Fee  55% 
Engineering Plan Review - % of Permit Fee  79% 
Building Permit Fees   
New Buildings, Additions, Tenant Improvements, Residential Remodels    
$1 to $2,000 Valuation $513 
$2,000 to $25,000 Valuation  

Project valued at $2,000 $513 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $14.00 

$25,000 to $50,000 Valuation  
Project valued at $25,000 $835 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $12.88 

$50,000 to $100,000 Valuation  
Project valued at $50,000  $1,157 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $21.23 

$100,000 to $500,000 Valuation  
Project valued at $100,000  $2,219 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $6.43 

$500,000 to $1,000,000 Valuation  
Project valued at $500,000  $4,790 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $5.60 

$1,000,000 to $5,000,000 Valuation  
Project valued at $1,000,000  $7,588 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $1.30 

$5,000,000+ Valuation  
Project valued at $5,000,000  $12,800 
For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof $0.65 

Mechanical, Electrical, and/or Plumbing Permit Fees   
Mechanical 15% 
Electrical 15% 
Plumbing 15% 
Building Flat Fees   
Bathroom or Kitchen Remodel (non-structural) $720 
Stucco / Siding $440 
Residential Re-Roof $440 
Doors, Windows, Skylights (Change Out Only)  

5 or less $440 
Each Additional $70 

Swimming Pool, Spa  
Swimming Pool $1,571 
Spa – In Ground $881 
Spa – Above Ground / Prefabricated $708 

Signs  
Pole or Freestanding  $800 
Wall Mounted $536 
Monument $800 

Demolition $536 
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Fee Name Total Cost 
Construction and Demolition Waste Management Review Fee $440 

Base $440 
Each Additional $440 

Work Without a Permit6 2x the Permit Fee 
Permit Extension  $291 
Permit Reactivation $291 
Technology Surcharge  5% 
General Plan Maintenance Fee 16% 
Temporary Occupancy Permit $708 
Temporary Gas or Electrical $513 
Generator Permit $463 
Solar / Photovoltaic   
Single-Family Residential7  

Roof Mounted  
15kW or Less $450 
Each Additional kW Above 15kW $15 

Ground Mounted  
15kW or Less $450 
Each Additional kW Above 15kW $15 

Commercial / Multi-Family8  
Roof Mounted  

50kW or Less $1,000 
Per kW Between 50kW - 250kW $7 
Each Additional kW Above 250kW $5 

Ground Mounted  
50kW or Less $1,000 
Per kW Between 50kW - 250kW $7 
Each Additional kW Above 250kW $5 

Solar APP+ $191 
EV Charging Station  

Residential $536 
Commercial $1,072 

Energy Storage System (ESS)  
Residential $536 
Commercial $1,072 

Misc Fees   
After Hours Inspection $231 
Re-Inspection Fee $161 
Alternate Means and Methods $195 
Excessive Plan Review (4th and subsequent) $184 
Revisions to Approved Plans $184 

This new, streamlined fee schedule for the Building division modernizes the fee structure to be more 
consistent with the Town's project types and industry standards.  

 
6 PVMC 25.04.020 
7 GOV § 66015 (a) 
8 GOV § 66015 (b) 
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PROJECT VALUATION VERIFICATION 

One of the inherent challenges of a valuation-based permitting system is a jurisdiction’s ability to verify 
the accuracy of contractor-submitted project valuations. Because permit fees are calculated as a 
function of project valuation, applicants have a financial incentive to submit the lowest possible 
estimate, which can result in fees that do not reflect the true scope and cost of the proposed work. 
Without a mechanism to validate submitted valuations, jurisdictions risk systematic under-collection of 
permit revenue and an inequitable distribution of costs across applications. 

A common practice among jurisdictions to address this challenge is the use of construction cost tables 
published by the International Code Council (ICC). The ICC publishes these tables twice annually, 
providing average construction costs per square foot, organized by occupancy type and construction 
material. These tables provide staff with a standardized reference point against which contractor-
submitted valuations can be cross-checked, providing a defensible, widely recognized basis for flagging 
estimates that appear unreasonably low. 

However, because the ICC tables are based on national averages, they may not accurately reflect 
construction costs in high-cost markets such as the Bay Area, where labor and material costs routinely 
exceed the national norm. Relying solely on the ICC table in this context could result in valuations that 
fall short of what local market conditions would support. 

To address this limitation, the Town should adopt the ICC tables as the standard for validating 
contractor-submitted valuations and apply a regional cost modifier published annually by RS Means. RS 
Means is a widely recognized construction cost data provider, with regional modifiers designed to adjust 
national baseline costs to reflect local market conditions. By combining the ICC table with the 
appropriate RS Means regional modifier, the Town would have a more accurate, locally relevant 
benchmark for verifying project valuations, helping ensure that permit fees more closely reflect the true 
cost of construction activity within the Town. 

The Town should develop a policy that codifies the use of ICC tables and the RS Means regional modifier 
as a basis for evaluating the validity of contractor-submitted valuations.  
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The Code Enforcement Division is responsible for ensuring compliance with the Town’s Municipal Code 
through complaint investigation, site inspections, and enforcement actions related to property 
maintenance, zoning, and public nuisance violations. The Town utilizes a combination of in-house staff 
and contracted services to carry out these functions. Fees assessed by this Division are associated with 
staff time spent on inspection, reinspection, and research-related activities, and may be structured as flat 
fees or hourly charges depending on the service provided. The following sections discuss the 
development of a code-enforcement-specific fee schedule and detailed per-unit results for administered 
fee-related services. 

FEE SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT 

The project team worked with Town staff to review the municipal code (PVMC 18.80.010-.040) and 
developed a schedule for collecting fees and fines related to investigations, research, and abatement 
efforts associated with code enforcement activities.  

Fines and penalties are intended to discourage specific behaviors and are not subject to the same cost-
recovery regulations as user fees. Instead, they are established based on policy considerations. 
Accordingly, fines and penalties were excluded from the total cost analysis. The project team calculated 
costs only for inspection and research-related activities, as these services are subject to “not-to-exceed” 
cost recovery requirements. 

DETAILED RESULTS 

In addition to fines outlined in the municipal code, Code Enforcement may administer fees for 
inspections and permit investigations. The total cost calculated for these services includes direct and 
indirect costs (e.g., services & supplies, Departmental and Townwide overhead, etc.). The following table 
details, for each fee-based service, the fee name, unit, and the calculated total cost. 

TABLE 6: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – CODE ENFORCEMENT 

Fee Name Unit Total Cost 
Code Enforcement Inspection / Reinspection Per Inspection $290 
Permit Related Enforcement     
Permit Investigation Fee Per Hour $120 

The calculated costs reflect the time of the Town and contracted staff to administer the services.  

  

CODE ENFORCEMENT 
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The Engineering Division is responsible for reviewing development permits, conducting construction 
inspections, reviewing public and private improvements, administering encroachment permits, and 
coordinating capital improvement activities. The Town contracts with CSG Consulting to provide 
Engineering services. Fees assessed by this Division relate to these responsibilities and are charged as 
deposits or flat fees for service. The following sections discuss fee-schedule modifications and detailed 
per-unit results for fee-related services administered by Engineering staff.  

FEE SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 

The project team worked with Town staff to review and augment the current fee schedule. Various fees 
were added and modified to reflect the current fee-based services offered. The following modifications 
were proposed to the fee schedule. 

New Fees 

Seven (7) fees were added to the fee schedule to capture services the Town is proposing to offer. 

• ‘Debris Box’ 

• ‘Trenching Fee’ 

• ‘Traffic Control Plan Review For Standard Lane Closure’ 

• ‘Traffic Control Plan Review for Long Term (over three days) Closures’ 

• ‘Flood Zone Letter Research’ 

• ‘Inspection Deposit’ 

• ‘Effort Out of Standard Scope’ 

Modified Fees 

Staff proposed modifying the following fees to better reflect the services the Town offers. 

• Various stand-alone fees were established to account for services the Town already administers but 
would like to charge for at a flat fee for fee or collect a deposit to bill against. These fees include 
encroachment application and inspection deposit, additional engineering plan review and inspection, 
fence, wall, irrigation, driveway cuts, etc.  

• The ‘Certificate of Compliance’ fee was moved from the Planning section to the Engineering fee 
schedule because the Engineering staff reviews, inspects, and administers these permits. 

The noted modifications ensure that the proposed fee schedule more accurately reflects the services 
provided by staff. 

ENGINEERING  
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DETAILED RESULTS 

Engineering administers plan review and inspection fees associated with encroachments and 
development services. The total cost calculated for each service includes direct and indirect costs (e.g., 
services & supplies, Departmental and Townwide overhead, etc.). As with the building division, the 
changes in the Engineering division do not adequately allow for comparison with the current fee; 
therefore, the following table shows only the full cost calculated in the study. Anything denoted with a (D) 
is considered a deposit.  

TABLE 7: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – ENGINEERING 

Fee Name Total Cost 
Encroachment into Public Right-of-Way   
Application Fee $382 
Encroachment Inspection (D) $500 
Debris Box $194 
Trenching Fee (D) $17 
Fence, Wall, Irrigation, Driveway Cuts (D) $17 
Traffic Control Plan Review For Standard Lane Closure (D) $500 
Traffic Control Plan Review for Long Term (over three days) Closures (D)  $1,000 
Misc. Engineering Fees   
Flood Zone Letter Research (D) $500 
Engineering Inspection (D) $2,000 
Additional Engineering Plan Review $287 
Additional Engineering Inspection $230 
Work Without Permit9  2x the Permit Fee 
Effort out of Standard Scope Varies, depending on scope 
Certificate of Compliance $6,500 

The streamlined fee structure captures the key service area while allowing flexibility to capture the full 
cost by charging for services based on an initial deposit. This is a standard approach for engineering 
services, as the scope of the project can vary.  

 

 
  

 
9 PVMC 25.04.20 
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The Planning Division is responsible for overseeing the Town’s general plan and maintaining and 
implementing policies, ordinances, and amendments related to development. The Town contracts with 
CSG Consulting and Good City Planning to provide Planning services. Fees assessed by this Division 
relate to these responsibilities and are charged as deposits or flat fees for service. The following 
sections discuss fee-schedule modifications and detailed per-unit results for fee-related services 
administered by Planning staff.  

FEE SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 

The project team worked with Town staff to review and augment the current fee schedule. Various fees 
were added and modified to reflect the current fee-based services offered. The following modifications 
were proposed to the fee schedule. 

New Fees 

Thirteen (13) fees were added to the fee schedule to capture services the Town is proposing to offer. 

• ‘Pre-Application Review’ 

• ‘Architectural Review – Commercial’ 

• ‘Architectural Review – Multi-Family’ 

• ‘CEQA Exemption Filing’ 

• ‘Telecommunications Tower’ 

• ‘SB9’ 

• ‘SB9 Lot Split’ 

• ‘Development Agreement’ 

• ‘Annexation’ 

• ‘ASCC Review’ 

• ‘Planning Inspection’ 

• ‘Planning Reinspection’ 

• ‘Anything not covered under the above permits’  

Modified Fees 

Staff proposed modifying the following fees to better reflect the services the Town offers. 

• Currently, the Town collects a flat fee for Town staff time and a deposit against which contract staff 
bills. To streamline administration and provide a more consistent approach for applicants, a majority 

PLANNING 
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of Planning fees are proposed to be collected as initial deposits against which Town staff and 
contractors will bill. 

• With the exception of ‘Map Modification’, Geology review costs associated with applications are now 
captured in the calculated deposit.  

• Horse permits were moved from the Administrative section to the Planning fee schedule because the 
Planning staff reviews and administers these permits. 

• The existing ‘Pre-Application Meeting’ fee was expanded into two separate deposits to better reflect 
the distinct phases of the process. The ‘Pre-Application Meeting’ deposit accounts for staff time 
associated with meeting preparation, research, and the meeting itself, while the ‘Pre-Application 
Review’ deposit accounts for staff review of submitted materials and the preparation of initial 
feedback for applicants. 

The noted modifications ensure that the proposed fee schedule more accurately reflects the services 
provided by staff. 

DETAILED RESULTS 

Planning administers fees for architectural review, site development, conditional use permits, variance, 
subdivision maps, and various other miscellaneous applications and reviews. The total cost calculated 
for each service includes direct and indirect costs (e.g., services & supplies, Departmental and Townwide 
overhead, etc.). The following table details, for each fee-based service, the fee name, the current fee, the 
calculated total cost, and the associated difference. All non-deposit-based fees are denoted with an (F). 

TABLE 8: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – PLANNING 

Fee Name 
Combined Deposit & 

Current Fee  
Calculated 

Deposit10 Difference 
Pre-Application Meeting $1,828 $500 ($1,328) 
Pre-Application Review New $2,000 $1,444  
Architectural Review       
New Residence $7,594 $5,500 $2,094  
Guest House / Addition $5,944 $4,500 $1,444  
Commercial New $7,000 N/A 
Multi-Family New $7,500 N/A 
Amendment $3,979 $4,000 ($21) 
Site Development Permit       
51-100 Cubic Yards $4,499 $8,500 ($4,001) 
101-1,000 Cubic Yards $7,196 $12,000 ($4,804) 
Greater than 1,000 Cubic Yards $9,052 $12,500 ($3,448) 
Conditional Use Permit       
Standard (New or Major Amendment) $14,681 $6,000 $8,681  
Planned Unit Development $14,528 $6,500 $8,028  
Amendment (Minor) $8,848 $4,000 $4,848  
Cannabis $6,940 $2,000 $4,940  

 
10 To maintain consistency with industry standards, all deposits are rounded to the nearest $500. 
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Fee Name 
Combined Deposit & 

Current Fee  
Calculated 

Deposit10 Difference 
Variance       
Variance $11,361 $2,000 $9,361  
Lot Line Adjustment       
Lot Line Adjustment $10,300 $11,500 ($1,200) 
Geology Review       
Map Modification $4,923 $1,000 $3,923  
Subdivision       
Preliminary Map $10,366 $2,000 $8,366  
Tentative Map $14,659 $11,500 $3,159  
Final Map $5,404 $7,500 ($2,096) 
Map Time Extension $1,534 $500 $1,034  
Tentative Map Amendment $4,567 $5,500 ($933) 
Final Map Revision $7,067 $3,500 $3,567  
Environmental       
Initial Assessment $10,479 $1,500 $8,979  
Mitigated / Negative Declaration $26,423 $3,000 $23,423  
CEQA Exemption Filing New $1,000 N/A 
General Plan Amendment       
General Plan Amendment $14,737 $6,000 $8,737  
Zoning Ordinance Amendment       
Zoning Ordinance Amendment $12,367 $3,000 $9,367  
Fence Permit       
Fence Permit Modified $1,000 N/A 
Tree Removal Permit       
Tree Removal Permit $96 $1,000 ($904) 
Miscellaneous       
Residential Data Report (Zoning Verification Letter) $151 $1,000 ($849) 
Allowed Floor Area & Impervious Service Calculation $151 $500 ($349) 
Appeal $14,858 $2,500 $12,358  
Additional Plan Review or Revision (F) Per Hour as Billed $193 N/A 
Zoning Permit / Fee $1,631 $1,000 $631  
Telecommunications Tower New $8,500 N/A 
SB9 New $3,000 N/A 
SB9 Lot Split New $7,000 N/A 
Development Agreement New $5,000 N/A 
Annexation New $11,500 N/A 
ASCC Review  New $2,500 N/A 
Planning Inspection (F) New $354 N/A 
Planning Reinspection (F) New $177 N/A 
Anything not covered under the above permits New $3,000 N/A 
Work Without a Permit11 2x the Permit Fee 
Horse Permit       
New (F) $68 $70 ($2) 
Renewal (F)    

Residential $20 $31 ($11) 
Commercial $27 $47 ($20) 

 
11 PVMC 25.04.020 
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Fee Name 
Combined Deposit & 

Current Fee  
Calculated 

Deposit10 Difference 
Inspection (F) Per Hour as Billed $218 N/A 

Overall, the planning division primarily charges for its services through a deposit. The deposit helps cover 
in-house staff review and consultant support. This practice is standard for many smaller agencies. The 
purpose of this analysis was to bring Planning into compliance with industry standards by charging a 
single deposit for each fee, thereby making the initial deposit amount transparent. As such, the 
differences noted in the table are not truly reflective or applicable.  

Time-and-materials or deposit-based fees are another mechanism for accounting for the various reviews 
undertaken by Planning staff. As deposits are either refunded if unused or replenished as costs are 
incurred, they are structured to recover the full cost of service while providing developers with a more 
accurate cost estimate. The project team worked with staff to evaluate whether current deposit 
thresholds were sufficient to cover the anticipated cost of providing services; therefore, the difference 
does not represent a true deficit or subsidy.  

ADMINISTRATIVE FEES 

The Town should impose an administrative charge on applicant deposits to recover the indirect costs of 
administering these services. These costs include, but are not limited to, staff time spent coordinating 
between applicants and outside consultants, managing deposit accounts, processing invoices, tracking 
project balances, and providing status updates to applicants. 

At present, these administrative activities are absorbed by the Department, effectively subsidizing 
applicant-driven work with general fund resources. Applying a modest administrative charge is 
consistent with standard governmental and consulting practice. 

To establish a defensible and easily administered rate, Matrix Consulting Group recommends adopting 
the federal de minimis indirect cost rate as published in the Uniform Guidance (2 CFR Part 200). The de 
minimis rate, currently 15% of modified total direct costs, is widely accepted across federal, state, and 
local government programs.  

The charge should be clearly disclosed in the deposit agreement and applied to direct consultant costs 
and other direct charges passed through to the applicant. 

The Town should codify an Administrative Fee based on the Federal de minimis indirect cost rate, 
applicable to any deposits that utilize outside services. 
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Recreation oversees the Town’s parks and recreational programs and services. This includes all indoor 
and outdoor rentals, coordination of class instructors, and management of special events held in Portola 
Valley. Fees assessed by this Division relate to these responsibilities and are charged as deposits or flat 
fees for service. The following sections discuss fee-schedule modifications and detailed per-unit results 
for fee-related services administered by Recreation staff.  

FEE SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS 

The project team worked with Town staff to review and augment the current fee schedule. Various fees 
were added and modified to reflect the current fee-based services offered. The following modifications 
were proposed to the fee schedule. 

New Fees 

Six (6) fees were added to the fee schedule to capture services the Town is proposing to offer. 

• ‘Application Processing Fee (Instructor)’ 

• ‘Facility Rental Fees – Application Processing’ 

• ‘Facility Rental Fees – Storage Fee’ 

• ‘Facility Rental Fees – Cleaning Fee’ 

• ‘Facility Rental Fees – Community Hall – Public Agency’ 

• ‘Sport User Fees – Cleaning Fee’ 

Modified Fees 

Staff proposed modifying fees related to Special Events from deposits based on group size to an 
application fee and a single deposit for litter services. This modification better reflects the Town staff’s 
efforts in providing this service.  

The noted modifications ensure that the proposed fee schedule more accurately reflects the services 
provided by staff. 

DETAILED RESULTS 

Recreation administers fees and deposits for picnic, field, and facility rentals, processes fees for 
instructor classes, and reviews special event applications. The total cost calculated for each service 
includes direct and indirect costs (e.g., services & supplies, Departmental and Townwide overhead, etc.). 
The following table details, for each fee-based service, the fee name, the current fee, the calculated 
baseline cost, and the associated difference. 

RECREATION 
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TABLE 9: TOTAL COST PER UNIT RESULTS – RECREATION 

Fee Name Current Fee 
Baseline 

Costs Difference 
Classes       
Application Processing Fee (Instructor) New $246 N/A 
Facility Rental Fees / Deposits       
Application Processing New $492 N/A 
Date Change Fee 20% of rental charge $114 N/A 
Storage Fee New $144 N/A 
Cleaning Fee New $25 N/A 
Community Hall       
Resident Only Fee $2,777 $1,028 $1,749  
Community Hall - Memorial Service       
Current / Past Resident Only $1,389 $1,028 $361  
Community Hall - Local Non-Profit within Town Limits       
No Fundraiser $0 $1,028 ($1,028) 
Fundraiser $1,022 $1,028 ($6) 
Community Hall - Public Agency       
Public Agency New $1,028 N/A 
Alder or Buckeye Room (minimum rental is 2 hours)       
Resident Fee $111 $288 ($177) 
Kitchen (must rent with another room)       
Rented with Community Hall $0 $83 ($83) 
Rented with Alder or Buckeye Room - Resident $111 $83 $28  
Redwood Grove (Weddings Only)       
Resident Fee $172 $18 $154  
Staff Time / Additional Consultation for Rentals       
First Hour $0 $246 ($246) 
Each additional hour (fully burdened staff hourly rate) $65 $246 ($181) 
Sport User Fees       
Date Change Fee 20% of rental permit cost $114 N/A 
Cleaning Fee New $25 N/A 
Town Fields    

Town Sponsored; Schools (Town Council; Town Committees; PV 
School District; Woodside Priory) $0 $137 ($137) 
Local Organized Youth Leagues (Alpine/West Menlo Little League; 
AYSO; Kidz Love Soccer) $44 $137 ($93) 
Local Organized Youth Clubs (Alpine Strikers; CYSO) $67 $137 ($70) 
Local Organized Adult Leagues (PV Adult Soccer League; PV 
Softball) $67 $137 ($70) 
Local Organized Adult Clubs (PV Soccer Club) $100 $137 ($37) 

Picnic Spaces    
Next to Little Peoples' Park - Town Center $3 $13 ($10) 

Ford Field Parking Lot    
Residential    

Parking Lot $108 $117 ($9) 
Commercial    

Parking Lot $108 $117 ($9) 
Parking Lot $3,240 $3,529 ($289) 

Special Events       
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Fee Name Current Fee 
Baseline 

Costs Difference 
Special Event Permit New $246 N/A 

Generally, the Town under-recovers for its recreation-related services. Areas with over-recovery are for 
rental rates, which can be set based on market rates. The Town should review the results of this analysis 
and, where appropriate, adjust these rates to help bridge the gap between current fees and the baseline 
cost. New service fees were codified to better capture additional services provided by town staff that are 
not currently covered by existing fees.  
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The project team evaluated cost recovery for fee-related services by comparing Town revenue to the full 
cost of providing those services. Full cost includes budgeted direct operational costs and indirect 
expenses. This revenue-to-full cost comparison provides a high-level view of how much of the total cost 
of service delivery is currently offset by user fees and reflects only the portion of costs recovered through 
fees, excluding other revenue sources used to subsidize services. 

The cost recovery figures presented in this report are intended to provide a basis for policy development 
discussions among Council members and Town staff, and do not represent a recommendation on where 
or how Council should act. The setting of the “rate” or “price” for services, whether at 100 percent full 
cost recovery or lower, is a policy decision to be made only by Council, with input from Town staff and the 
community.  

User fees associated with Building, Code Enforcement, Planning, and Public Works generally include 
services that provide an individual or private benefit. Cost recovery for these areas tends to be higher and 
receives minimal, if any, subsidy through other revenue sources. Conversely, cost recovery targets for 
Recreation are often set based on the level of community benefit provided. Services that offer broad 
public benefit or are intended to encourage participation are typically subsidized, while services that 
provide exclusive use or individual benefit are more likely to achieve full cost recovery. The table below 
compares budgeted revenue with full cost, highlighting differences, cost recoveries, and typical cost-
recovery ranges. 

TABLE 10: COST RECOVERY – REVENUE TO FULL COST COMPARISON 

Division/Department Revenue Full Cost Diff ($) Cost Recovery 
Typical Cost 

Recovery Range 
Building $323,150 $616,055 ($292,905) 52% 80% - 100% 
Code Enforcement $0 $59,557 ($59,557) 0% 20% - 50% 
Planning $776,079 $1,025,356 ($249,277) 76% 50% - 80% 
Public Works $306,516 $1,260,412 ($953,896) 24% 80% - 100% 
Recreation $144,200 $430,931 ($286,731) 33% 50% - 80% 

With the exception of Planning, which falls within the typical cost-recovery range, all other fee divisions 
are currently below their typical ranges. Whenever cost recovery is below 100%, it indicates that a portion 
of service delivery is subsidized by other Town revenue sources. These results are not prescriptive; 
rather, they provide a clear picture of how fee revenues align with the full cost of service and where 
funding gaps exist. 

This information establishes a foundation for evaluating whether current cost recovery levels are 
intentional and aligned with Town priorities. It can also inform future discussions on fee adjustments, 
subsidy levels, and long-term financial sustainability, including the potential annual revenue impacts of 
fee changes. 

ANNUAL IMPACTS 
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Based on these findings, the Town may consider prioritizing higher cost recovery for services that 
provide a greater individual or exclusive benefit, while continuing to subsidize core services intended to 
remain broadly accessible. 

To support consistent and transparent decision-making, the Town should consider formalizing or 
updating its cost recovery policies. These policies can be applied at a Town-wide or department-specific 
level, providing a framework for setting fees and allocating subsidies based on the level of community 
benefit. 
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The following sections provide guidance on where and how to increase fees, and on how to determine 
annual update factors.  

FEE ADJUSTMENTS 

This study has documented and outlined on a fee-by-fee basis where the Town is under- and over-
collecting for its fee-related services. Town and Department management will now need to review the 
study results and adjust fees in accordance with the Department's and Town’s philosophies and policies. 
The following graphic outlines the major options the Town has in adjusting its fees: 

▼ 
REDUCE 

▲ 
FULL COST 

▶ 
PHASE IN 

Fees above cost must be reduced to 
match actual cost of service to be in 

compliance. 
Fees below cost can be increased 

immediately to full recovery. 
Large gaps can be closed gradually over 

a set period. 

The Governmental Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) best practices for Establishing Government 
Charges and Fees state that governmental entities should adopt formal policies regarding charges and 
fees which include the jurisdiction’s intention to recover the full cost or partial costs of providing 
services, sets forth circumstances under which the jurisdiction might set a charge or fee at less than or 
more than 100% of full cost, and outlines the considerations that might influence pricing decisions. 

The development of cost-recovery policies and procedures ensures that current and future decision-
makers understand how and why fees are determined and set. It provides a roadmap for ensuring 
consistency as the Town moves forward. Policies can be general and apply broadly to Departments or 
Divisions as a whole, or to specific fee categories or service types. Fee categories or service-specific 
policies would allow the Town to control cost recovery across different service types and ensure 
alignment with fiscal goals and community benefits.  

ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS 

Conducting an annual comprehensive analysis of fee-related services and costs would be quite 
cumbersome and costly. The general recommendation is to conduct a comprehensive fee analysis every 
5 to 7 years. This allows jurisdictions to ensure they account for organizational changes, such as staffing 

COST RECOVERY CONSIDERATIONS 

RECOMMEN DATION #1 

The Town should review current cost-recovery levels and adopt a formal cost-recovery 
policy. 
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levels and merit increases, as well as process efficiencies, code or rule changes, or technology 
improvements. Developing annual update mechanisms enables jurisdictions to maintain current cost-
recovery levels while accounting for increases in staffing or permit-service expenditures. The following 
graphic provides insight into two options.  

 
COLA / Personnel Cost Factor 
Annual salary adjustments (typically 2–3%) to offset rising 
cost of living. Not tied to merit or seniority. 

 CPI / ECI Factor 
Regional cost indicators calculated by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. Released at various intervals, specific to states 
and regions. 

The Town should review its current options, both internally (COLA) and externally (CPI), to determine 
which better reflects the Town’s goals. If choosing a CPI factor, the Town should specify which CPI to 
use, including the specific region and adoption date. If selecting an internal factor, the Town should again 
specify which factor, if multiple exist. 

COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS UPDATE 

The purpose of a comprehensive update is to revisit the analytical structure, service-level estimates, and 
assumptions from the previous study, and to account for any significant shifts in cost components, 
organizational structures, code changes, etc. However, conducting an annual comprehensive analysis of 
fee-related services and costs would be time-consuming and costly.  

The Government Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) best practices for Establishing Government 
Charges and Fees state that governmental entities should review and update fees periodically based on 
factors such as the impact of inflation, other cost increases, and adequacy of cost recovery, use of 
services, and the competitiveness of current rates to avoid significant infrequent fee increases. 

A general rule of thumb for comprehensive fee analyses is between five and seven years, as this allows 
jurisdictions to account for organizational changes such as staffing levels and merit increases, as well as 
process efficiencies, code or rule changes, or technology improvements.  

  

RECOMMEN DATION #2 

The Town should adopt an annual fee-increase mechanism to raise its fees each year to 
keep pace with cost-recovery goals and market conditions. 

RECOMMENDATION #3 

The Town should perform a comprehensive update of its Fee Assessment every 5 to 7 
years. 
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As part of the fee study for the Town of Portola Valley, Matrix Consulting Group conducted a comparative 
survey of user fees. Five municipalities were included in the comparative survey: 

Burlingame Los Altos Hills Woodside 
Hillsborough Saratoga  

The project team then reviewed public documents (e.g., agenda items, staff reports, budgets, fee 
schedules, and ordinances) and/or contacted jurisdictions to obtain comparative information. 

While this full report provides the Town with a reasonable estimate and understanding of the true costs 
of providing services, many jurisdictions also wish to benchmark themselves against other comparable 
jurisdictions to understand the local “rates” for comparable services. This type of comparative analysis 
allows the Town to assess which changes in fee levels its community can bear. However, benchmarking 
does not provide adequate information on the relationship between other jurisdictions’ costs and their 
fees (e.g., policy decisions to subsidize, cost-recovery goals, etc.). To contextualize this portion of the 
analysis, the project team provided economic and recency factors for the comparable jurisdictions. 

The following sections detail factors to consider when reviewing comparative survey results, as well as 
practical comparisons of current fees and calculated total costs for various permits issued or services 
provided by the Town. 

ECONOMIC FACTORS 

To provide additional context for the comparative survey information, the project team collected 
economic data for the included jurisdictions. Three important economic factors to consider when 
comparing fees across multiple jurisdictions are: population, budget, and workforce size. These factors 
can affect how and when fees are administered, as a jurisdiction with a smaller population may choose 
not to charge a fee, or a smaller workforce may inhibit its ability to administer one. 

The following tables rank each jurisdiction from smallest to largest for each of these economic factors: 

TABLE 11: RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS BY POPULATION 

Jurisdiction Population12 
Town of Portola Valley 4,285 
Town of Woodside 5,206 
Town of Los Altos Hills 8,548 
Town of Hillsborough 11,254 
City of Saratoga 31,110 
City of Burlingame 31,552 

 
12 California Department of Finance estimates as of 1/1/2025 were used to determine each jurisdiction’s population.  

APPENDIX – COMPARATIVE SURVEY 
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TABLE 12: RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS BY TOTAL BUDGET 

Jurisdiction FY25-26 Budget13 
Town of Portola Valley $9,405,159  
Town of Woodside $14,920,390  
Town of Los Altos Hills $27,961,848  
City of Saratoga $52,702,710  
Town of Hillsborough $85,572,464  
City of Burlingame $162,150,000  

 

TABLE 13: RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS BY FTE 

Jurisdiction FY25-26 Authorized FTE 
Town of Portola Valley 15.87  
Town of Woodside 24.75  
Town of Los Altos Hills 30.00  
City of Saratoga 56.60  
Town of Hillsborough 98.00  
City of Burlingame 240.40  

 

Compared with the surveyed jurisdictions, the Town of Portola Valley ranks lowest when comparing 
population, budget, and staffing. 

RECENCY FACTOR 

While the above comparative information can provide some perspective on the Town’s fees relative to 
those of surveyed jurisdictions, other key factors to consider include the date the jurisdiction’s fee 
schedule was last updated and the date of the last comprehensive analysis. It is important to note that 
even when jurisdictions have conducted recent fee studies, their fees are not always set at full cost 
recovery. The comparative results show only the adopted fee for the surveyed jurisdiction, not 
necessarily the full cost of the comparable service. 

The following tables detail when each surveyed jurisdiction last conducted a fee analysis and when they 
last updated their fee schedule: 

TABLE 14: LAST FEE SCHEDULE UPDATE 

Jurisdiction Response 
City of Burlingame 2025 
Town of Hillsborough  2025 
Town of Los Altos Hills 2025 
City of Saratoga 2026 
Town of Woodside 2025 

 

 
13 To ensure appropriate comparisons, full operating budget (all funds) has been used for all jurisdictions.  
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TABLE 15: LAST FEE STUDY CONDUCTED 

Jurisdiction Response 
City of Burlingame 2024 
Town of Hillsborough  Currently ongoing 
Town of Los Altos Hills 2020 
City of Saratoga 2023 
Town of Woodside 2020 

Most of the surveyed jurisdictions have published an updated fee schedule within the last year. Other 
than Hillsborough, most jurisdictions have conducted a fee study within the past six years.  

COMPARATIVE SURVEY RESULTS 

As part of this study, the project team conducted a survey comparing the Town’s current user fees and 
calculated full costs with those of other identified jurisdictions. The following subsections provide a 
comparative look at several fee-related services offered by the Town and the surveyed jurisdictions. 

BUILDING  

To compare the Town’s building-related fees with those of other jurisdictions, the following graphics were 
developed. These graphics include permit and plan check fees for both the Town of Portola Valley and 
other comparable jurisdictions.  

 

 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Burlingame $27,575
2 Saratoga $13,189
3 Woodside $12,614
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $12,380
5 Los Altos Hills $11,534
6 Hillsborough $7,872

Red line = Average Fee $14,557

New SFR $750,000 Valuation

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Burlingame $9,743
2 Portola Valley - Full Cost $5,403
3 Woodside $4,977
4 Saratoga $3,889
5 Los Altos Hills $2,995
6 Hillsborough $2,647

Red line = Average Fee $4,850

Residential Addition Valuation $175,000

5c. Fee Study



 PORTOLA VALLEY COMPREHENSIVE USER FEE STUDY REPORT 
 

 
 MATRIX CONSULTING GROUP 33 
 

 

 

 

 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Burlingame $1,868
2 Woodside $883
3 Portola Valley - Full Cost $720
4 Saratoga $632
5 Los Altos Hills $619
6 Hillsborough $573

Red line = Average Fee $915

Kitchen Remodel 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Saratoga $771
2 Los Altos Hills $619
3 Burlingame $563
4 Woodside $532
5 Portola Valley - Full Cost $440
6 Hillsborough $244

Red line = Average Fee $546

Residential Reroof (Without Architectural Review)

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Full Cost $440
2 Hillsborough - Current Fee $352
3 Burlingame $275
4 Los Altos Hills $135
5 Woodside $132
6 Saratoga $90

Red line = Average Fee $197

Water Heater Permit

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Hillsborough $573
2 Portola Valley - Full Cost $536
3 Saratoga $369
4 Woodside $266
5 Los Altos Hills $230
6 Burlingame $200

Red line = Average Fee $328

Residential EV Charger 
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The following table summarizes the results of the comparative analysis:  

 

Based on the comparative information, Portola Valley’s total calculated costs are generally lower than the 
jurisdictional average.  Overall, the Town’s costs generally align with fees administered in Hillsborough 
and Woodside.  

PLANNING 

To compare the Town’s planning-related fees with those of other jurisdictions, the following graphics 
were developed. These graphics include charges administered as both flat fees and or deposits. 

 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Burlingame $230
2 Los Altos Hills $210
3 Hillsborough $206
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $161
5 Woodside $159
6 Saratoga $0

Red line = Average Fee $201

Re-inspection Fee

Scenario Full Cost Fee Average Fee Full Cost vs Avg
New SFR $750,000 Valuation $12,380 $14,557 -15%
Residential Addition Valuation $175,000 $5,403 $4,850 11%
Kitchen Remodel $720 $915 -21%
Residential Reroof (Without Architectural Review) $440 $546 -19%
Water Heater Permit $440 $197 124%
Residential EV Charger $536 $328 64%
Re-inspection Fee $161 $201 -20%

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Current Fee $1,631
2 Portola Valley - Full Cost $1,000
3 Hillsborough $685
4 Los Altos Hills $410
5 Woodside $300
6 Burlingame $217
7 Saratoga $118

Red line = Average Fee $346

ADU — Zoning Clearance
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# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Current Fee $5,944
2 Portola Valley - Full Cost $4,500
3 Saratoga $4,424
4 Woodside $4,000
5 Los Altos Hills $1,560
6 Hillsborough $1,214
7 Burlingame $822

Red line = Average Fee $2,404

Admin Design Review Addition

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Saratoga $7,776
2 Portola Valley - Current Fee $7,594
3 Los Altos Hills $7,125
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $5,500
5 Hillsborough $4,403
6 Woodside $4,000
7 Burlingame $3,141

Red line = Average Fee $5,289

Design Review — New SFR

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Current Fee $14,858
2 Hillsborough $2,556
3 Portola Valley - Full Cost $2,500
4 Woodside $1,000
5 Los Altos Hills $900
6 Burlingame $770
7 Saratoga $568

Red line = Average Fee $1,159

Appeal

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Current Fee $11,361
2 Hillsborough $6,598
3 Los Altos Hills $5,200
4 Woodside $3,590
5 Saratoga $3,451
6 Portola Valley - Full Cost $2,000
7 Burlingame $1,112

Red line = Average Fee $3,990

Variance
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The following table summarizes the results of the comparative analysis:  

 

Based on the comparative information, Portola Valley’s current and total calculated costs are generally 
higher than the jurisdictional average.  Overall, the Town’s current fees generally align with those 
administered in Saratoga and Woodside, while the total calculated costs align with fees in Saratoga and 
Hillsborough.  

ENGINEERING 

To compare the Town’s engineering-related fees with those of other jurisdictions, the following graphics 
were developed. Because most of the Town’s current fees were modified, the graphics show only the 
Town’s full cost.  

 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Full Cost $1,000
2 Burlingame $451
3 Hillsborough $386
4 Los Altos Hills $250
5 Saratoga $146
6 Woodside $125
7 Portola Valley - Current Fee $96

Red line = Average Fee $272

Tree Removal

Scenario Current Fee Full Cost Fee Average Fee Current vs Avg Full Cost vs Avg
ADU — Zoning Clearance $1,631 $1,000 $346 371% 189%
Admin Design Review Addition $5,944 $4,500 $2,404 147% 87%
Design Review — New SFR $7,594 $5,500 $5,289 44% 4%
Appeal $14,858 $2,500 $1,159 1182% 116%
Variance $11,361 $2,000 $3,990 185% -50%
Tree Removal $96 $1,000 $272 -65% 268%

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Woodside $640
2 Saratoga $500
3 Hillsborough $279
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $194
5 Los Altos Hills $159
6 Burlingame $51

Red line = Average Fee $326

Debris Box
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The following table summarizes the results of the comparative analysis:  

 

Based on the comparative information, Portola Valley’s total calculated costs are generally lower than the 
jurisdictional average.  Overall, the Town’s costs generally align with fees administered in Hillsborough 
and Los Altos Hills.  

RECREATION 

To compare the Town’s recreation-related fees with those of other jurisdictions, the following graphics 
were developed. 

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Woodside $1,380
2 Hillsborough $1,231
3 Los Altos Hills $1,006
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $951
5 Burlingame $554
6 Saratoga $500

Red line = Average Fee $934

Driveway (40 l.f.)

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Burlingame $374
2 Woodside $256
3 Hillsborough $254
4 Portola Valley - Full Cost $230
5 Los Altos Hills $215
6 Saratoga $0

Red line = Average Fee $275

Engineering Inspection (per Hour)

# Jurisdiction Fee Amount
1 Portola Valley - Full Cost $6,500
2 Portola Valley - Current Fee $6,211
3 Hillsborough $5,000
4 Los Altos Hills $3,500
5 Burlingame $3,264
6 Woodside $2,620
7 Saratoga $2,500

Red line = Average Fee $3,377

Certificate of Compliance

Scenario Full Cost Fee Average Fee Full Cost vs Avg
Debris Box $194 $326 -40%

Driveway (40 l.f.) $951 $934 2%

Engineering Inspection (per Hour) $230 $275 -16%

Certificate of Compliance $6,500 $3,377 92%
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Picnic Rentals 

Jurisdiction Fee 

Burlingame $126 - $332 per reservation (based on residency) 

Los Altos Hills Not offered 

Woodside Not offered 

Hillsborough $15/hr 

Saratoga $24/day 

Portola Valley — Current $3/person  

Portola Valley — Baseline Cost $13/person  

 

Facility Rentals 

Jurisdiction Fee 

Burlingame Meeting Room: $0 - $377/event ~ $500 - $800 deposit 
Hall: $200 - $557/hr ~ $1,000 - $1,500 deposit + staffing 

Los Altos Hills Meeting/Conference Room: Limited; hourly/daily with deposits 

Woodside Hall: $100/hr 

Hillsborough Meeting Room: $25/hr 
Multi-Purpose Room: $125 - $150/hr 

Saratoga Meeting Room: $22 - $82/hr ~ $500 deposit & staffing cost ~ $10 
application fee 
Hall: $122 - $207/hr ~ $500 deposit & staffing cost ~ $10 application fee 

Portola Valley — Current Meeting Room: $117/hr 
Hall: $1,022–$2,777/day; $100–$1,000 deposit 

Portola Valley — Baseline Cost Meeting Room: $228/hr 
Hall: $1,028/day 

Field Rentals 
Jurisdiction Fee 

Burlingame $0 - $120/hour/field ~ group agreements w/ youth & non-profit 

Los Altos Hills $20 - $30/hour/field ~ $250 deposit ~ group agreements w/ Little League 

Woodside $875/month/field 

Hillsborough $45/hr 

Saratoga $24 - $74/hr (based on residency & application type) 

Portola Valley — Current $0–$100/person/season 

Portola Valley — Baseline Cost $137/person/season 
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Special Event Fees 

Jurisdiction Fee 

Burlingame $123/application + deposits and staff costs for additional services & rentals 

Los Altos Hills $150 - $500/application (based on event & applicant type) + actual cost for 
departmental services 

Woodside $200 - $400/application + actual cost additional services & rentals 

Hillsborough $500 - $580/application (based on guest count) + actual costs  

Saratoga $337/application + $281 deposit  

Portola Valley — Current Cost per person & deposit 

Portola Valley — Baseline Cost $246 application fee + actual cost for rentals and staff 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Picnic Rentals: Of the comparable jurisdictions that charge for picnic rentals, none charge per person. 
Burlingame and Saratoga both offer per-day/per-reservation rentals, and Hillsborough charges per 
hour.  

• Facility Rentals: Comparable jurisdictions primarily structure facility rental fees on an hourly basis, 
often supplemented with deposits and additional staffing charges. If the daily rates were converted to 
hourly rates, Portola Valley is most comparable to the rates charged by Hillsborough and Saratoga.  

• Field Rental: Similar to the Town’s current process, most comparable jurisdictions charge field rates 
through agreements with youth sports organizations and other nonprofits.  

• Special Events: The application fee charged by Woodside is most comparable to the Town’s baseline 
cost. All comparable jurisdictions charge an application fee and a mix of deposits and actual costs 
for rentals, staffing, and additional services.  

Overall, the comparative analysis indicates that Portola Valley’s Recreation fees are generally set below 
both the calculated baseline cost of service and the ranges observed across peer jurisdictions. This is 
most evident in picnic and field rentals, where current fees reflect a high level of subsidy relative to both 
cost recovery and market benchmarks. Facility rentals show a more mixed position, with some alignment 
at higher price points but under-recovery at lower tiers. Additionally, the Town’s current approach to 
special event fees differs from regional norms, as peer agencies consistently apply standardized 
application fees in addition to recovering direct service costs. Taken together, these findings highlight 
where the Town is prioritizing community access and affordability, while also identifying opportunities to 
better align fee structures with the full cost of service and prevailing market practices, should Council 
choose to adjust cost recovery levels. 
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Master Fee Schedule

Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Building #REF!
Building Plan Check Fees

Plan Review % of Permit Fee Modified 55% 55% User Fee

Engineering Plan Review % of Permit Fee Modified 79% 79% User Fee

Building Permit Fees

New Buildings, Additions, Tenant Improvements, Residential Remodels
$1 to $2,000 Valuation Each Modified $513 $513 User Fee
$2,000 to $25,000 Valuation

Project valued at $2,000 Each Modified $513 $513 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $14.00 $14.00 User Fee
$25,000 to $50,000 Valuation

Project valued at $25,000 Each Modified $835 $835 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $12.88 $12.88 User Fee
$50,000 to $100,000 Valuation

Project valued at $50,000 Each Modified $1,157 $1,157 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $21.23 $21.23 User Fee
$100,000 to $500,000 Valuation

Project valued at $100,000 Each Modified $2,219 $2,219 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $6.43 $6.43 User Fee
$500,000 to $1,000,000 Valuation

Project valued at $500,000 Each Modified $4,790 $4,790 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $5.60 $5.60 User Fee
$1,000,000 to $5,000,000 Valuation

Project valued at $1,000,000 Each Modified $7,588 $7,588 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $1.30 $1.30 User Fee
$5,000,000+ Valuation

Project valued at $5,000,000 Each Modified $12,800 $12,800 User Fee

For each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof Each Add'l $1,000 Modified $0.65 $0.65 User Fee

Mechanical, Electrical, and/or Plumbing Permit Fees

Mechanical % of Permit Fee Modified 15% 15% User Fee

Electrical % of Permit Fee Modified 15% 15% User Fee

Plumbing % of Permit Fee Modified 15% 15% User Fee

Building Flat Fees

Bathroom or Kitchen Remodel (non-structural) Each Modified $720 $720 User Fee

Stucco / Siding Each Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Residential Re-Roof Each Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Doors, Windows, Skylights (Change Out Only)

5 or less Base Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Each Additional Window Each Modified $70 $70 User Fee

Swimming Pool, Spa

Swimming Pool Each Modified $1,571 $1,571 User Fee

Spa - In Ground Each Modified $881 $881 User Fee

Spa - Above Ground / Prefabricated Each Modified $708 $708 User Fee

Signs

Pole or Freestanding Each Modified $800 $800 User Fee

Wall Mounted Each Modified $536 $536 User Fee

Monument Each Modified $800 $800 User Fee



Master Fee Schedule

Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Demolition Each Modified $536 $536 User Fee

Construction and Demolition Waste Management Review Fee Each Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Stand Alone Trade (i.e., Water Heater, plumbing, mechanical, electrical, etc.)

Base Base Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Each Additional Each Add'l Modified $440 $440 User Fee

Work Without a Permit Per Violation 2x Building Permit Fees 2x Building Permit Fees Penalty

Permit Extension Each New $291 $291 User Fee

Permit Reactivation Each New $291 $291 User Fee

Technology Surcharge % of Permit Fee New 5% 5% Surcharge

General Plan Maintenance Fee % of Permit Fee New 16% 16% Surcharge

Temporary Occupancy Permit Each $1,766 $708 $708 User Fee

Temporary Gas or Electrical Each $500 $513 $513 User Fee

Generator Permit Each New $463 $463 User Fee

Solar / Photovoltaic

Single-Family Residential

Roof Mounted

15kW or Less Base New $450 $628 GOV § 66015 (a)

Each Additional kW Above 15kW Each addl. Kw New $15 $800 GOV § 66015 (a)

Ground Mounted

15kW or Less Base New $450 $628 GOV § 66015 (a)

Each Additional kW Above 15kW Each addl. Kw New $15 $800 GOV § 66015 (a)

Commercial / Multi-Family

Roof Mounted

50kW or Less Base New $1,000 $800 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Per kW Between 50kW - 250kW Each addl. Kw New $7 $1,164 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Each Additional kW Above 250kW Each addl. Kw New $5 $1,608 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Ground Mounted

50kW or Less Base New $1,000 $800 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Per kW Between 50kW - 250kW Each addl. Kw New $7 $1,164 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Each Additional kW Above 250kW Each addl. Kw New $5 $1,608 GOV § 66015 (b) 

Solar APP+ Each New $191 $191 User Fee

EV Charging Station

Residential Each New $536 $536 User Fee

Commercial Each New $1,072 $1,072 User Fee

Energy Storage System (ESS)

Residential Each New $536 $536 User Fee

Commercial Each New $1,072 $1,072 User Fee

Misc Fees

After Hours Inspection Per Hour New $231 $231 User Fee

Re-Inspection Fee Per Hour New $161 $161 User Fee

Alternate Means and Methods Per Hour New $195 $195 User Fee

Excessive Plan Review (4th and subsequent) Per Hour New $184 $184 User Fee

Revisions to Approved Plans Per Hour New $184 $184 User Fee

Strong Motion Instrumentation & Seismic Hazard Mapping

Residential

Valuation under $3,850 Per $1,000 $0.50 $0.50 PRC § 2705 

Valuation over $3,850 Per $1,000 $0.13 $0.13 PRC § 2705 



Master Fee Schedule

Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Commercial

Valuation under $1,786 Per $1,000 $0.50 $0.50 PRC § 2705 

Valuation over $1,786 Per $1,000 $0.28 $0.28 PRC § 2705 

California Building Standards Commission

Every $25,000 or fraction thereof Per $25,000 $1 $1 SB 1473 
Code Enforcement
Code Enforcement Inspection / Reinspection Per Inspection $290 PVMC 18.80.010
Abatement / Nuisance Cleanup Each Actual Cost PVMC 18.80.010
Noticing Fee

First Notice Each Penalty
Second Notice Each Penalty
Third and Subsequent Notice for Same Violation Each Penalty

Certified Mailing Fee Each Actual Cost Penalty
Administrative Hearings PVMC 18.80.040
Citation Processing Each Actual Cost Penalty
Hearing Fee Each Actual Cost Penalty
Appeal Fee Each Actual Cost Penalty
Lien Processing Fee Each Actual Cost Penalty
Permit Related Enforcement
Work Without a Permit Per Violation 2x Building Permit Fees PVMC 15.04.020

Each Additional Violation (type of construction) Per Violation $500 Penalty
Permit Investigation Fee Per Hour $120 Penalty
Tree Removal Violations Per Tree Penalty
Violation PVMC 18.80.030

First Violation Per Violation Per Day Penalty
Second Violation Per Violation Per Day Penalty
Third and Subsequent Violation Per Violation Per Day Penalty

Planning
Pre-Application Meeting Initial Deposit $1,828 $500 $500 Deposit
Pre-Application Review Initial Deposit New $2,000 $2,000 Deposit
Architectural Review
New Residence Initial Deposit $7,594 $5,500 $5,500 Deposit
Guest House / Addition Initial Deposit $5,944 $4,500 $4,500 Deposit
Commercial Initial Deposit New $7,000 $7,000 Deposit
Multi-Family Initial Deposit New $7,500 $7,500 Deposit
Amendment Initial Deposit $3,979 $4,000 $4,000 Deposit
Site Development Permit
51-100 Cubic Yards Initial Deposit $4,499 $8,500 $8,500 Deposit
101-1,000 Cubic Yards Initial Deposit $7,196 $12,000 $12,000 Deposit
Greater than 1,000 Cubic Yards Initial Deposit $9,052 $12,500 $12,500 Deposit
Conditional Use Permit
Standard (New or Major Amendment) Initial Deposit $14,681 $6,000 $6,000 Deposit
Planned Unit Development Initial Deposit $14,528 $6,500 $6,500 Deposit
Amendment (Minor) Initial Deposit $8,848 $4,000 $4,000 Deposit
Cannabis Initial Deposit $6,940 $2,000 $2,000 Deposit
Variance
Variance Initial Deposit $11,361 $2,000 $2,000 Deposit
Lot Line Adjustment
Lot Line Adjustment Initial Deposit $10,300 $11,500 $11,500 Deposit
Geology Review
Map Modification Initial Deposit $4,923 $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
Subdivision
Preliminary Map Initial Deposit $10,366 $2,000 $2,000 Deposit
Tentative Map Initial Deposit $14,659 $11,500 $11,500 Deposit
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Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Final Map Initial Deposit $5,404 $7,500 $7,500 Deposit
Map Time Extension Initial Deposit $1,534 $500 $500 Deposit
Tentative Map Amendment Initial Deposit $4,567 $5,500 $5,500 Deposit
Final Map Revision Initial Deposit $7,067 $3,500 $3,500 Deposit
Environmental
Initial Assessment Initial Deposit $10,479 $1,500 $1,500 Deposit
Mitigated / Negative Declaration Initial Deposit $26,423 $3,000 $3,000 Deposit
CEQA Exemption Filing Initial Deposit New $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
General Plan Amendment
General Plan Amendment Initial Deposit $14,737 $6,000 $6,000 Deposit
Zoning Ordinance Amendment
Zoning Ordinance Amendment Initial Deposit $12,367 $3,000 $3,000 Deposit
Fence Permit
Fence Permit Initial Deposit Modified $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
Tree Removal Permit
Tree Removal Permit Initial Deposit $96 $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
Miscellaneous
Residential Data Report (Zoning Verification Letter) Initial Deposit $151 $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
Allowed Floor Area & Impervious Service Calculation Initial Deposit $151 $500 $500 Deposit
Appeal Initial Deposit $14,858 $2,500 $2,500 Deposit
Additional Plan Review or Revision Per Hour Per Hour as Billed $193 $193 User Fee
Zoning Permit / Fee Initial Deposit $1,631 $1,000 $1,000 Deposit
Telecommunications Tower Initial Deposit New $8,500 $8,500 Deposit
SB9 Initial Deposit New $3,000 $3,000 Deposit
SB9 Lot Split Initial Deposit New $7,000 $7,000 Deposit
Development Agreement Initial Deposit New $5,000 $5,000 Deposit
Annexation Initial Deposit New $11,500 Deposit
ASCC Review Initial Deposit New $2,500 $2,500 Deposit
Planning Inspection Per Inspection New $354 $354 User Fee
Planning Reinspection Per Inspection New $177 $177 User Fee
Anything not covered under the above permits Initial Deposit New $3,000 $3,000 Deposit
Horse Permit
New Per Horse / Year $68 $70 $70 User Fee
Renewal

Residential Per Horse / Year $20 $31 $31 User Fee
Commercial Per Horse / Year $27 $47 $47 User Fee

Inspection Per Hour Per Hour as Billed $218 $218 User Fee
Engineering

Encroachment into Public Right-of-Way
Application Fee Each Modified $382 $382 User Fee

Encroachment Inspection Deposit Initial Deposit Modified $500 $500 Deposit
Debris Box Each New $194 $194 User Fee

Trenching Fee Per LF New $17 $17 User Fee

Fence, Wall, Irrigation, Driveway Cuts Per LF Modified $17 $17 User Fee

Traffic Control Plan Review For Standard Lane Closure Per Sheet Deposit New $500 $500 Deposit

Traffic Control Plan Review for Long Term (over three days) Closures Per Sheet Deposit New $1,000 $1,000 Deposit

Misc. Engineering Fees
Flood Zone Letter Research Initial Deposit New $500 $500 Deposit
Engineering Inspection Deposit Initial Deposit New $2,000 $2,000 Deposit
Additional Engineering Plan Review Per Hour Modified $287 $287 User Fee
Additional Engineering Inspection Per Hour Modified $230 $230 User Fee
Work Without a Permit Each Up to 4x Permit Fee 2x Permit Fees Penalty
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Effort Out of Standard Scope Initial Deposit New Varies, depending on scope Deposit
Certificate of Compliance Initial Deposit $6,211 $6,500 $6,500 Deposit

Administrative Fees
Banner / Sign Fee Each $35 $207 $207 User Fee

Business License
Application Processing Fee Each New $231 $231 User Fee
Special Event Business License Each New $52 $52 User Fee
Fixed Place of Business within Portola Valley Each $134 $134

Employee Fee 30+ hours week Each / Per Year $27 $27
Employee Fee 15-30 hours week Each / Per Year $13 $13

Not Fixed Place of Business

General Contractor (3 or more subcontractors) Each $535 $535
General Contractor (less than 3 subcontractors) Each $134 $134
Subcontractor Each $134 $134
General License / Home Occupation Each $134 $134

State CASp (SB1186) Annual $4 $4 AB 1379

Copying Fees

Compact Disc (CD) / Flash Drive Copying Per Media $14 $10 $10 User Fee

Paper Documents Per Copy $0.35 $0.35 GOV § 7922.530

Electric Vehicle Charging Station

Electric Vehicle Charging Fee Per kWh Modified $0.43 $0.43 User Fee

Misc. Fees

Verification of Life Each New $51 $51 User Fee

Returned Check Each New $25 $25 CIV § 1719(a)

Subpoena Response Each New $15 $15 EVI § 1563(b)(6)

Recreation

Classes
Application Processing Fee (Instructor) Quarterly New $246 $197 User Fee

Town Registration Fees % Fees Received 20% 20% User Fee
Insurance (if supplied by the Town)

Non-sports Instruction Each Current carrier rate $92
Current carrier rate + 

Processing Fee User Fee

Sports Instruction Each Current carrier rate $92
Current carrier rate + 

Processing Fee User Fee

Facility Rental Fees / Deposits
Application Processing Each New $492 $492 Rental Fee
Date Change Fee Each 20% of rental charge $114 $114 Rental Fee
Storage Fee Per Day New $144 $144 Rental Fee
Cleaning Fee Per Hour New $25 $25 Rental Fee
Community Hall

Resident Only Fee Per Day $2,777 $1,028 $2,777 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $1,000 $1,000 Deposit

Key Deposit Deposit New $150 $150 Deposit
Community Hall - Memorial Service

Current / Past Resident Only Per Day $1,389 $1,028 $1,389 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $500 $500 Deposit

Key Deposit Deposit New $140 $140 Deposit
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Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Community Hall - Local Non-Profit within Town Limits

No Fundraiser Per Day $0 $1,028 $617 Rental Fee

No Fundraiser - Deposit Deposit $1,000 $1,000 Deposit

Fundraiser Per Day $1,022 $1,028 $1,022 Rental Fee

Fundraiser - Deposit Deposit $1,000 $1,000 Deposit

Key Deposit Deposit New $140 $140 Deposit
Community Hall - Public Agency

Public Agency Per Day New $1,028 $1,028 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit New $350 $350 Deposit
Alder or Buckeye Room (minimum rental is 2 hours)

Resident Fee Per Hour $111 $288 $230 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $250 $250 Deposit
Kitchen (must rent with another room)

Rented with Community Hall Per Event $0 $83 $83 Rental Fee

Rented with Alder or Buckeye Room - Resident Per Event $111 $83 $111 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $100 $100 Deposit
Redwood Grove (Weddings Only)

Resident Fee Per Event $172 $18 $172 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $100 $100 Deposit
Staff Time / Additional Consultation for Rentals

First Hour First Hour $0 $246 $246 Rental Fee

Each additional hour (fully burdened staff hourly rate) Additional Hour $65 $246 $246 Rental Fee

Sport User Fees
Date Change Fee Each 20% of rental permit cost $114 $114 User Fee
Cleaning Fee Per Hour New $25 $25 User Fee
Town Fields

Town Sponsored; Schools (Town Council; Town Committees; PV School District; Woodside Priory) Per Person / Season $0 $137 $82 Rental Fee

Local Organized Youth Leagues (Alpine/West Menlo Little League; AYSO; Kidz Love Soccer) Per Person / Season $44 $137 $82 Rental Fee

Local Organized Youth Clubs (Alpine Strikers; CYSO) Per Person / Season $67 $137 $82 Rental Fee

Local Organized Adult Leagues (PV Adult Soccer League; PV Softball) Per Person / Season $67 $137 $110 Rental Fee

Local Organized Adult Clubs (PV Soccer Club) Per Person / Season $100 $137 $110 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $500 $500 Deposit
Commercial Use

Clinics and Classes % of Gross Revenue 15% 0% 15%
Deposit Deposit $500 $500 Deposit

Picnic Spaces

Next to Little Peoples' Park - Town Center Per Person $3 $13 $13 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $100 $100 Deposit
Ford Field Parking Lot

Residential

Parking Lot Per Day $108 $117 $108 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $100 $100 Deposit
Commercial

Parking Lot Per Day $108 $117 $117 Rental Fee

Parking Lot Per Month $3,240 $3,529 $3,529 Rental Fee

Deposit Deposit $100 $100 Deposit

Special Events



Master Fee Schedule

Fee Name Unit Current Deposit / Fee Total Cost Recommended Fee Fee Type or Regulation

Special Event Permit Each New $246 $246 User Fee

Litter Deposit Per Day $130 $130 Deposit

Deposit Accounts

For services that require a deposit, the Town will establish a Cost Recovery Reimbursement 
Agreement in a form approved by the Town Attorney. The Town will withdraw expenses from the 
deposit at current Town hourly rates or at the contracted rates of outside consultants. If 
appropriate, consultant rates may incur a 15% charge to account for administrative services. 
When the deposit balance reaches five percent (5%) of the original deposit amount, the Applicant 
shall replenish the account in an amount reasonably determined by the Town.

Supplemental Services

For services requested of Town Staff for which no fee is listed in the Master Fee Schedule, or for 
projects of a size and complexity not typically encountered by the Town, a Cost Recovery 
Reimbursement Agreement will be established. Services will be billed at current Town hourly 
rates or at the contracted rates of outside consultants. If appropriate, consultant rates may incur 
a 15% charge to account for administrative services.

Project valuation standards

Project valuation for purposes of calculating building permit fees shall be determined using the 
applicant’s submitted construction valuation. The Town shall validate submitted valuations using 
the International Code Council (ICC) Building Valuation Data tables, adjusted by an applicable 
regional cost modifier. Fee calculations shall be based on whichever valuation is greater, the 
applicant’s submitted value or the Town’s calculated value. The Town Manager, or their designee, 
is authorized to apply this methodology and make valuation determinations in accordance with 
these standards.

Calculating Hourly Rates for Staff

Hourly rates for Town Staff are calculated using the employee’s fully burdened cost, which 
includes salary and benefits, Town overhead, and productive hours.


	05-19-2026 Finance Committee Agenda Packet.pdf
	1 - Agenda 051926
	4 - Minutes 260127
	5b -  Revenue Study Session Report
	5b - Expense Study Session Report
	5c - Portola Valley Fee Study Report

	5c - Portola Valley Master Fee Schedule - DRAFT.pdf



