LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION

Dave Braun, Executive Officer

200 W. 4t Street, Suite 3100, Madera, CA 93637
www:maderacounty.com/government/madera-lafco
(559) 675-7821

AGENDA
Madera County Government Center LAFCo Meeting
200 West 4t Street, Suite 3100 Wednesday, December 11, 2019
Madera, CA 93637 3:00 p.m.

Commissioner J. Carol Graham, Chair (Public)
Commissioner Andrew Medellin, Chair Pro Tem (City)

Commissioner Waseem Ahmed (City) Commissioner Steve Montes (City Alternate)
Commissioner Tom Wheeler (County) Commissioner Laura Young (Public Alternate)
Commissioner Max Rodriguez (County) = Commissioner Brett Frazier (County Alternate)

Dave Braun, Executive Officer Doug Nelson, Legal Counsel
Candie Fleming, Clerk

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3 Public Comments

Any person wishing to address the Commission on a subject within the jurisdiction of
the Madera LAFCo, but not appearing on the agenda may do so at this time (State your
name, address and please keep your comments to three minutes).

CONSENT AGENDA

All consent agenda items are considered routine in nature and will be enacted by one
motion; there will be no individual discussion of these items unless requested (pulled)
by a member of the Commission or the public. Any item pulled from the consent agenda
for discussion will be set aside until after approval of the consent agenda. Prior to taking
any action the public will be given the opportunity to comment on any consent item.

4. A. Review and approve minutes of the August 28, 2019 meeting.
B. Proposed 2020 Meeting Schedule

Recommendation: Approve Minutes and Adopt 2020 Meeting Schedule
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ACTION ITEM

5. Consideration for Appointment of Alternate Public Member

Recommendation: Consider Request or Direct Staff to Advertise Position

PUBLIC HEARING

6. Workshop: Schedule of Fees and Charges

DISCUSSION ITEMS

7. Commissioners Reports

8. Executive Officer Reports
Bass Lake/North Fork MSR

9. Adjournment

(The next meeting is proposed to be held January 22, 2020)
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The Political Reform Act prohibits a person appointed 1o the Local Agency Formation Commission from accepting gifts of more than $380.00 within the
preceding 12 months from parties, participants, or their agents while a proceeding is pending before LAFCC and for three months following the decision.
LAFCO commissioners who receive such contributions are required to disgualify themselves from participating in the proceedings. Both commissicners
and contributors who are parties to the proceeding are required to disclose the contributions received or made. Persons with disabilities may receive
aid, modifications, or accommodations for participating in the proceeding of the Madera Local Agency Formation Cornmission by contacting the Madera
LAFCO Clerk or the Executive Officer at (559) 675-7821. Please provide advance nofification so that specific arrangements can be made.
S:\Shared\Planning's share drive\Wain LAFCo Shared File\Agendas\20191032719 Agenda.docx
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LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION

Dave Braun, Executive Officer

200 W. 4t Street, Suite 3100, Madera, CA 93637
www.maderacounty.com/government/madera-lafco
(559) 675-7821

DRAFT MINUTES ITEM #4A
Madera County Government Center Regular LAFCO Meeting
205 West 4th Street Wednesday, August 28, 2019
Madera, CA 93637 6:00 p.m.

Commissioners Present: J. Carol Graham, Chairman, Public Member
Andrew Medellin, Chair Pro Tem, City Member
Waseem Ahmed, City Member
Max Rodriguez, County Member

Commissioners Absent: Tom Wheeler, County Member
Others Present: Dave Braun, Executive Officer
Doug Nelson, Legal Counsel
Candie Fleming, Clerk to the Commission

1: Call to Order

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Public Comments

There were no comments from the public.

CONSENT AGENDA

4. Minutes — Review and Approval of the April 24, 2019 Meeting

Commissioner Medellin moved to approve the April 24, 2019, Minutes as presented and
Commissioner Ahmed seconded the motion. The motion was approved on a 4-0 vote with
Commissioner Wheeler being absent.



PUBLIC HEARING

5. Clayton Water District — Municipal Service Review, Sphere of Influence Amendment,
and Annexation (2018-001)

Executive Officer Braun presented staff's report and recommendations to adopt the MSR and
approve the sphere amendment and annexation.

Julia Berry, representing the Clayton Water District, spoke in favor of the proposed sphere
amendment and annexation and gave some history and background on their application that
has been in process for a year. Ms. Berry said the District is involved in several different
funding opportunities and have been attending the Integrated Regional Management groups
in both Merced and Madera Counties and said there is Proposition 1 funding available right
now but they are going for Proposition 2 funding, which is construction dollars. Ms. Berry
said the landowners have decided to fund the CEQA work and the planning and design for
construction on their own. Ms. Berry said the District has also been participating in the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act processes in both Counties. Ms. Berry said the
District is anxious to get the annexation recorded because Groundwater Sustainability plans
are due at the end of next January. She said that the District plans to fund themselves by
requiring each landowner that's coming in to sign a contract stating they understand that
once they become a member of the District, they will be assessed for infrastructure and
groundwater sustainability activities. She said at the present, the District is being funded by
two landowners and are looking forward to have additional landowners to help with the costs.

Commissioner Medellin said he understood that all of the landowners had consented to the
annexation and that it sounded like the majority of the funding would come from the additional
landowners. Ms. Berry said that was correct.

Sarah Wolfe, consultant to the Triangle T Water District, spoke on behalf of the District. She
said she has worked with the Clayton Water District throughout the process and was
impressed by the work they were doing. Ms. Wolfe said the Clayton Water District is
proposing to annex a large swath of land and that Triangle T is working with them on muiltiple
projects going forward for additional diversions along the eastside bypass. Ms. Wolfe said
the two districts have been working together and want to continue to do so. Ms. Wolfe said
Triangle T is also pursuing an annexation for additional lands outside of their original
formation and that both Districts are trying to get all of the lands within Madera County into a
district in order to better manage the land under SIGMA. She said their only issue was that
some of the land Triangle T wants to annex is within the proposed Ciayton SOI.

Ms. Wolfe said that she understood that if the Commission approved the Clayton Water
District’s application for a sphere amendment and annexation, the land that Triangle T would
fike to annex into their district would be in a precarious position because the landowners have
infrastructure that they have invested in that is currently integrated with the Triangle T Water
District and delivering a water supply to their land. She said the three landowners that
Triangle T wouid like to annex into their district are opposed to having their land placed in
Clayton’s SOl because there is already infrastructure in place and they desire to work with
Triangle T. They are uncertain if they could do so in the future.



Commissioner Ahmed said that when Triangle T was formed, there was a reason that the
three parcels were not included and the goal was to try and consolidate the two districts.

Ms. Wolfe replied that the pipeline was already being constructed before those lands were
taken out of the original water district formation. She said there are facilities in place and
water is being delivered to those facilities through the pipeline. She said Triangle T accepts
delivery of water and then distributes it to land that is not within their district. She said that
delivery system will continue, but if those lands are forced to be a part of the Clayton Water
District, it would be very difficult to decipher the deliverability of that water.

Ms. Wolfe said that the Hancocks did not own the property at the time the district was formed
but the individuals that owned the property where the easement is located, Cross Creek
Farms, were originally proposed to be part of the Triangle T Water District and the facilities
were built and installed prior to the property being removed from the boundaries of the
Triangle T Water District.

Commissioner Ahmed said with the development of the pipeline, those properties would still
have the easement. Ms. Wolf responded that they do have the easement but if the property
was in another water district, that district could determine what water supply comes onto their
properties, which becomes a concern. Ms. Wolfe said that if Triangle T had water to deliver
to Cross Creek, but Cross Creek was part of Clayton Water District, Clayton Water District
would have to allow them to receive that water. Currently, Triangle T has the ability to deliver
them water with just the landowners’ approval, not the approval of the Clayton Water District.

In response to a statement by Commissioner Medellin, Ms. Wolf said there were two
separate properties. She said the Cross Creek property was part of the original properties of
the Triangle T Water District and that the pipeline that delivers water goes through their
property and that pipeline was buiit before the Commission removed the Cross Creek
property from the Triangle boundary. She said a second property that was originally intended
to be part of the Clayton Water District was later purchased by the Hancock Corporation.

Molly Sasso, speaking on behalf of John Hancock, said the property that was purchased by
John Hancock receives water from the Cross Creek property. Ms. Sasso said they had been
in negotiations to try to build the pipeline through other landowners’ property utilizing
easements but that did not work out. She said the Hancocks then had to spend upwards of
$3,000,000 to try to address the subsidence issues on their property. Ms. Sasso said she
was there to ask that their property remain out of the Clayton Water District's SOI with the
intention that their property would be annexed into the Triangle T Water District.

Commissioner Medellin said he recalled that Triangle T had a number of wells in the area
and that there was a huge subsidence issue and asked how the issue was being addressed.
Ms. Sasso responded that there was a subsidence mitigation agreement that landowners are
required to enter into to stop pumping from the deep wells. She said that a substantial
amount of work and money has been spent to reverse subsidence.

Sara Wolfe with the Triangle T Water District said regarding the subsidence issue, they
brought in 6,000 acre feet of water through the pipeline in the first year it was built to deliver
to the properties that are part of the mitigation agreement. In 2018, they brought in over
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8,000 acre feet of water. Ms. Wolfe said that when they bring in the surface water, they turm
off the deep wells. Ms. Wolfe said there has been satellite imagery done each year on what
the subsidence numbers are and they have completely moved what was originally a red dot
right over the Triangle T Water District, it has now gone to brown which is great and has
moved much further to the East.

Commissioner Medellin asked what their concern was if, as she previousiy said, they worked
well with the Clayton Water District. Ms. Wolfe said there are concerns when a landowner
buys water from a district but has no voice in how the water is delivered. She said that if
Cross Creek was the only user on this pipeling, it would be difficult for them to have the same
leverage that they would if they were part of the Triangle T Water District.

Case Viott, co-owner of the Cross Creek Ranch said they were opposed to being included in
the Clayton Water District's SOIl. He said they have been working on the Red Top pipeline
that runs through their property for six years.

Darcy Viott, co-owner of the Cross Creek Ranch said she is also opposed to being in
Clayton’s sphere and wanted to stay in Triangle T's SOl. She said that they had put their
own resources together to bring a pipeline through their property to get surface water. She
said it took years of meetings from 2012 to 2015 to obtain the infrastructure, construction and
engineering in order to build the pipeline.

Commissioner Medellin asked Braun to clarify his recommendation regarding funding. Braun
responded that he was recommending the District have some sort of mechanism in place to
generate funding so that the District can fund the infrastructure.

Darcy Vlott said that in 2016, when the Clayton Water District opposed their property being
included in the sphere of influence of the Triangle T Water District, LAFCo suggested that
there be progress between the two districts toward consolidation. Darcy Viott asked what
that progress constituted, and if the progress that they put forth in delivering surface water to
their property was what LAFCo had in mind.

Commissioner Waseem said getting consent from all of the landowners was “making
progress” and felt that Clayton had accomplished almost all of the Commission’s direction.
Commissioner Medellin agreed that progress was being made, just not as quickly as they
would like.

Julia Berry said Triangle T is nearly a 15,000-acre district with a lot more funding and
financial support and that unless the Clayton Water District's annexation is complete, they are
being funded by two landowners, and therefore, can only do so much.

Commissioner Medellin said they would love to see the two districts consolidated. He said
the Commission had a huge discussion regarding land being contiguous and not contiguous
and not having pieces of the puzzle missing, and that is not what LAFCo is about.
Commissioner Medellin said that in this particular instance, it is not a logical boundary and
not efficient by way of delivery, which are LAFCo's principles.



Darcy Vlot said there were three landowners that financed the Red Top Pipeline and the
infrastructure, the Vlot Brothers and Triangle T Ranch who split the bill 50/50 and that they
put a lot of money into the pipeline regardless of the acreage. Ms. Vlot said that they have
paid over a million dollars for the pipeline and they will still have to pay for the surface water
that gets delivered.

Molly Sasso said she understands LAFCo's goal of contiguity for efficiency of services, but
the services are already there with pipelines running through the Cross Creek property and
Madera One Ranch that Triangle T owns and operates. Ms. Sasso again asked that the
Triangle T property remain out of Clayton’s SOI so they could annex it to Triangle T.

Commissioner Ahmed asked if LAFCo law would allow Triangle T's parcels to be annexed to
the Triangle T Water District. Braun responded that as of yet, there has been no application
filed with LAFCo to annex those two parcels, but an application could be filed to remove them
from the Clayton Water District SO! and be placed in the Triangle T Water District SOI.

Darcy Vot said the Clayton Water District did approach them and asked them to annex their
property into their District but they were not interested and that is why the Clayton Water
District went around them. Ms. Viot asked that their property be left out of Clayton’s SOl and
then Clayton could annex all of the property to the north of their property.

Larkin Harmon, landowner and President of the Clayton Water District, said Clayton Water
District does not plan on standing in the way of the Triangle T Water District and their water
delivery to Cross Creek even though Cross Creek would be in Clayton’s SOI.

Darcy Vlot said their property is not considered to be in a district but if their property were to
be put in Clayton’s SOI, the only option they would have is to be annexed to the Clayton
Water District. Ms. Vot said they worked very hard to develop the water infrastructure and
develop the Triangle T Water District and said they would like to stay with the district they
helped form.

Braun said that if Clayton’s SOI proposal was approved, the owners of the Cross Creek
property could file an application with LAFCo to be removed from Clayton’s SOL.

Molly Sasso with Triangle T Ranch felt it was inefficient for their property to be put into the
Clayton Water District when they have already filed an application with the Triangle T Ranch
to be annexed into their district, which included signing Triangle T's subsidence agreement.
She felt that there could be political and operational issues if the property were to be put in
Clayton's sphere and then removed later and felt that it would be a solution to the problem if
the Commission approved Clayton's annexations but not the entire sphere proposal.

Commissioner Medellin said he relies on LAFCo’s policies and the State of California’s laws
to determine his role and responsibility as a LAFCo member. Commissioner Medellin said he
didn't want to set a precedent for the future that if someone were to purchase property after a
decision was made, that as long as you can put in some infrastructure, you are exempt from
LAFCo policy.



Executive officer Braun said the three parcels south of Cross Creek were the parcels
purchased by John Hancock after the Triangle T Water District was formed.

Molly Sasso representing John Hancock said the Hancocks purchased the properties to
secure water from the Poso Canal because of feuding of neighbors and the inefficient
delivery of water and because of the huge subsidence issue and SIGMA.

Darcy Viot said that John Hancock has also furloughed a lot of land in order to help abate the
subsidence issue because they wanted to be a good neighbor to the farmers in the area.

In response to a question from the Commission, Braun said that whether or not these
properties are put in the Clayton Water District's SOI, the Triangle T Water District could file
an application to annex the property and will have to do a municipal service review in order to
bring those properties into their SOI. In that MSR, they will have to evaluate how the district
can serve that area and look at the issues which would be important for the Commission to
make a decision to allow the district to annex. Braun said just from a contiguous and orderly
standpoint, putting those properties in Clayton’s SOl makes the most sense.

Molly Sasso said she understood the contiguity of the properties but her fear is that they
would come back in several weeks and have to go through a process where they had to
remove the property from Clayton's SOl in order to annex into a different district.

Commissioner Medellin asked for clarification on staff's recommendation requiring a funding
mechanism to be in place within two years. Braun responded that the recommendation was
written subject to interpretation and that the Commission would have to evaluate whether the
condition was met or of the District was moving forward in good faith. If not, the Commission
could initiate an application to dissolve the district.

Commissioner Medellin said that when an MSR is prepared for a district, they really get into

detail of the efficiencies of services that are being provided. He explained that as a member
of LAFCo, when he sees a map that does not meet the Commission’s goals for the efficient

provision of services that is not what LAFCo is about.

Commissioner Medellin made a motion to approve the MSR, sphere of influence amendment,
and annexation with conditions and stressed that within 24 months there has to be a funding
mechanism for the District in place. Commissioner Rodriguez seconded the motion. The
motion was passed on a 4-0 vote, with Commissioner Wheeler being absent.

6. Meeting Time Chanage

Executive Officer Braun reported that at the April Commission meeting, staff was directed to
bring back a discussion regarding changing the meeting time to an earlier time or keeping the
6:00 p.m. time. Braun said that he looked at other LAFCos and their start times were all
different; however, most of them met during the day.

Commissioner Graham said that her only concern was that most people work and would
have to take time off to attend a meeting that was between 8:00 and 5:00, but she had no
objection with evening meetings.



Commissioner Rodriguez said that when they first talked about a time change in April, he felt
that since she lives in Oakhurst and Commissioner Wheeler lived in North Fork, it would be a
little harder for them to attend. Commissioner Ahmed said that most of the other boards and
commissions are held during the day and he felt LAFCo might have better attendance if the
meetings were held during the day.

Braun said that it is easier to get public officials to attend meetings that are held during the
day and that LAFCo could always hold a special evening meeting if necessary, but usually
landowners will attend LAFCo meetings, if it affects their property.

Commissioner Medellin agreed that it would be more convenient for city staff, as well as
LAFCo staff, to attend meetings during the day.

Commissioner Rodriguez made a motion to change the LAFCo meeting time from 6:00 p.m.
to 3:00 p.m. Commissioner Ahmed seconded the motion. The motion was passed on a 4-0
vote.

7. Commissioner Reports

There were no reports from the Commission.

8. Executive Officer Reports

- 2019 Annual CALAFCO Conference

9. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION

Dave Braun, Executive Officer

200 W. 4t Street, Suite 3100, Madera, CA 93637
www:maderacounty.com/government/madera-lafco
(559) 675-7821

ITEM #4B
DATE: December 11, 2019
TO: LAFCO Commission
FROM: o8 Dave Braun, Executive Officer
RE: Proposed 2020 Meeting Schedule
RECOMMENDATION

Approve 2020 Meeting Schedule

DISCUSSION

As in the past, staff proposes to schedule LAFCo’s meetings on the 4" Wednesday of the
month in the County’s third floor conference room, with one exception. Staff proposes to not
schedule a meeting in November and hold the December meeting on December 9th (2nd
Wednesday of the month). These adjustments are proposed because the 4" Wednesday in
November is the day before Thanksgiving and the 4" Wednesday in December is two days
before Christmas. As you may recall, the Commission changed the meeting’s start time from
6:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Wednesday, January 22, 2020
Wednesday, February 26, 2020
Wednesday, March 25, 2020
Wednesday April 22, 2020
Wednesday, May 27, 2020
Wednesday, June 24, 2020
Wednesday, July 22, 2020
Wednesday, August 26, 2020
Wednesday, September 23, 2020
Wednesday, October 28, 2020
Wednesday, December 9, 2020 (2"d Wednesday in December)



2020 Calendar
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LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION

Dave Braun, Executive Officer

200 W. 4t Street, Suite 3100, Madera, CA 93637
www.maderacounty.com/government/madera-lafco
(559) 675-7821

ITEM #5
Date: December 11, 2019
To: _LAFCo Commission
From: anwe Braun, Executive Officer
Subject: Consideration of Appointment for Alternate Public Member At Large
BACKGROUND

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act),
Section 56334 states, “The term of office of each member shall be four years and until the
appointment and qualification of his or her successor. The body which originally appointed a
member whose term has expired shall appoint his or her successor for a full term of four

years”.

The term for the Commission’s Alternate Public Member-At-Large expired in June, 2019.

The current Alternate Public Member-At-Large (Laura Young) has requested to remain on the
Commission for another four-year term (term to expire June, 2023). The Commission may
consider this request or direct staff to advertise the position.

S:\Shared\Planning's share drive\Main LAFCo Shared File\Commissioners\alternate public memer 2019 staff report.docx



LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION

Dave Braun, Executive Officer

200 W. 4th Street, Suite 3100, Madera, CA 93637
www.maderacounty.com/government/madera-lafco
(559) 675-7821

ITEM #6
Date: December 11, 2019
To: LAFCO Commission
From: E?é@e Braun, Executive Officer
SUBJECT: WORKSHOP: SCHEDULE OF FEES AND CHARGES
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Commission conduct a workshop to consider the current LAFCO
Schedule of Fees and Charges and direct staff in regard to any changes that may be
necessary.

BACKGROUND

This item is in response to the Commission’s request earlier this year that a fee study be
conducted to evaluate LAFCQ’s current schedule of fees and charges.

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (CKH) Section 56383 authorizes LAFCO to adopt a schedule of
fees and charges for various activities including, but not limited to, the processing of
applications filed with the Commission and amending or updating Spheres of Influence (SOI).

Fees and charges permit LAFCO to recover costs associated with the processing of
applications. In theory, the Commission does not need to charge application fees as its full
operating budget could annually be paid by the County and two Cities. However, by
authorizing LAFCOs to levy fees and charges for service, the Legislature understood that this
additional revenue would reduce the allocations to LAFCO by its contributing member
agencies.

Section 1.87 of the Madera LAFCO Policies, Guidelines and Procedures Manual indicates
fees charged by LAFCO are set at the maximum justifiable level to recover costs of
processing applications.

It does not appear that a fee study has been conducted on LAFCO’s fees and charges since
at least the 2004-2005 Fiscal Year. Since that time the fees have been increased yearly
based on the Consumer Price Index for the previous year.

1



To evaluate Madera LAFCQ’s fees and charges, staff has conducted a survey of other
LAFCO’s in the state (Exhibits A, B, C). Also, staff has completed a cost estimate to process
a standard Annexation Application (Exhibit D). The estimate includes the cost of the
annexation process both with and without a protest hearing.

SURVEY OF LAFCOS

In order to provide a bhasis for comparison, staff has conducted a survey of other LAFCO’s
fees and charges. The survey included a number of neighboring Valley LAFCO’s as well as
some Coastal and Mountain LAFCQO’s.

The Coastal LAFCO'’s fees were generally higher and the Mountain LAFCO’s fees were
generally either lower or similar to the Valley LAFCO’s. In evaluating other Valiey LAFCO’s
the survey included Fresno, Kern, Merced, Tulare and Stanislaus Counties.

in looking closer at the other Valley LAFCO’s fees, Fresno LAFCO’s fees are considerably
higher and Kern LAFCO’s fees are considerably lower than the other Counties. Merced,
Tulare and Stanislaus LAFCO’s have fees that are more in line with Madera LAFCO and in
staff's opinion provide a better comparison to Madera LAFCO.

COST ESTIMATE

Staff prepared a cost estimate to process a typical Annexation Application. A cost estimate
was only completed for an Annexation Application since the other types of applications
(Formation, Consolidation, Dissolution, etc.) have not been processed in large enough
numbers by the current Executive Officer to provide a reasonable sample.

In evaluating the cost of processing an annexation, it appears that the current fee for an
Annexation Application is reasonable. The estimated cost {o process an annexation that
does not require a protest hearing ($1,941) is less than the current fee of $2,497 and the cost
to process an annexation with a protest hearing ($2,604) is more than $2,497.

CONCLUSION

The estimated cost of processing a standard annexation is close to the current fee charged
for the application. In addition, the fees charged for various applications are similar albeit
somewhat lower than neighboring Valley LAFCO’s. There may be a couple of applications
(i.e. Formation, Incorporation) that appear to be significantly lower than neighboring LAFCO’s
and may warrant a fee adjustment. Also a fee for an out of area service agreement may be
warranted when processed by the Executive Officer.

Exhibit A —Valley LAFCO’s

Exhibit B- Mountain LAFCO’s

Exhibit C- Coastal LAFCO's

Exhibit D- Annexation Application (Cost Estimate}



FEE STUDY SURVEY

(Valley LAFCOs)

EXHIBIT A

MADERA FRESNO KERN MERCED TULARE STANISLAUS
Reorganization $2,497 $1,200 -$16,800 | $844 $2,700 $3,476 (If No Protest $3,500 (Reorganization)
(Annexation/Detachment) (depending on Hearing) $3,000 {Annex/Detach)
acreage) $3,776 (If Protest
Hearing)
District Formation $2,497 (Plus $10,000 Deposit $844 $4,370 $3,476 $5,500
(Processing Fee) Special District (Plus Actual Cost)
Study-$1,225)
District Consolidation $2.497 $8,000 $500 $1,832 $3,476 $3,500
District Dissolution $2,497 $10,000 Deposit $844 $1,593 $3,476 $3,500
Incorporation $2,497 (Plus $10,000 Deposit $1,500 (Plus $3,000 Deposit $15,000
(Processing Fee) Comprehensive (Plus Costs) $10,000 Deposit) | (Plus Actual
Fiscal Analysis- Cost)
$1,323)
Activation of Latent $2,497 $2,000 - $5,600 $500 $3,476 $1,500
Powers
Sphere of Influence $2,497 $1,200 - $16,800 | $500 $2,700 $1,500 {Plus Actual $5,000
Amendment Cost)
Municipal Service $1,225 (Plus Actual 3500 $2,000 (Plus Actual Cost
Review (Special District | Cost) Actual Cost)
Study)
Out of Area Service 30 (If Considered $120 - $750 $500 $778 3121 (If Considered by | $500 (If Considered by
Contracts by EO) EQ) EO; $1,500 (If Considered
$843 (If $334 (If Considered by | by Commission)
Considered by Commission)
Commission)
Reconsideration $2.497 $120 - $750 $500 $300 $1,500
CEQA
Negative Declaration $512 Deposit 1,275 (Plus Actual | $778 Actual Cost
EIR $1,225 (Plus Actual | Deposit Cost) Deposit Actual Cost

Cost)

$825 (Plus
$10,000 Deposit)
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FEE STUDY SURVEY
(Mountain Area LAFCOs)

EXHIBIT B

AMADOR CALAVERAS El. DORADO PLACER

Reorganization $1,000 $2,000 $5,000 $1,500 - $5,000

(Annexation/Detachment) (Based on Acreage)

District Formation $3,000 $5,000 $5,000 $2,500

(Processing Fee)

District Consolidation $1,000 $2,000 $5,000 $2,500

District Dissolution $1,000 $2,000 $5,000 $2,500

Incorporation $10,000 $15,000 $10,000 Actual Cost

(Processing Fee)

Activation of Latent $750 $1,000 $2.000

Powers

Sphere of Influence $1,000 $2,000 $2,000 (City) $2,500

Amendment $1,000 (District)

Municipal Service $500 $3,000 $3,000 Actual Cost

Review (Processing Fee)

Out of Area Service $500 $700 $1,500 $500 (Deposit if

Contracts Public Health Related
$1,500 (Deposit if Not |
Public Health .
Related)

Reconsideration $500 $700 $1,000 $500

CEQA $200 (Cat. Ex.) $250 (Notice of

Negative Declaration Actual Cost $2,000 {Neg. Dec) Exemption)
EIR $3,000 (EIR) $1,500 (Neg. Dec.)

Cost of EIR

Determined by EO
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FEE STUDY SURVEY
(Coastal Area LAFCOs)

EXHIBIT C

ALAMEDA CONTRA COSTA LOS ANGELES VENTURA MONTEREY
Reorganization $4,925 (100% $3,915 {if No Protest Hearing | $2,500 - $8,000 $3,650 (If No Protest $950 < 3 Acres
(Annexation/Detachment) | Consent) 36,530 {(With Protest Hearing) | (Depending on Acreage for | Hearing) $2,625 3-25 Acres
$6,575 (Not 100% Annexation/Detachment) $5,450 (With Protest $4,200> 25 Acres
Consent) 20% More if Hearing)
Reorganization)
District Formation $6,575 $8,470 $7,500 $7,250 $3,750
(Processing Fee)
District Consolidation 36,575 $5,690 $7.500 $6,350 $1,250
District Dissolution $8,575 $5,690 $5,000 $5,350 $1.250
Incorporation $25,000 $25,000 $7,500 $7,500 $20,000
(Processing Fee)
Activation of Latent $6,575 $3,380 $3,650 $3,000
Powers
Sphere of Influence $3,775 $4,810 $2,500 - $7,000 $5,450 (Deposit If Not Part | $3,750
Amendment {Depending on Acreage) of Reorganization)
$2,750 (Deposit in Addition
to Reorg, Fee)
Municipal Service Actual Cost Actual Cost $1,225 (Plus Cost) $3,000
Review {Processing Fee)
Out of Area Service $3,775 $3.400 $2,000 $450 (If Considered by EO | $2,500
Contracts $3,650 (If Considered by
Commission)
Reconsideration $1,650 $2,500 50% of Filing Fee $2,750 $1.000
CEQA $500 (ND) Actual Cost Actual Cost Actual Cost
Negative Declaration $2,500 (EIR)

EIR
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ANNEXATION APPLICATION- COST ESTIMATE

EXHIBIT D

Hourly Charge for EQO: $44.93 Hourly Charge for Clerk to the Commission:  $23.35
ACTION Hours EO COST | CLERK COST | SUBTOTAL
{EO/Clerk)
1 | Pre-application meeting with applicant 1 $44.93 $44.93
2 | Clerk reviews application for completeness 1 $23.35 $23.35
3 | EO reviews application for completeness 1 $44.93 $44.93
4 | Log-in proposal & create file 25 $5.84 $5.84
5 | Draft and send letter to applicant of (in)complete application .51.25 $22.47 $5.84 $28.31
6 | Draft & send notice to request comments from affected 1/1.5 $44.93 $35.03 $79.96
agencies
7 | Draft Certificate of Filing/Certificate of Sufficiency/mail to 11 $44.93 $23.35 $68.28
applicant
8 | Responsible Agency review of Lead Agency CEQA docs. 1 $44.93 $44.93
9 | Draft Notice of Determination/Exemption/file 5125 $22.47 $5.84 $28.31
10 | Draft/mail notice of hearing 17 $44.93 $23.35 $68.28
11 | Draft newspaper notice and have published 1171 $44.93 $23.35 $68.28
12 | Draft staff reports/prepare exhibits 6/1.5 $269.58 $35.03 $304.61
13 | Copy staff reports and mail agenda packets 2 $46.70 $48.70
14 | Post agenda items on web 25 $5.84 $5.84
15 | Draft resolutions 1 $44.93 $44.93
16 | Attend Commission hearing 1N $44.93 $23.35 $68.28
17 | Draft/send notice of Commission's decision 1/.8 $44.93 $11.68 $56.61
18 | if Protest Hearing is required, repeat 10-17 plus cost of ($663.53)
newspaper publication
19 | Mail resolutions to Chair to obtain signatures 25 $5.84 $5.84
20 | Draft/review minutes of meeting 512 $22.47 $46.70 $69.17
21 | Draft & issue Certificate of Completion 25/.25 $11.23 $5.84 $17.07
22 | Draft/Send letter to applicant, Auditor, Assessor, Elections & 515 $22.47 $11.68 $34.15
Affected Agencies notifying of LAFCo's action
23 | Record reorganization with Recorder's Office 75 $17.51 $17.51
24 | File documents with State Board of Equalization 2 $44.93 $23.35 $68.28
Miscellaneous Expenses*®
Cost of Publication $247.00
Charges from other Department for review of application $100.00
Cost of mailing notice/staff reports/misc. correspondence $100.00
Phone calls/correspondence/staff discussion 4/3 179.72 $70.05 $249.77
TOTAL $1941.16
TOTAL WITH PROTEST HEARING $2604.69




