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Background:

On August 24, 2005, Fresno LAFCo approved a Municipal Service Review and Sphere of
Influence Update for the Washington Colony Cemetery District prepared by Land Use
Associates, LAFCo’s contract consultant. The Commission’s action as reported within the
Minutes included the following recommendations:

1. The Washington Colony Cemetery District should consider annexing the remaining
portion of the Caruthers Unified School District area currently not served.

2. The District may also wish to consider annexing the large area north of its current
boundaries, inside its adopted SOI, bounded by Jensen Avenue to the north, Highway
145 to the west, and the Fowler Cemetery District to the east, if it is shown to be
economically feasible. This action needs to be initiated by the District.

3. The District has expressed an interest in removing substantial territory inside its current
SOl to the northeast of its present boundaries. The District should initiate discussion with
LAFCO to determine if such action is advisable, and if so, how to proceed with requesting

the removal of this territory.

The Minutes of the August 24™ meeting also reflect that the District had made a request to

waive all or a portion of the required filing fee for a Sphere of Influence Revision and Annexation

Applications (see attached Minutes). The Minutes state that Executive Officer Waiczis had

recommended that the requests be continued to allow time for staff to return to the Commission

with a report detailing the recommendations and why the changes may be necessary so the
Commission could make a determination as to whether or not to consider a waiver or partial
waiver of the fee. The Commission unanimously voted to continue the request to the next

meeting. However, LAFCo records do not indicate that such report was presented as requested

by the Commission.



Proposal:

The proponent’s consultant, Urban & Environmental Consulting, has requested that LAFCo fees
totaling $13,125 be waived based upon the recommendations of a Cost-Benefit Analysis that
supports such fee waiver (see attached request), or as an option that the fees be reduced to
$2,500 to cover costs associated with the processing of such applications (i.e. public notices
and mailing).

The report’s Executive Summary states:

Because the District’'s Board determined that the required processing fees would
bring about a financial hardship on the district, the Commission was approached
in 2006 and requested to waive these fees. In response the Commission
requested that the District provide documentation demonstrating in what way(s)
the LAFCO fees presented an undue financial hardship on the District.
Consequently, the District determined to contract with Urban & Environmental
Consulting, an urban planning consulting firm to prepare this Cost-Benefit
Analysis

The Cost-Benefit Analysis prepared for the proposal is attached hereto. Interestingly, it appears
that, based upon information contained within this analysis, the District paid Urban &
Environmental Consulting $4,500 to prepare the cost-benefit analysis to request a waiver of
fees.

The analysis sets forth a discussion of District costs (both recurring and non-recurring costs) as
well as District benefits and suggests three possible cost/benefit profiles for consideration.
These include possible cost/benefit scenarios resulting from waiver of the LAFCo fees, partial
waiver of the fees, and requiring full payment of fees. The analysis relies upon past
experiences and assumptions in order to formulate recommendations. It would appear that
while the District may benefit from increased taxes and a larger service area, that such benefits
may take time to be realized and that the short-term financial situation of the District may be
negatively impacted by requiring the full payment of LAFCo fees.

Staff Analysis:

Fresno LAFCo recently completed the processing of Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) for 122
special districts and 15 cities. The Cemetery Districts, including the Washington Colony
Cemetery District, were the first reports to be prepared and approved. The MSRs often times
made recommendations to amend SOIs and consolidate several districts to improve service
efficiencies or reflect actual service boundaries. Such recommendations often included the
waiver of LAFCo processing fees. Such waivers, however, did not come at the request of the
districts, and there did not appear to be a profit motive/future tax revenue benefit associated
with the action.

In the case of the Cemetery District, the principal LAFCo fee being waived would be for the
annexation of two broad scale areas ($10,500) with an additional fee ($2,625) for the concurrent
Sphere of Influence (SOI) change. While the staff could support the waiver of the fee for the
SOl since it was a recommendation of the MSR/SOI Update report in 2005, staff has concern
with waiving fees for the annexation of District lands that will eventually provide increased tax
revenues and greater numbers of future interments that will generate revenues. Additionally,
the Cost-Benefit Analysis Summary (Page 4-1% Paragraph) states:



Even though it appears possible that all costs associated with the processing of
the applications could be recovered by the end of the 12 month period, without a
fee waiver the District would be obligated to carry the burden of the total $20,125
cost of processing. This would create a short-term fiscal hardship on the District.
While the District may be able to cover the hard costs of processing the proposed
changes ($2,500), any unanticipated costs may compromise the District’s ability
to function efficiently in the short term.

It should be pointed out that LAFCo’s fees have been established to help off-set the State
mandated annual contribution by the County of Fresno and the Cities of Fresno County that
fund LAFCo operations. It should be pointed out that the Special Districts that operate within
Fresno County also have a right to participate as LAFCo Commission members and provide
one-third of the operating costs of the agency. The Districts, however, have not indicated their
desire to participate.

Section 350.08 of Fresno LAFCo’s adopted Policies, Standards, and Procedures (Fee
Schedule-Exceptions to Required Fees), state that the Commission may take action on a four-
fifths affirmative vote to “waive” filing fees if the imposition of such fee(s) would be detrimental to
the public interest as determined by the Commission.

The option also exists to “defer” the payment of processing fee(s) until such time that the District
collects increased tax revenues as a result of the annexation. The District would have to enter
into an agreement allowing the District to defer the fees until such time as the District obtains
increased revenues directly resulting from the annexation. LAFCo staff does not favor this
approach. First, we are concerned about whether or not such an agreement would be creating
a precedent for other Districts to request a deferral of fees. Second, LAFCo Counsel is
concerned that, once the Commission records a Certificate of Recordation, thereby finally
approving the annexation, it may be very difficult for the Commission to actually collect such
processing fees. The Commission would have to obtain a judgment against the District based
upon a breach of contract to actually collect such fees.

Staff understands the challenges that local special districts have in meeting annual service
demands with limited budgets, however, staff believes that the payment of fees for gaining
future benefits needs to be factored into the cost of doing business—whether in the private or
public sector. While staff believes that the consultant’s report provides the basis for granting
consideration of deferring the fees, it does not provide justification for a full-waiver.

Recommended Options:

The following options should be considered by the Commission:

1. Waive the $2,625 Sphere of Influence (SOI) Adjustment filling fee.

2. Allow a $2,500 payment to initiate the processing the two annexations (partial payment).

3. Defer payment of the remainder of the LAFCo fees ($8,000) until July 1, 2009, unless an
extension has been granted by the Commission prior to this date.

It should be noted that while staff supports the first option, it does maintain concern related to
the deferment of the annexation fees for the reasons stated within the Staff Analysis Section
above.
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 EXHIBIT A

CEMETERY DISTRICTS (Adopted August 24, 2005)

Clovis Cemetery District

Coalinga-Huron Cemetery District

Fowler Cemetery District

Kingsburg Cemetery District

Oak Grove Cemetery District

Parlier Cemetery District

Reedley Cemetery District

Sanger/Del Rey Cemetery District, Selma Cemetery District]
Squaw Valley Cemeter7y District
Washington Colony Cemetery District

Summary of Determinations:

1. Maintain Adopted SOI - No changes (updates or revisions) are recommended
to the existing spheres of influence and current district boundaries for the Clovis,

Coalinga-Huron, Fowler, Kingsburg, Parlier, Reedley, Sanger/Del Rey, Selma
and Squaw Valley Cemetery Districts.’

2. Dunlap Cemetery District

The Board of Trustees should consider requesting a reduction in the District's

- Sphere of Influence and de-annexation of territory in areas where new
development is occurring. -

3. Fowler Cemetery District
A. Maintain the District's existing Sphere of Influence and boundaries.
B. The District should consider employing an accountant or bookkeeper to

maintain District financial records.

4. Oak Grove Cemetery District

A.  The Board of Directors should initiate discussions with the Washington Colony
Board of Directors to discuss the possibility of increasing the SOI of the Oak
Grove Cemetery District to include the outlying areas located above its
northemn boundary and south of Washington Colony as shown in Figure 1.

B. Before an expanded SOl is considered, the Qak Grove Cemetery District
: should consider annexing all areas within its current SOI and make the
boundaries concurrent, if it is shown to be economically feasible. This
action needs to be initiated by the District.

"7 The SOI and district boundary of all cemetery districts are coterminous except for Duniap Cemetery
District, Washington Colony Cemetery District, and Oak Grove Cemetery District.



Squaw Valley Cemetery District

A.

- B.

Maintain the District's existing Sphere of Influence and boundarieé.

The District should consider establishing operational policies and

procedures consistent with the Health and Safety Code to clarify the burial
process, fee collection, and services provided.

The District should consider developing a Capital Improvement Plan that
identifies projects to be completed, the estimated cost of the project,

‘possible funding sources and completion timing.

The District should consider working towards the establishment of a fee
schedule for residents and non-residents using fee schedules from other
districts and maintaining consistency with the Health and Safety Code.

The District should explore the fiscal advantages and feasibility of
consolidating with the Squaw Valley Cemetery District.

Washington C_olony Cemetery District

A

The Washington Colony Cemetery District should consider annexing the

remaining portion of the Caruthers Unified School District area currently
not served. ‘

The District may also wish to consider annexing the large area north of its
current boundaries, inside its adopted SOI, bounded by Jensen Avenue to
the north, Highway 145 to the west, and the Fowler Cemetery District to
the east, if it is shown to be economically feasible. This action needs to
be initiated by the District.

The District has expressed an interest in removing substantial territory
inside its current SO to the northeast of its present boundaries. The
District should initiate discussions with LAFCo to determine if such action

is advisable, and if so, how to proceed with requesting the removal of this
territory.

Staff Report Recommendations:

1. Find the MSR prepared for Cemetery Districts in Fresno County complete and
satisfactory.

2, Find that the written determinations within the report satisfy State Law.



3. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56425, adopt the determinations as
presented.

- COMMISSION ACTION

.Adopted Municipal Service Reviews prepared for the Clovis, Coalinga, Huron, Dunlap,

Fowler, Kingsburg, Oak Grove, Parlier, Reedley, Sanger/Del Rey, Selma, Squaw Valley
and Washington Colony Cemetery Districts. ‘

MINUTES

Executive Officer Waiczis presented Staff's report summing up the requiremenits for an
MSR. He indicated that Bruce O'Neal of Land Use Associates was retained as a -
consultant to prepare the MSR. Executive Officer Waiczis stated that the purpose of the
MSR is to examine and evaluate each cemetery district individually. He stated that
LAFCOs are not required to make any adjustments in SOls as may be recommended
by the findings or recommendations of the Service Review unless initiated by the

districts themselves. The Review's major goal is to serve as an informational
document.

Mr. O'Neal reported that generally all of Fresno County's Cemetery Districts are
operating efficiently, but the Review did offer recommendations. He reported that the
Dunlap Cemetery District desired to reduce the size of its SOI because the District did
not feel that they could provide services to such a large area as it develops. Mr. O'Neal
responded that the report contained several recommendations for the District to improve

its revenue flow and management in case it decided not to seek a reduction in their
service area.

Mr. O’'Neal reported that the Review also recommended that the Fowler Cemetery
District obtain a professional accountant/bookkeeper. He also indicated that the Oak
Grove Cemetery District desired o expand their SOl. Mr. O'Neal recommended that
the Squaw Valiey Cemetery District maintain its current SOI and consider establishing
more formal operational policies and procedures and future consolidation with the
Dunlap Cemetery District. Mr. O’Neal indicated that the Washington Colony Cemetery
District desired to reduce its SOI to eliminate the Cities of Firebaugh, Kerman and
Mendota, since they do not believe that they could adequately serve these communities

in the future. The District, however, would like to annex the balance the Caruthers
School District area to their District.

Commissioner Anderson asked Staff why the Commission was required to make a
finding that the Service Review was complete and satisfactory, and if there was a legal
reason for such finding. Executive Officer Waiczis responded that the finding would be
that the Commission has reviewed the report and all of its elements are complete and

that the Commission has all information necessary in order to make written
determinations for each district.



Commissioner Anderson said that they were not taking any action on the
recommendations and it seemed to her that the Commission should just receive the
report because the Districts would have tfo initiate any changes themselves. Mr.

Waiczis responded that what the Commission was being asked to approve the MSR
and adopt the required written determinations.

Commissioner Fortune asked about the merits of making a Countywide Cemetery
District. '

Executive Officer Waiczis responded that such an idea was not pursued since it was
obvious that the Districts wished to maintain their autonomy.

Commissioner Fortune made a motion to accept the report, find that the written
determinations satisfy State Law, and adopt the determinations. Commissioner
Anderson seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Request fror_n the Washington Colc_my Cemetery District for a WaiVe_r or Partial
Waiver of the fee for a sphere of influence revision

Request from the Oak Grove Cemetery District for a Waiver or Partial Waiver of
the fee for a sphere of influence revision ‘

Executive Officer Waiczis presented both requests to the Commission. He indicated
that these requests resulted from recommendations of the Cemetery District's Municipal
Service Review. Mr. Waiczis referred to LAFCo's policies that state that any specific
changes recommended by a "Service Review" may not require a fee. Mr. Waiczis

stated that the Commission may waive the fee but require that the District pay all hard
costs:(i.e. posiage, copying, etc.).

Executive Officer Waiczis recommended that the requests be continued to allow time for
staff to return o the Commission with a report detailing the recommendations and why

the changes may be necessary so the Commission may make a determination whether
or not to consider a waiver or partial waiver of the fee.

Commissioner Fortune asked whether one-third of the Commission's costs were
covered by LAFCo fees. Executive Officer Waiczis responded that he was correct.
Commissioner Lopez asked how much the fees were going to be. Mr. Waiczis
responded that the District's fees would probably be around $14,000 based on the
acreage of the changes which would take place.

The Commission unanimously voted to continue the request to the next meeting.



URBAN & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING
broject Mansger | - EXHIBITB

Décember 7, 2007

Mr. Rick Ballantyne
Executive Officer

Fresno LAFCo

2115 Kern Street, Suijte 310
Fresno, CA 93721

RE:  Request for Wavier of Application Processing Fees,

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

Please consider this correspondence an official request for a “fee wavier pursuant to Section 350.08

of LAFCo's Policies, Standards and Procedures “Fee Schedule” for the processing of an SOl Update
and annexation(s). - ‘

As you are aware, the Municipal Service Review (MSR) for the Washington Colony Cemetery District
("District”) adopted by LAFCo in July, 2005 recommended that the District consider annexing a portion
of the Caruthers Unified School District area, annexing an area north of the District's current
boundaries, and removing substantial territory inside the District’s current SOI northeast of its pressnt
service boundaries. While |LAFCo has the statutory authority to update the District's SO pursuant to

the recommendations of the MSR at no cost to the District, no such action was pursued by your
agency. '

You may recall that previously (in 2008) the District consulted with you about processing these
applications. Specifically, we discussed the financial burden of amending the SOI and processing the
recommended annexations of territory. Processing the recommended changes requires the District to
pay fees totaling $13,125 in addition to approximately $7,000 in professional consulting services.

At that time the District’s Board determined that the required processing fees would bring about a
financial hardship on the District and the Commission was approached and requested to waive these
fees. In response the Commission requested that the District provide documentation demonstrating in
what way(s) the LAFCo fees created an undue financial hardship on the District. Consequently, the

District determined to contract with Urban & Environmental Consulting, an urban planning consulting
firm, to prepare a Cost-Benefit Analysis.

The Cost-Benefit Analysis has been prepared in response to LAFCo's request (copies are included
with this correspondence). The study analyzed the fiscal impact of LAFCo fees on the District and
contrasts this impact with the quantitative and qualitative benefits of the proposed SOI update and
changes of organization. The analysis examined the most cost-beneficial option for processing the

SOl update and annexation applications while discussing the benefits of the changes to the District
and LAFCo.

1002 EasT EpGEMONT DRIVE, FRESNG, CALIFORNIA 93720 - 550-434-8637 EMAIL: mrw36@csufresno.edu .



Page 2 - Fee Wavier Request

The requested Cost-Benefit Analysis conciuded that a reduction in the District's SOl to correspond
with ‘annexation of territory would create logical boundaries, result in a more efficient and equitable

provision of services, and would generate tax dollars that are needed for the long-term operation and
maintenance of the District. ,

The successful processing of the propoéed annexations would provide the District with new revenues
primarily from taxes in the long run. Assuming “best case” scenarios, all costs associated with the

processing of these applications could be recovered by the end of the 12 month period under
examination in the study.

This "optimistic” conclusion is tempered by the current fiscal issues the District is encountering. The
District's revenues fiuctuate depending on annual sales and services, amount of usable interest
received, and the taxes it receives from the State. Financial constraints on the District have been

magnifi ed by the continued shift of local property tax revenue to the state Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF).

Interment services provide a large portion of the District's annual budget; however these revenues
change from year to year based on the number of internments. Point in case, in 2006 there were 86
interments, but the number of interments for 2007 at this writing is about haif at 47.

in Fiscal Year 2005-2006 the District balanced its budget by using unrestricted funds from its
Endowment Care Fund and usable interest earning. However, with interments down in Fiscal Year
2006-2007 current estimates indicate a significant shortfall ($54,000), which can only be covered by

utilizing additional unrestricted funds from the Endowment Care Fund. The District also has on going
Capital Facility expenses.

The annexation of additional -territory into the District would change estimated revenues. The
annexations would aiter revenues by increasing the potential for additional interments while reducing
or eliminating revenues from out of district interments. While revenues from -out of district services
‘would immediately cease, it is predicted that increased revenues from new interments would take
time, allowing for residents to become familiar with District services before begin utilizing them.

The study concluded that new interments will only match previous out-of-district interments for the first
1 to 2 years (about 10 per year). Accordingly, the District would not realize an increase in revenues
from additional interments until the third year or longer. Interments would likely continue to increase

incrementally over the next 7 or 8 years to an estimated maximum of between 30 and 40 intermenis
annually from the new territory.

Even though it appears possible that all costs associated with the processing of the applications could
be recovered, without a fee wavier the District would be obligated to carry the burden of the total
- $20,125 cost of processing. This would create a short-term fiscal hardship on the District.

While the District may be able to cover the hard costs of processing the proposed changes (estimated
to be $2,500), any unanticipated costs may compromise the District's abiiity to function effi iciently in
the short term. Additionally, the potential risk exists that LAFCo could deny the applications and the

District would then lose the funds expended for the processing. This would create a long-term fiscal
hardship on the District.
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The Benefit/Cost Ratios presented at the end of the analysis indicated that “costs” out-weighted

“benefits” to the District. Notwithstanding these results, it is likely that benefits will exceed costs in the
long-term (for example, in years 5-10 following the annexations).

We are providing eight (8) copies of the requested Cost-Benefit Analysis for the Commissioners and
LAFCo staff and public recard. Again, please consider this correspondence an official request for a
“fee wavier" pursuant to Section 350.08 of LAFCo’s Policies, Standards and ‘Procedures "Fes
- Schedule” for the processing of an SOI Update and annexation(s).

Please call with any questions. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Christine Grider, Project Manager
Urban And Environmental Consulting

for
Claire Venema, Manager

Atiachments
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EXHIBIT C

January 17, 2008 .

Honorable Victor Lopez, Chairman FJAN 12008
Each and Every Commission Member - Received
Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
2115 Kern Street, Suite 310

Fresno, California 93721

RE: Request for Wavier of Application Processing Fees (Washington Colony Cemetery
District}. '

Honorable Chairman and Member of the Commission:

As the Commission is aware, the Washington Colony Cemetery District filed a request for wavier of
application processing fees with your Executive Officer, Mr. Ballantyne, on December 7, 2007. This
matter was scheduled for the regular LAFCo meeting on January 9, 2008. At the District's request,
the Commission granted a continuance of this item to its February 6, 2008 meeting to allow the
District Board of Trustees to review and consider the recommended Options in the Executive Officer's
Report.

The Board of Trustees met on January '15, 2008 and carefully considered the recommendations of the
Executive Officer. After deliberating, the Board voted to continue to pursue a waiver of the processing
fees rather than a deferment of these fees which, if granted, would have to be repaid on or before July

) 1,-__2099. o

We would like to suggest that there are several issues the Commission may wish to consider before
making its decision on our request. These include the specific financial challenges our District
presently faces, the boarder issue of equity and reasonableness of LAFCo processing fees, the more
specific matter of the validity of the Commission’s current Schedule of Fees and finally the purpose of
LAFCo under state law.

Financial Challenges of the District - Public Cemetery Districts are single purpose special districts.
Public cemeteries in California are among the earliest and oldest public facilities in the state. State
law requires cemetery districts to maintain the long-term care of burial plots and sets forth
requirements and authorities relating to district finances. " Cemetery districts have very limited means
to generate revenues, yet they are required to operate independently and successfully in perpetuity.
As a guarantee for on-going service to the communities they serve, state law requires each district to
maintain an “Endowment Care Fund". The purpose of the endowment fund is to provide for future
maintenance and care of the cemetery, and under state law the fund principal may only be used for
this purpose. :

This Endowment Care Fund is intended to defray the cost of care and maintenance if and when the
district no longer receives revenue from the sale of plots and related services, The trustees of a
district set the rate for the Endowment Care Fund pursuant to Section 8738.



The Washington Colony Cemetery District is a “poor” district with an annual fiscal budget that is
strained to support basic District operations. Revenues for the day to day operation of the District
primarily come from three sources: state tax subveption, interment fees, and usable interest. The
District is heavily dependant on annual tax revenue to balance its budget since the revenue from
interments can (and does) change annually.

The interest earned from the Endowment Care Fund is used by the District in accordance with the
Health and Safety Code. This interest is not used in the annual fiscal year budget: these funds are
deposited as unrestricted monies into the Endowment Care Fund. in Fiscal Year 2005-2006 the
District balanced its budget by using its unrestricted funds from the Endowment Care Fund and
usable interest earning. However, with interments down in Fiscal Year 2006-2007 current estimates
indicate a significant shortfall ($54,000), which can only be covered by utilizing additional unrestricted
funds from the Endowment Care Fund. The District also has Capital Facility expenses.

.-As with other governfnent entities, financial constraints on the District have been magnified by the
continued shift of local property tax revenue to the state Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
(ERAF).

Our obligation to serve as the custodians of the cemetery facilities and the legal requirement that
prohibits the use of the Endowment Care Fund for such expenses as LAFCo processing fees
necessitates that our Board take a conservative approach in all financial matters. We are particularly
cautious about spending public funds on “non-operational” items, knowing that there is no guarantee
of recovering such funds. It is important for the Commission to understand that overseeing the long-
term well being of the cemetery facilities is purely a “social duty" for the Board. Our personal sense of
knowing that we are serving our community is the only "benefit” we receive.

Reasonableness of LAFCo's Processing Fees - This process, which hitherto was unknown to the -
Board, has heightened our awareness of how LAFCOs function and more specifically on what basis
LAFCOs establish processing fees. It is our observation that LAFCO processing fees throughout the
state are many times disproportionately applied to smaller special districts, as if these entities have
the same fiscal abilities as larger districts and/or municipalities. It appears that often LAFCO
processing fees are blindly applied absent of consideration of the size of the legal entity or the
financial impact “one fee for all” may have on governmental agencies that lack the cash and/or the
means to generate new revenue.

For example, current Fresno LAFCo district annexation processing fees, which were carried over from
when the agency was a part of the County, are assessed on the number of acres included in a
proposed annexation. Special districts (unlike cities) often annex hundreds of acres of previously un-
served territory, While this method for calculating agency fees may be equitable for some loca
government entities, they are certainly inequitable for smaller special districts with very limited
revenues. Additionally, legal entities such as cities, pass along the actual cost of processing
annexations and reorganizations to private applicants that view such expense as a regular part of
doing business. Finally, annexation of territory to cities often involves incorporating land for
urbanization, which typically means “profits" for the developer and new sales tax revenue for the
annexing city.

The above being stated, we recognize that the Commission may establish a schedule of fees to
recover a percentage of its operating costs. However, the Board respectfully points out that the Code
also states that the "schedule of fees shall not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the
service for which the fee is charged”. We do not believe that the processing fees required to submit
our applications represent a "reascnabie cost”.




These fees may be considered even more unreasonable in the case of our applications. The Board
calls the Commission’s attention once more to the circumstances under which this process was
initiated. Through no action from this Board LAFCo determined to execute a Municipal Service
Review and sphere of influence update review of the Washington Colony Cemetery District.

The MSR for the District adopted by LAFCO in July, 2005 recommended that the District consider
annexing an un-served portion of the Caruthers Unified School Qistrict area and an area north of the
District's current boundaries, inside its adopted SOI, bounded by Jensen Avenue to the north,
Highway 145 to the west, and the Fowler Cemetery District to the east. This study also recommended
removing substantial territory inside the District's current SOl northeast of its present service
boundaries.

In response to these recommendations, the District initiated the processing of applications for an SO
update and corresponding annexations. While LAFCo's statutory authority would allow the
Commission to update the District's SOl pursuant to the recommendations of the MSR at no cost to
the District, no such action was pursued. Accordingly, the burden of amending the SO| and
processing the recommended annexations of territory fell to the District. Processing these
applications required the District to pay fees totaling $13,125 {plus the BOE fee which will amount to
33,500 maore).

Because the District's Board determined that the required processing fees could bring about a
financial hardship on the District, the Commission was approached with our original request to waive
these fees. In response the Commission requested that we provide documentation demonstrating in
what way(s) the LAFCO fees presented an undue financial hardship. This request brought about the
preparation of the Cost-Benefit Analysis provided to the Commission with the January 9, 2008
Agenda materials.

To justify the costs associated with the annexation of the territory in question the District Board has
labored to understand what, if any, benefits (financial or otherwise) would come from such an action.
We have determined that the only "benefits” that can be guaranteed are "qualitative” in nature. These
include expanding public cemetery services to previously un-served areas, providing afferdable public
cemetery services to a wider area of the county, and offering lower interment costs for residents in
areas within the new expanded district boundary.

Our interest in processing the SOI update and annexations is wholly based on our desire to continue
to provide public cemetery services to our existing residents and to expand these services to those
without the benefits of such services. While the District may eventually receive @dditional taxes from
new territory to be served, certainly there is no “profit’ to be gained—only funds to maintain the
operation of the cemetery facilities.

Validity of LAFCo's Processing Fees - With all due respect, we need to point out that the validity of
the Commission’s current Schedule of Fees is questionable. With limited time we gathered
information about processing fees from other LAFCOs around the state. The results of our research
are attached for the Commission's review as “Table A". From this quick study it appears that Fresno
LAFCo may be the only LAFCQO in the state that has not updated its Schedule of Fees since the
enactment of the CKH Act in 2000. The vast majority of LAFCOs are now charging “actual cost".
None of the agencies examined charged as much as Fresno LAFCo for a district annexation.



Notwithstanding the issue of "equity”, we believe that the Commission's present processing fees are
stale, behind the times and unsubstantiated. Since the Schedule of Fees has not been examined and
duty updated in over a decade and because the current schedule was carried over from when LAFCo
was a County "department”, there is no way to determine if the schedule of fees reflects the estimated
reasonable cost of providing the services for which fees are charged. This widely recognized issue
likely prompted LAFCOs everywhere to revise preexisting (county) fee schedules to charge “actual
cost” processing fees since the passing of the new LAFCO laws in 2000,

It is not the Board's intention to make an issue of this matter as part of our fee request. However we
would suggest that the Commission may wish to consider directing its staff to look into this matter and
offer recommendations for fixing this oversight. For your information we note that Government Code
§ 66023(a) states that "any person may request an audit in order to determine whether any fee or
charge levied by a local agency exceeds the amount reasonably necessary to cover the cost of any
product or service provided by the local agency’”.

LAFCO’s Purpose - Returning to the matter at hand, we believe that facilitating the proposed
changes for our District is consistent with LAFCo's purpose under section 56301 “One of the objects
of the commission is to make studies and to obtain and furnish information which will contribute to the
logical and reasonable development of local agencies in each county and to shape the development
of local agencies so as to advantageousty provide for the present and future needs of each county
and its communities”. While LAFCOs are responsible for overseeing the spending of agency funding
in the public interest, they are not in the business of “making money". Basic support for LAFCo is
provided for under the law by mandated apportionments from Fresno County and each of the 15 cities
in the county.

Ideally, a Commission's efforts should be directed toward seeing that services are provided efficiently
and economically. Though the Government Code allows LAFCOs to recover costs through
processing fees, the recovery of such costs should not supersede or be a constraint upon a LAFCQ's
primary purpose of encouraging the orderly formation and development of local government agencies
essential to the social, fiscal, and economic well-being of the county.

The processing and approval of our proposed changes would create more logical and efficient District
boundaries and would bring municipal services to a previously unserved population. The changes
would also facilitate the provision of municipal services more efficiently and economically. These
changes would be made as a result of a special study (MSR) that recommended ways to reorganize
and improve governmental structure and the provision of municipal services. Accordingly, we believe
that our request for a fee waiver would be in the pubiic interest.

In conclusion, the granting of a fee waiver would allow the District to move forward with the proposed
applications without the outlay of cash (which is always short) to pay LAFCo processing fees and/or
tapping special accounts. A full fee waiver would reduce the financial risk of processing these
applications, which the District is reluctant to take.

Even if the requests are approved and the annexations prove to generate additional revenue for the
District, it will take a number of months for the District to recover its “investment” while statutory
processes take place (i.e., receipt of new taxes). Consequently, at best there will be a "short-term”
hardship on the District and at worse the processing of these applications could have more far
reaching fiscal impacts (such as depleting non-restricted endowment funds). :



Should any Commissioner have questions or comments please contact Ms. Claire Venema, Manager
at the District office at 559-264-7577. The Board of Trustees sincerely appreciates your consideration
of the information in this correspondence and the District's fee waiver request.

Yours truly,

— fi -
DELBERT CEDERQUIST

President, Board of Trustees

attachment

Copies mailed to:

Victor Lopez, Chairman

Susan Anderson, Chair Pro Tem,
Commissioner Henry Perea
Commissloner Trinidad Rodriguez
Commissioner Larry Foriune

Rick Ballantyne, Executive Officer



- S84 150 [enjoy -isadeg 0002t seA ¥00zg 2qgnj
- S2A 00028 000'2s S84 G002 0joA
XS "ISHD Yl JUSLWIPLALLE 505 ON 059'Z8 0GGCS 594 1002 BIUSA
|Sa0 [BRI2Y S3A [ 9/F'ES LMoUYUN 2lenl
23] XaUUE WOJJ BjRIedas §t 23] |0S umouyUn 0o0'cs 000'cs - usmouyun ST
100 |ENIE plema) 'sisodap ale saaj |y 58\ 00068 000'es S34 8002 sne(siuels
¥TULE "1SIP Yy JUBLLPUStLE |0S uMowiLn 0S/% 000's% Sah 1002 BUIOU0S
- S8A 000°1$ 000'013% UMOLUR ouUeIng
1500 2r1joE prema) Jisodag 594 006'E$ 1 051'Es S84 1002 M7 EJUES
- 33A 1507 [enjay -Jisodag BSOVS S3A 5002 Efg|] elueg
4 52102 G7 JBAQ UOEXAULY ON GZ8% 00S'z2$ 534 4002 BlEqQieg Bjueg
J §3J28 (G J3A() LONEXAULY umoLsun 1507 |enjoy 0oE'ES SaA £00¢ OzEW UeS
4 53128 G7 JaAQ) uonexadly 53A 00s'es 000'5$ S8 A onoe cds|gqo sin ues
158108 (b7 18AQ) LONEXBULY oN Xauly M /6% 699'G% Sa\ 2002 wnbear ueg
S310E §F JAAQ LONEXBUUY S84 1507 [enjay 06429 594 G007 obBaiq ueg
S2498 (G| JOAQ UoHEXSUUY usmouyun 0GZ'v% 000'8% SaA 1002 DUIDIBYIAE UeS
1507 hioe piemal ysodep € st a8) 0% SaA 000'LS 1507 [EMoy SaA 1002 WTTENTET AT
S2108 {(Z 1940 UOlIEXEULY umouyun 009'v$ 050'8% S3A 2002 apisiany
SBJOE (| J8AQ uoyexsuly s34 005'es 005'9% S8 9002 sewn|d
- 534 +008'%8 DOS'ES 594 L1002 abuelQ
S[BUBNEY SNid Bl1] YeIS = 1805 S3A ..000'6% 0002 s2A 5002 EpEAaN
$8J08 §7 JBAQ) UOlEXBUUY Sap D00'ES 0SE'ES - HMOURLT Kaiajuop
S[ELRIEY Shid BWI) JRIS = 150D saA 000’28 000'ES UMOURUD J0POW
ey Bl ON 00428 00428 SaA 2002 paday
53428 {5 JBAQ UjIExaUUY SBA 000'ES 000°'v% UMOLINLIT OUISOpUBN
aley ey umouyun 05/'1% 0GL'LS umouyun BJapEy
- umouyun L0004 000'8% sa) 8002 sajabuy so
S|2saiE SNid 3w | Jels = 1500 S3A 000'2$ 000'2$ SaA Z00¢ Uasse’
SIELRIBIN SNId BUN| JRIS = 150D 534 000'zs 000'2% S3A 200z NET
Sj504 MBUIRID PUB [BNST) J0) $984 18] uMouyupn K13A002)-)509 %001 £13A002/-1S02 %00 SaA 9002 sbuy
= umouyun L13A0031-1800 v, 001 KI8AC081-1509 %,00] SaA anue oluj
004v1 4q paieyul 10U 1 puawe |05 || SaA ..000'63 000'2% S3A 8002 uus|n
S3J2E (§] 18aQ UHEX3UUY oN « X u005'018 g0s'01Ls ON 5661 ONS3¥d
sesuadxg Jaylg pue awi| yels |enoy 534 00018 000's$ SBA 000z opes0Q 3
S3172 O0C 4980 105 /UONEXBULY ON 005'€$ 00s'cs Sap 5002 BISD] BIJUOD
SBIBIEN SAjg 8wl JRIS = 1S0D) 53} 00028 000°Z$ S8A £00Z BSN|0D
A13A008Y 1503 1In4 S3A »000'G$ 000°Z% saA 5002 ang
S|RialEY SN|g Al | YIS = 1860 SaA 000'1$ 000'1S 584 5002 Jopeuwry
umoUyLn 00E'ZS 5/8'1% 534 5002 EpaWE|y
1509 YLy INIKONIANY NOLLVXIANNY ooz 031d00Y/a3SINTY
SALON O¥vYMOL LS0d3g 105 404 334 19141810 404 334 JINIS 03 LYad[) §334 024Y1

Y 37149V




(Auo

'38) 8doe 19d e papn|pui Ae

994 XsuUy JO 9457 10

"uojeledald YSW Jo 3s502'104 JIsodap sopnjoul

. "98J 30d 2pn[ouljou op suolen3jed
uopdwaxg) sisAjeue yHID pajueApe 3pn|ou| Jou sa0g
"uonexauue ISP 0§ 994 3saybiy paplodsy

V 319V] 404 S3IION

¥ X4



WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

3.3 Conclusions

The Commission has the responsibility to oversee the spending of LAFCo funding, but the
agency is not in the business of "making money”. Under state law LAFCo's primary obligation is
to serve County agencies and citizens by coordinating logical and timely changes in local
governmental boundaries, conducting special studies that review ways to reorganize, simplify,

and streamline governmental structure and preparing a sphere of influence for each C|ty and
spemal distrlct WIthln Fresno County _ .

The Commissron S efforts are directed toward seeing that services are prowded effi cnently and
ecenomically.-While the Government Code allows LAFCOs to recover costs through processing
fees, the recovery of such costs should not ideally supersede or be a constraint on LAFCo's
primary purpose of encouraging the orderly formation and development of local government
agenmes essentlal to the socnal fi scal and economlc we[l be:ng of- Fresno County.

As shown in the dlSCUSSlon in-"Part 2" above the Wash[ngton Colony Cemetery District.is a
*poor* district with an annual fiscal budget that is strained to suppoft: basic District operations.
The annual budget is supplemented by-unrestricted “Endowment” funds and usable interest
(see Tables 1 and 2). Based on this analysis; LAFCo processing fees ($13,125) represent a
significant short-term financial burden to the District. While the District may be able to cover the
hard costs of processing the proposed changes (Option 2 - $2,500), any unanticipated costs
may compromise the District's ability to function efficiently in the short term. With interments

down this fiscal year (1/2 of last year's) the District is already projecting a “deficit” in its
operating budget.

The request for a fee waiver for the proposed SO! update and annexation and approval of these
applications would:

" Assist the District to process these applications without incurring a significant short term
financial hardship.

= Provide the legal means for the District to negotiate and receive additional taxes to be .

used fo better support the provision of cemetery services to a larger area.
* Provide affordable cemetery services to a wider area of the county.

Assist the District in maintaining future operations through new and additional revenue
sources,

» Facilitate the processing of applications that if approved would create more logical and
efficient District boundaries and would bring municipals services to a previously unnerved
population.

URBAN & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING 14 NOVEMBER 2007




WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
COoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

PART 4 - COSTS AND BENEFITS

4.1 lntroductlon

This analysrs takes for granted that the District and LAFCo remain interested in processing the
proposed changes and that the District will request a waiver of fees and that a full or partial
waiver will be granted. Furthermore, the analysis presupposes that both the proposed SOl
update and annexations will be approved by LAFCo.

4.2 -Costs

Asrde from LAFCo processing fees the Drstrtct would incur a. number of minor costs related to
the processing of applications for the proposed SOI update and changes of organization
(administrative, clerical, etc.). This being noted, this analysis only considers greater costs
asscciated with these -actions (processing fees, consu!tlng fees and engineering fees). The
table below presents these estlmated costs: B

App[[catlon -Processmg Fees ‘ .‘$13.125
Professional Consulting Services .~ ... . | . $4,500
Engineering/ Surveying o . $3,000

Total Costs $20,1 25

4.3 Non Recurrlng Costs

For the Dlstnct non- recurrrng costs for the status quo (Optron ‘I) are those required to process
the annexatlons and SOl applications and consist of processing fees and the cost of consulting
services. Non-recurring costs also consist of those directly relate to LAFCo's actual hard costs
associated with noticing/mailing, coping and agenda production costs. - The cost for labor may
also be included if calculated for these apphcatlons only

Under the status quo (Optzon 1) these costs are rermbursed through full payment of the
application fées. Under Options 2 & 3 not all of these costs are recovered by LAFCo, instead
they are covered by the agencies general operating budget. The cost categories affected by
non-recurring costs include ‘site and facility, equipment, supplies, personnel salaries and
benef ts and support services directly supporting LAFCo operations. (See Table 4 below).

4.4 Recurring Costs

Recurring costs for LAFCo associated with the proposed applications may include site and
facility, equipment and software lease and maintenance, supplles and personnel salaries and
benefits and support services directly supporting LAFCo on-going:operations. Recurring costs
also include the following cost categories: on-going records management, and oversight and
maintenance by LAFCo. (See Table 5 below)
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
CoOST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

Slte and Factllty

Includes a % of the cost of space and buiiding maintenance.

Equipment

Includes a % of fees for lease, mainienance and capital
expenditures  for computer  systems, equipment and
telecommunication services. -

Personnel

Includes a % of costs for staff (salaries, overtlme and benefts)
_devoted in full or part- -time to LAFCo functions.

Support Services

Includes a % of contract support staff costs (labor hours contract
costs, and profit) dedicated in full or part to the LAFCo functions.

Supplies

Includes a % of monthly e[[ocaﬁens to e_over costs of suppiie"s.

Maintenance

.Production of Mentnly '
Agenda

e -esﬁw&"fé‘é"bn

Includes a % of one-time costs to notice applications, mail notices,
copy reports and other costs assocteted W!th the productlon of the
agenda. . : Do

o

._Records Managementand — _Inciudes a % of the cost of malntenance and

management of the S0l - update .and annexatlon
application records.

any.

Monitoring conditions of approval, If | Includes & % of salaries and benefits (staff time).

UrBAN & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
CoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

4.5 Benefits

Benefits are assessed and/or measured in terms of Quantitative Benefits or Qualitative Benefits.
Benefits include both the one-time benefit to the District of a fee waiver (full or partial) and the
benefits to the District of the approval of the proposed SOl update and annexations..

4.6 . Full or Partial Fee Waiver

The granting of a full or partial fee waiver would allow the District to move forward with the
proposed applications without the outlay of cash to pay the required LAFCo fees (which is short
this fiscal year) and/or tapping special accounts. A full or partial fee waiver would reduce the
financial risk of processing these applications, which the District is reluctant to take. Even if the
requests are approved and the annexations prove to generate additional revenue for the
District, it will take a number of months for the District to recover its “investment” while statutory
processes take plaoe (i.e. recelpt of new taxes).

Consequently, at best there will be a "short term" hardshlp on the Dlstrlct and at worse the
processing of these applications could have more far reaching fiscal |mpaots (such as depleting
non-restricted endowment funds)

4.7 New Recurrlng Revenues

The sucoessful processing of the proposed changes should provide the District with much
needed new revenues primarily from taxes and potential new sales and services (interments).
Optimistic estimates based on an examination of the District’s fiscal records and tax rate
information indicate the potential for the District to recover its processing costs and to receive
additional revenues to be used for the on-going operation of facilities and_provision of services

within the 12 month period examined. Table 6 below presents estimates of new recurring
revenues _

Bl b a;%ﬂ“%ﬁﬂéﬂh& BURCESHESiNA '"e_’;
Tax Revenues . - R 324 480
New Sales & Services (inferments) $0

Qut of District Bufials

- ™See 5.3, Adjustments lo Estimated Revenues below.

? See discussion under 5.3, "Adjusiments to Estimaled Revenues" below.
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
CosT-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO Fee WAIVER REQUEST

4.8 Non-Recurring Quantitative Benefits

Iffull or partial fee waiver is granted and the proposed changes are approved by LAFCo
(Options 2 & 3). the Washington Colony Cemetery District would receive the followmg Non-
Recurring Quantitative Benefits:

The District would be able to process the proposed changes of organlzatlon wrthout
c |nourrmga5|gn|t”cant one-tlmet"nanmal hardsh[p

"One tlme cost savings to the Dlstnct as a‘result of the approval of a total or partial fee
 waiver by LAFCo 10 :

48 * Non-Recurring Qualitative Benefits
If full or partial fee waiver is granted and the proposed changes are approved by LAFCo

(Options 2 & 3) the Washington Colony Cemetery District and Fresno County would receive the
following-Non-Recurring Qualitative Benefits: "

*  Creation of logical and timely changes in boundaries for the District.

!mp[ementat[on of a special study (MSR) that recommended ways to reorgan[ze and
: improve governmental structure and the provusmn of mumcnpal serwces

u Updating of the sphere of |nt|uence for the Dlstnct

-Changes of organization that facrlrtate the provrslon of munlcrpai sennces more effi olently
- -_and economically. '

Changes to a local government agency that are essential to the social, fiscal, and
eoonomlc well- belng of the County

410 Recurrmg Quahtatlve Beneflts L

[f full or partlal fee. walver is granted and the proposed changes are approved by LAFCo
(Optlons 2 & 3)the Washington Colony Cemetery District and Fresno County would receive the
followmg Reournng Qualltatlve Benefits o ;

Drstrlot boundaries (service area) would be expanded to prowde pubho oemetery services
to previously un-served areas.

The Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission could benefit fram a Non-Recurring Quantitative Benefil If the following occurs:
approval by the Commission of a partial fee waiver (Option 2), in which case hard costs would be recovered.

Although qualitative benefits cannot be measured in dollars for offsetting application processlng costs they assist in providing

measurement of performance In meeting goals and responsibilities set by the Counlty and Fresno LAFCo to provide citizens with a
full range of public services.

URBAN 8 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING 18 NOVEMBER 2007




WasHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT

COoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

4,11 Recurring Gluantitative Benefits

If full or partial fee waiver is granted and the proposed changes are approved by LAFCo
{(Options 2 & 3) the Washington Colony Cemetery District would receive the following Recurring
Qualitative Benefits: '

*  Provide the legal means for the District to negotiate and receive additional taxes to be
used to better support the provision of cemetery services to a larger area.

= Stronger financial stability for the District through increased tax revenue for operations,
capital improvements and maintenance.

* . Assist the District in maintaining future operations through new and additional revenue
sources. o : _ _

In addition, both Options 2 & 3 result in Recurring Quantitative Benefits to previously un-served
areas in the County:

* Lower interment costs for residents in areas within the new expanded district boundary.

* Provide affordable cemetery services to a wider area of the county..
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
COST-BENEEIT ANALYS!S FOR L AFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

PART 5: COMPARATIVE COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS

51 - Introduction

This analysis examines the 12 month (one year) periad following the filing of applications for the
501 Update and annexations. This period includes determining the applications to be complete,
public noticing, the LAFCo hearings, and the recordation of the annexations. It is estimated that
it will take at least six months for any tax revenues to be received by the District from the time of
initial filing. This is an ambitious schedule. It is also assumed that new revenues from sales
and services (interments) in the new territory will not be realized for several years.

The analysis presupposes that the applications will ali be approved. Typical and/or average
revenues from taxes, sales and services, revenues, and interest income are used. The analysis
does not attempt to estimate future interest income or unforeseen increases or decreases in
sales and services revenues.  Future related or unrelated capital facility costs are not examined.:
5.2  Facts and Assumptions

The comparative analysis is based on the following facts and assumptions:

Facis
" The District’s current service area consists of approximately 88,000 acres.
* Annual taxes received by the District from the State are about $60,000 (est. 2007-08)."2
*  The proposed annexations consist of approximately 48,000 acres of territory.
» LAFCo processing fees for the proposed SOI Update and annexations is $13,125.

Assumptions

* The District will receive about the same amount of tax revenues per acre from the
annexed terrifory as is currently received from territory in its current service area.

*  The District will not receive tax revenues from the annexed territory for at least six
months from filing its applications with LAFCo.

* New tax revenues would amount to approximately $32,640 per year (high estimate) or
$8,160 quarterly and $2,720 per month.

'2 Tay rate s 0.0001620 on $100.00.
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WasHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

5.3 Adjustm_ehts to Estimated Revenues

Annexation of additional territory into the District would change estimated revenues in the long-
term. As noted above, revenues for the operation of the District primarily come from three
sources: state tax subvention, interment fees, and usable interest. Concerning interments, the
last fiscal year (2006-07) net revenues from interments totaled about $146,200. Approxsmately
10% of all interments came from outside the District; accounting for approximately $4,250."

The annexations would change estimated revenues by increasing the potential for additional
interments ‘while reducing or eliminating revenues from out:of district interments. - While
revenues from out -of district services would immediately cease, it is predicted that increased.
revenues from new interments would take time, allowing for re5|dents to learn about the new
service and begln utlllzmg it.

For the purposes of thls analysis, it is assumed that for the first 1 to 2 years new 1nterments will
mirror-previous out-of-district interments (about 10 per year). Thus the District would not realize
an increase in.revenues from additional interments until the third year. Interments would then
continue to increase incrementally over the next 7 or 8 years to an estimated maximum: of
between 30 and 40 interments annually from the new territory.  Thirty |r1terments per year would
yield gross revenues of about $50,000 under current fee structures

54 Dsscussmn of Cost—Beneflt Profile Tables

The Cost—BeneF t Profile Tables below provide lnformation and analyses for the three “Options”
examined above (status quo or Option 1 and Options 2 & 3). These tables indicate non-
recurring and recurring cost, total costs, present value cost, projected benefits, present value
benefits, cumulative total projected costs, and brief descnptlons of quantitative and/or qualitative
benefits. As stated previously, the tables examine the costs and benefits to the District during

the 12 month (one year) period following the filing of applications for the SO! Update and
annexations.

TABLE 7 - COST/BENEFIT PROFILE: OPTION ONE {STATUS QUO)

Under Option 1 LAFCo denies a total wavier of fees and the District is required to pay all agency
processing fees. The magnitude of these fees would likely require the District to utilize standing
funds earmarked for capital improvements (such as funds put aside to build an on-site Chapel at
the Washington Colony Cemetery facility). Assuming a "best case" scenario, all costs

associated with the processing of these applications could be recovered during the f nal quarter
of the 12 month period under examination.

" TABLE 8 - COST/BENEFIT PROFILE: OPTION TWO

Option 2 assumes Commission approval of a reduction in processing fees. As previously noted,
the District would reimburse LAFCo for hard mailing and coping costs associated with the
noticing and production of agenda materials (but not labor). It is anticipated that the total
number of residents in the SOl update and annexation territory will be more than 1,000
individuals, therefore, it is most likely that the majority of noticing costs will be for a block ad in
the Fresno Bee (estimated to be $2,000).

'? 10 interments multiplied by $425 = $4,250.
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT
CoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

Production of the LAFCo agenda materials is estimated to cost between $400 and $500.
Consequently, hard costs associated with noticing and agenda production costs are estimated
to -be approximately $2,500.- -Assuming a “best case” scenario, all costs associated with the
processing of these applications -could be recovered during the third quarter of the 12 month
penod under examlnatton : :

TABLE 9 - CDSTIBENEF]T PROFILE: OPTION THREE

Option 3 assumes that the Commission approves a total wavier of processing fees ($13,125).
The actual fiscal impact on LAFCo is difficult to determine under this scenario because LAFCO's
existing -processing fees were determined when the agency was a County department and they
have not been re-evaluated since the enactment of AB2838 in 2000.

Under this Option LAFCo would not be compensated for the cost df staff tirhé to ovérseé,

administer-and process these applications. As discussed above, LAFCo’s costs associated with

mailing/neticing, .coping and general agenda production costs (estlmated to be approximately.

$2,500) would not be recovered. “All costs associated with the processing of these applications
would come from LAFCo's operating budget. it needs to be noted that under state law LAFCo's
operating budget must be -sufficient to support the agency regardless of the amount of

processing fees taken in. Processing fees are supplemental to the annual apportlonment
received from the 15 cities in the County.

Assuming a “best case" scenario, all costs associated with the processing of these applicatiohs
could be recovered during the second quarter of the 12 month period-under examination. -
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WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT

COoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

Non Recurnng CrJ;ts

ﬁﬁ‘e"’ﬁfhs"*;

“$13125

(Estimated New Tax Revenue)

0 0

| :(Application Fees) o
Non-Recurring Costs: 0 0 0 0 $4,500
. (Consulting Services) : :
Non-Recurring Costs $3,000 _$3,000
-{Engineer/Surveyor)
Recurring Cosis — - — — o -
Total P esent Vaiue Costs 0 - 0. 0 0 $20 125

Presént Value Benefits
New Revanues . Inrerments

$ até Tcrtal Iira Jected
“Benefits (Revenues) -

 $24,480

Cumulative Total Projected
Cosls (Processing Cosis)

$20,125

Cumtilative Totals (+/)
(" lndrcates the "breakeven"
pornf)

$20,125

F Wawer Fees are not waived under

,.mlsene al ]

+$4,358

fhe Status Quo scenario. LAFCo receives Application v
appllcatlon fees for the SOI Update and fees must
proposed annexations. be taken
“Stronger financial stability for the District ‘"-I:" "
through increased tax revenue for operation, |[C12Pe o v
Capital Improvements and maintenance. sias‘;?r?r?ts or
District boundaries (service area) would be feserves.
expanded to provide public cemetery services : v
fo previously un-served areas.
Lower interment costs for residents in
areas within the new expanded district v
boundaries.
URSAN & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING 23

NovemBeR 2007



WasHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT

COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

: (Pan‘:al Waiver of Fees)

=Non-Recurring Costs. -
- (Consulting Services)

Non-Recurring Costs -
{Engineer/Surveyor)

Recurring Costs : 0

Totai

' resent'Vaiﬂeh-lmB:enef;ts
Estimated New Tax Revenue)

resent Value Benefits

' ”W‘%&i R : latweaBImﬁ.ﬂQEﬁ o
: EReHploh [y T i OS] 2F
Cumu[atlve Total Prnjected 0 %8,160 $16 320 $24 480 $24 480
Benefits (Revenues) . . .
Cumulative Total Projected Costs - - - - $10,000
{Processing Cosls) o _ g
Cumulative Totals (+/-) $10,000 - $10,000 - 1,840% + 56,320 +$14,480 +$14,480

("+" Indicates the "breakeven
pomt)

Fee Wamer— Dlstnct receives a partial fea } o / _
Wwavier. Pays for “hard costs” related to public Application _ T
hoticing and production of the agenda fees must [

Stronger financial stability for the District ‘f’-e taken .
through increased tax revenue for operation, .,"Lm " v
Fapital improvements and maintenance. r;v?ﬁg?s or
L_ District boundaries (service area) would-be  Histrict

xpanded to provide public cemetery services  |reserves. v
fo previously un-served areas.
- Lower interment costs for residents in areas
Within the new expanded district boundaries. v
URBAN & ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING 24

Novemser 2007




WASHINGTON COLONY CEMETERY DISTRICT

CoST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR LAFCO FEE WAIVER REQUEST

Estimated New Tax Revenue)

Non Recurnng Costs

“{Partial Waiver of Fees) .

Non-Recurring Costs $4,500 0 0 0 ) $4,500

(Consufting Services) - :
Non-Recurring Costs - $3,000 $3,000

(Engineer/Surveyon -

Recurring Costs 0 - - — — 0

Total F’resent Value Costs $7.000 0 0 0 0 $7.000

“resent Value Benefits

Cumulatme Total Projected N
Benefits (Revenues)-

'$24,480

'+ Indfcetes the ”breakeven”
pomt) T

Cumulative Total Projected Costs - - — - - $10,000
(Processing Costis) '
Cumulative Totals (+/-) $7.000 - $7,000 +$1,160 + $8,320 +$17,480 +$17,480

Fee Wav;er— Dlstrict recerge.s a full fee
wavrer from LAFCa. . E Other.
Stronger financial sta!:u[rty for the District 'n:lgfé'; ?05
thrpugh incredsed tax revéntie for operation, A bli' calions v
capital improvements and maintenance. mpuét=eiili be
District boundaries (service area) would be  |paid.
Expanded to provide public cemetery services . : v
[0.previously un-served areas.
L.ower interment costs for residents in areas
within the new expanded district boundaries. v
i
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5.5 Summary and Conclusions

This analysis indicates that the successful processing of the proposed annexations would
provide the District with new revenues primarily from taxes. Assuming “best case” scenarios, all

costs associated with the processing of these applicatlons could be recovered by the end of the
12 month period under examination.

This ‘optimistic” conclusion is tempered by the current fiscal issues the District is facing. As
discussed above, the District's revenues fluctuate depending on annual sales and services,
amount of usable interest received, and the taxes it receives from the State. As noted, fi nanmal
constraints on the District have been magnified by the continued shift of local property tax
revenue to the state Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF).

!n_terment services provide a large portion of the Dls_tnct's annual budget; however these
revenues change from year to year based on the number of burials. Point in case, in 2006 there
were 86 interments, but the number of interments for 2007 at this writing is about half at 47.

The information presented in Tables 1 and 2 above shows the fluctuation of revenues and
bottom line cash reserves of the District. The tables indicate that in Fiscal Year 2005-2006 the
District balanced its budget by using its unrestricted funds from the Endowment Care Fund and
usable interest earnings. - However, with interments down in Fiscal Year 2006-2007 ‘current
estimates indicate a significant shortfall ($54,000), which can only be covered by utilizing

additional unrestricted funds from the Endowment Care Fund The District also has on going
Capital Facility expenses.

Based on an examination of the District's current fiscal records and tax rate information the
potential for the District to eventfully recover its processing costs and to recsive additional
revenues to be. used for the on- gomg operatlon of fac:||1t|es and prowsmn of ser\nces

Thzs analy5|s also showed that annexatlon of addltlonal terrttory mto the Dlstrlct would change
estimated revenues. The annexations would change estimated revenues by increasing the
potential for additional interments while reducing or eliminating revenues from out of district
interments. While revenues from out of district services would immediately cease, it is predicted
that increased revenues from new interments would take time, aEIowmg for remdents to become
familiar with District services before begin utilizing them.

It is assumed that new interments will only match previous out-of-district interments for the first
1 to 2 years (about 10 per year). Accordingly, the District would not realize an increase in
revenues from additional interments until the third year or longer. Interments would likely
continue to increase incrementally over the next 7 or 8 years to an estimated maximum of
- between 30 and 40 interments annually from the new territory. As noted, thirty interments per
year would yield gross revenues of about $50,000 under current fee structures

Even though it appears that all costs associated with the processing of the applications could be
recovered by the end of the 12 month period, without a fee wavier the District would be
obligated to carry the full burden of the $20,125 cost of processing. This would create a short-
term fiscal hardship on the District. Additionally, under Options 1 and 2, the potential risk exists
that LAFCo could deny the applications and the District would lose the funds expended for the
processing. This would create a long-term fiscal hardship on the District.
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Benefit/Cost Ratio - Table 10 below graphically presents the conclusions of the analysis. A
basic Benefit/Cost Ratio has been calculated for each option examined in the analysis. The
Cost/Benefit Analysis test utilized is a common financial decision mode! for evaluating projects
or proposals. When benefits equal costs the ratio is 1. Proposals with ratios greater than one
have benef ts that exceed c:osts.

The Benef t/Cost Ratios shown indicate that in all three options “costs” out-weight “benefits” to
the District, regardless of the outcome of its request for a fee waiver from LAFCo. The ratio
indicated-under Option 3 (0.71) indicates that this option is the most beneficial. Notwithstanding
the results of this test, it is likely that benefits will exceed costs in the long-term (for example in
years 5-10 followmg the annexatlons)

$24 480 $24,480 $24,480
$20,125 $10,000 $7,000
+§4,355 +514,480 +$17,480
12 9 B
i
o 0.17 0.59 0.71

Nate ‘Optranw‘fq:s the status quo

5.6" = Recommendations

Based on the reasons stated in this analysis, it is recommended that the District pursue a full or
partial fee wavier from LAFCo, Option 2 is recommended (partial fee waiver). This Option is
consistent with the objectives of the District and LAFCo, is cost-beneficial, requires the District
to pay hard costs while allowing LAFCo to recover these costs and would facilitate the
processing of District changes consistent with the recommendations of the Municipal Service
Review adopted for the District by the Commission.
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Special assessment information from the Fresno County Auditor's Office _ o
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