City of Brisbane
Agenda Report

To: Mayor & City Council
To: Ron Myers, Fire Chief
Subject: Response to 2011-2012 San Mateo County Grand Jury Report

“The County, San Carlos and Cal Fire, A Missed Opportunity”

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the City Manager to send a letter of response to the 2011-2012 San Mateo Grand Jury
Report

BACKGROUND

The 2011-2012 San Mateo County Grand Jury reviewed the 1ssue regarding the efforts to replace the
dissolved Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department. (See attached report.)

DISCUSSION

There are two recommendations contained within the report filed by the 2011-2012 San Mateo County
Grand Jury which have been addressed in the letter of response. Further with regard to the findings
contained with the Grand Jury Report, the City of Brisbane was not part of the study, process or the
discussions regarding the dissolution of the Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department and therefore does
not have the knowledge necessary to agree or disagree with the findings.

Ron Myers, Fire Chief Clay Holstine, City Manager




May 8, 2012

Honorable Gerald J. Bucwald

Superior Court Judge, County of San Mateo
Hall of Justice and Records

400 County Center, 8" Floor

Redwood City, CA 94063-1665

RE: Grand Jury Report “The County, San Carlos, and Cal-Fire, A Missed Opportunity”
Dear Honorable Judge Buchwald:

Please accept this letter in response to the 2011-2012 San Mateo County Grand Jury Report filed
February 15, 2012 “The County, San Carlos, and Cal-Fire, A Missed Opportunity”. This response was
presented and approved by the Brisbane City Council at its regular meeting of May 7, 2012.

With regard to the finding contained within the Grand Jury Report, the City of Brisbane was not a part
of the study, process or the discussions regarding the dissolution of the Belmont-San Carlos Fire
Department and therefore does not have the knowledge necessary to agree or disagree with the
findings.

The following are the responses to the recommendations contained with the report.

Recommendation 1. — When assessing alternative approaches to local fire protection, CAL-FIRE
should be considered as one alternative. The City of Brisbane, along with the City of Daly City and
the City of Pacifica has been a member of the North County Fire Authority since 2003. This JPA has
proven to be a very beneficial and cost effective approach to providing for and delivering fire
protection and emergency medical services. The recommendation has not been implemented, but
would be considered should the City of Brisbane determine the need.

Recommendation 2. — Include local fire nnion representatives in community discussions
concerning department consolidation, regionalization or replacement; make financial
considerations and differing expense models known te all concerned parties and citizens. As with
the development and implementation of the North County Fire Authority, an interest based approach
was utilized involving all stake holders and certainly would be considered for any future enhancements
or need to make any decisions regarding fire services.

Should you need any additional information or have any questions please contact me.
Sincerely,

Clay Holstine
Brisbane City Manager



The County, San Carlos and Cal Fire,

A Missed Opportunity? O O

lssue | Background | Findings | Conclusions | RBecommendations | Responses | Attachments
o b A | | i i -,

Issue

Were the taxpayers of San Mateo County well served when the potential extension of
CAL FIRE services to San Carlos was blocked by the Commitiee on Finance and Operations of
the Board of Supervisors?

Summary

After San Carlos decided to dissolve the joint Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department in April
2010, it initiated a search for a new provider of fire- protection services. In October, 2010, San
Carlos issued an RFP (Request for Proposals) for fire services targeting local fire-service
departments, including The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE).

CAL FIRE currently provides fire services to the Coastside Fire Protection District which
includes Half Moon Bay and other cities and, since 1962, to most of unincorporated San Mateo
County, Its cost structure is the lowest of the non-volunteer fire departments serving the cities of
San Mateo County due to the structure of its work schedule and lower employee salaries and
benefits. CAL FIRE has an excellent reputation.

CAL FIRH appeared ready to release a proposal in response to the San Carlos RFP. However,
instead of receiving the expected proposal from CAL FIRE, San Carlos recetved a fax from CAL
FIRE stating that due, in part, to political and union pressures and fearful of having to defend
against legal chalienges, it would not be submitting the expected proposal. San Carlos then
requested that the County allow San Carlos to subcontract for fire services with CAL FIRE
through the County’s CAL FIRE contract.

The San Carlos request was addressed by the Finance and Operations (F&O) Committee of the
County's Board of Supervisors at two meetings, in January and February of 2011, Had San
Carlos been added to the County’s CAL FIRE contract, both the County and San Carlos could
have fiscally benefited from the arrangement. However the F&O Committee declined to forward
the potential agreement to the full Board of Supervisors for consideration.

During the course of its public deliberations, the F&O Committee did not address the fiscal
benefits presented in the staff reports prepared for the two meetings. The contract between the
County and Cal Fire is due to expire June 30, 2012.

The 2011-2012 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury recommends to the County Board of
Supervisors that it should (1) Renew its contract with CAL FIRE by June 30, 2012, unless there
is a new, compelling, fiscal reason not to do so; (2) include a provision in any future contract
negotiations that allows fiscally qualified cities to subcontract for CAL FIRE services through
the County such that the County as well as the cities can benefit; (3) until the subcontract



provision is approved, allow fiscally qualified cities and fire districts in the County to
subcontract services with CAL FIRE under the County’s contract. The Grand Jury also
recommends to San Mateo Cities and Fire Districts that CAL FIRE be considered as an
alternative when assessing changes to local-agency fire protection and that local fire union
representatives be included in community discussions concerning department consolidation,
regionalization or replacemsent.

Background

San Carlos Dissolves the Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department

On April 12, 2010, San Carlos notified Belmont that it would be dissolving the Belmont-San
Carlos Fire Department as of October 201 1. The Fire Department had been jointly operated since
1979 (aithough it had been on the brink of a break up, previously, in 2004). San Carlos made the
dissolution decision for three primary reasons. First, between 2005 and 2010, the cost for fire
services to San Carlos had increased by about 30%. Second, the City of San Carlos was fiscally
stressed (causing it to restructure its government and reduce staff numbers from 127 to 88).
Third, under a complex cost-sharing formula, the San Carlos share for the fire services had gone
from 47% to 53%, and efforts to renegotiate that formula with Belmont had failed. At the same
time, San Carlos announced that it would freeze its current payments to the fire department at the
2009-2010 level of $6.3 million and not pay its full 2011 share of $7.1 million. Similarly,
Belmont was to pay in at the 2009-10 level. The unpaid portion for both cities was to come from
the Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department’s cash reserves. The reserves would run out in October
2011, the dissolution date.

San Carlos Seeks a New Fire Service Provider

With the help of a consulting firm, San Carlos determined that to optimize service and minimize
costs it should partner with, or outsource services to, an existing fire-service provider. In
October 2010 San Carlos issued a formal Request for Proposals. specifically soliciting responses
from the Menlo Park Fire District, North County Fire District, City of Sun Mateo, Redwood City
and The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE).

CAL FIRE is the State agency responsible for fire protection services in designated State
Responsibility Areas that are generally rural. CAL FIRE also provides fire protection services
under contracts to a number of cities, fire districts and counties in the State. These include San
Mateo County for most of its unincorporated area and the Coastside Fire Protection District in
San Mateo County (comprised of the City and unincorporated areas of Half Moon Bay, and the
unincorporated communities of Miramar, El Granada, Princeton-by-the-Sea, Moss Beach and
Montara). These contracts are revenue neutral to the State.

CAL FIRE Offers a Lower-Cost Fire-Fighting Model

Cal FIRE’s cost structure is the lowest of the non-volunteer fire departments operating in San
Mateo County. This results from the structure of its work schedule and its comparatively jow
employee salaries and benefits.

When hiring employees from existing fire-fighting units, the lower costs are not all immediately
achieved. That is because CAL FIRE and the local jurisdiction generally agree to “red circle”



those employees, meaning their current annual salary levels are maintained until the salaries of
other CAL FIRE employees catch up. However, some immediate savings are achieved due to
scheduling differences. Unlike other fire departments in the County, CAL FIRE works on a 72-
hour duty week, requiring a minimum of 7 persons to staff cach engine with 3 people per day.
All other fire departments operating in the County use a 56-hour model requiring at least 9
persons per engine for the same level of service. Although the 72-hour duty week model results
in greater overtime pay, the overall cost is lower. (See, Table in Appendix 3, p.2)

The International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF), Local 2400, which represents most of the
fire fighters in San Mateo County, has opposed local government entities entering into contracts
with CAL FIRE because it reduces the number of firefighters needed and the salary and benefits
they receive.” (CAL FIRE firefighters are represented by JAFF, Local 2881.)

There are typically hundreds of qualified applicants for every fire-fighter job opening, regardless
of which entity has the opening. Separately, a high regard for the performance of all fire-fighting
units in the County, including those run by CAL FIRE, was expressed by those interviewed for
this Report.

CAL FIRE Does Not Submit the Expected Proposal to San Carles

When San Carlos issued its Request for Proposals, CAL FIRE was among the most active
responders. From preliminary discussions, San Carlos city staff estimated that, by contracting
with CAL FIRE, San Carlos would save between $1.2 and $2 million per year. However, in a
facsimile dated November 18, 2010, four days before the proposal was due, the Acting Director
of CAL FIRE informed San Carlos that it would not be submitting a proposal. The facsimile
cited four reasons for its decision. The fourth reason stated, in part:

I have significant concerns regarding the socio-political aspects of CAL FIRE providing
fire protection services to the City of San Carlos at this time. CAL FIRE has entered into
many local government partnerships over the years. To be successful, it is imperative that
there is support for these agreements amongst all the stakeholders, including public
officials, local citizens and labor organizations. In the case of the City of San Carlos,
there is concern from regional Legislative members and significant opposition from local
labor organizations. Lacking support from these stakeholders, a proposed partnership
could face legal challenges and be cast in a negative light by the media and the
community. The potential for increased costs and staff time to address these issues would
be borne by CAL FIRE. (See, Appendix A for full text of this facsimile.)

Subsequent Grand Jury interviews confirmed that the above-cited fourth reason was indeed the
deciding factor for CAL FIRE. As a result of this facsimile from the Acting Director, direct
negotiations between San Carlos and CAL FIRE were ended.

San Carlos next considered sub-contracting for fire services under the existing CAL FIRE
contract with San Mateo County. From interviews, the Grand Jury learned that the Acting

! Source: an interview conducted by the Grand Jury with an official from Local 2400.



Director of CAL FIRE suggested this approach. It is on the interaction of San Carlos, CAL FIRE
and the County that the Grand Jury has focused its report.

San Carlos Seeks a Proposal from CAL FIRE through the County

On January 15, 2011, the Finance and Operations Committee (the F&O Committee), a two
member committee of the San Mateo Board of Supervisors composed of Carole Groom and
Adrienne Tissier, met to consider the San Carlos request to contract fire protection services from
CAL FIRE through the County. The Staff Report (Appendix B) for that meeting contained the
following information:

e In fiscal 2010-2011, proceeds from the County Fire Fund were inadequate to cover
operating costs for fire services in its unincorporated area. The County’s General fund
provided a subsidy of $1.05 million to the Fire Fund budget.

e The County could save $650,000 annually by extending its current contract with CAL
FIRE to include San Carlos.

¢ Depending on which option San Carlos selected, the City could save between $600,000
and $2.5 million a year.”

o [f the County were to allow CAL FIRE to sub-contract services to San Carlos through the
County, the approval of the full Board of Supervisors would be required. The F&O
Committee could forward the issue to the full Board at its upcoming January meeting.

According to the audio transcript of the January 15, 2011 F&O Committee meeting, two
questions were raised and discussed:

i. What would the impact on CAL FIRE be given the state’s budget problems and the

Governor’s remark, as cited by Supervisor Tissier, that CAL FIRE should get out of the
urban fire-fighting business?
To this question, the CAL FIRE Unit Chief explained in the meeting that the Governor’s
remarks had no bearing on the cooperative agreements that CAL FIRE had with either
San Mateo County or the Coastside Fire District.”

2. What regional efforts to consolidate fire-fighting services are underway in the County?

A discussion ensued in which members of the F&O Committee expressed support for
regionalization, The “shared” Fire Chief for the San Mateo and Foster City Fire Departments,
who was present at the meeting, volunteered that he would return in a month with a
regionalization plan for five of the cities in the county: Foster City, San Mateo, Belmont.
Redwood City and San Carlos. The Committee also requested its Staff to provide comparative

* Although San Carlos was paying about $6.3 million from its general fund, the actual cost for fire services was $7.1
million, which is $800,000 more than cited in the Staff Report. It would, therefore, be more correct to say that the
savings to San Carlos was between $1.4 million and $3.3 million unnually. (The $800,000 was coming from the
Belmont-San Carlos fire department reserves, which were deliberately being drained.}

? In his 2011-2012 Budget Summary, dated January 10, 2011, Governor Brown recommended the realignment of
CAL FIRE services in State Responsibility Areas. The recommendation would not affect contracts such as the ones
CAL FIRE has with Coastside, San Mateo County and other jocal entities in which the contract covers the cost.
hitp://2011-12 archives ebudget.ca. gov/pdi/BudgetSummary/FullBudgetSummary.pdf (Page 21)




cost data for a five-city approach. “ (As aresult, Staff subsequently requested CAL FIRE to
submit a proposal for coverage of the five cities.)

A follow-on F&O Committee meeting was scheduled for February 13, 2011 to allow time for the
development of these proposals.

The F&O Committee reconvened on February 15, 2011, The Staff Report prepared for that
meeting (See, Appendix C) indicated that if CAL FIRE were to provide the above mentioned five
cities with fire services, the combined annual savings to those cities would be an estimated $16.8
million. That includes salary reductions of existing fire personnel to the top-step level of the
CAL FIRE salary scale, a 72-hour work week (versus the 56 hour work week that most city fire
fighters arc on), and closing one redundant station. The estimated annual savings would be $6.9
million if “red circling” of current employees was utilized.

The Fire Chief for the San Mateo and Foster City Fire Departments did not present a five-city
estimate as he had volunteered to do, nor did he appear at the meeting.

From the audio transcript of this meeting we learned that the supervisors:

1. Wanted to promote regionalization as a primary means to reduce the cost of fire
protection services for the cities in the County.

2. Stated that the County should not be in the fire-service business and that, since the
January 18, 2011 meeting, other cities have asked the County for permission to
subcontract for CAL FIRE services through the County’s CAL FIRE contract,

3. Stated that CAL FIRE itself needs to get out of urban services, as they interpreted the
Governor to have “said.”

4. Stated that the Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department should be extended for at least three
more years to allow regionalization to proceed, although, as Supervisor Groom stated,
that might take “I5 to 207 years.

5. Stated that through mediation there was still an opportunity for the cities to reach an
agreement on extending the joint fire department.

The two Supervisors extended an offer to pay for mediation services between Belmont and San
Carlos and to otherwise let the issue drop by not forwarding the matter to the full Board.

The Supervisors did not address the potential savings to the County, to the cities, or to San
Carlos presented in the staff reports prepared for either the January 18 or February 15, 2011
meetings.

As anticipated by most of those interviewed, mediation failed. San Carlos Fire went on to
contract with the Redwood City Fire Departmment for shared use of its command staff. While
significant savings were achieved by San Carlos, the savings would have been greater if the City
had been allowed to sub-contact with CAL FIRE under the County’s contract.

* Audio Transcripts of Committee Mectings may be obtained from the Cletk of the Board of Supervisors.



Investigation

The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury:

1. Read staff reports from the City of San Carlos and the County,

2. Waiched a recording of the November 22, 2010 City of San Carlos Council meeting,

3. Listened to audio tapes of the County Finance and Operations Cominittee Meetings,

4, Read the Governors 2011-12 Budget Summary, press conference comments, and the
Legislative Analyst’s Office interpretation of CAL FIRE realignment.

5. Interviewed
San Carlos City Council and staff members,

County supervisors serving on the Finance and Operations Committee of the San Mateo

County Board of Supervisors,

Representatives of the San Mateo County staff,

CAL FIRE staff,

A fire department chief in the County,

A city manager from the County City Managers Association,

A LAFCO (Local Agency Formation Commission) representative. and

A Member of the IAFE (International Association of Fire Firefighters) Local 2400.
Findings
The Grand Jury finds as follows:

1. CAL FIRE is a full-service rural, suburban and urban fire protection agency.

CAL FIRE is a fully integrated part of the County’s fire protection system with 72 fire
fighters working effectively with municipal fire departments and fire districts and
utilizing the County’s central dispatch system. The CAL FIRE coverage area includes
most unincorporated portions of the County and the Coastside Fire District.

3. From interviews, the Grand Jury learned that there is broad agreement among officials
and staff from the Couaty and cities that CAL FIRE has provided effective fire protection
services in the areas of San Mateo County it serves.

4. Differences between work shifts of CAL FIRE and municipal fire departments, and
differences in the wage rates and benefits, allow CAL FIRE to offer comparatively less
expensive {ire services in the Bay Area.

5. CAL FIRE prices its services by applying a standard 11% overhead cost on top of direct
costs.

6. San Mateo County has contracted with CAL FIRE for services to its unincorporated areas
since 1962, The current contract expires on June 30, 2012.

7. As of October, 2011 the San Mateo County budget deficit stood at $50 million.’

8. San Carlos requested that the County Board of Supervisors allow San Carlos to obtain

fire protection services from CAL FIRE through the County’s contract with CAL FIRE.

* hitp://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/cmo/pdfs/Budget%20& % 20Performance/SeptemberRevisions_201 1.pdf
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The issue came before the two-member Finance and Operations Committee (the F&O
Committee) on January 18, and February 15, 2011.

9. From the County staff report of January 18, 2011, adjusted for a budgetary mistake, CAL
FIREG could have saved San Carlos between approximately $600,000 and $2.5 million per
year.

10. From the County staff report of January 18, 2011, in addition to substantial savings for
San Carlos, bringing San Carlos under the County contract with CAL FIRE could have
saved the County an additional $650,000 per year. Neither the savings to San Carlos or
the County were discussed by the F&O Committee on January 18,

11. From the County staff report of February 15, 2011, “County Fire has a budget reduction
target of $218,877 for FY 2011/12 with the goal of eventually eliminating all $1 million
in general fund contributions.” (See, Appendix C)

12. In response 1o a request from the F&O Committee, CAL FIRE prepared a cost estimate
for delivery of fire protection to five County cities (Redwood City, San Carfos, Belmont,
Foster City and San Mateo). According to the County staff report of February 15, 2011,
the estimated aggregate cost savings to those five cities could be between $1.7 million
and $16.8 million per year.

13. The CAL FIRE service cost estimates and potential savings for the County and the five
County cities were not discussed by the Committee members at the February 15, 2011,
F&O Committee meeting.

14. From the audio transcripts of both the January 18 and February 15, 2011 F&O
Committee meetings, Supervisor Adrienne Tissier said that the Governor had called for
CAL FIRE getting out of the urban fire-fighting business.

15. The Governor’s January 10, 2011 recormmendations on CAL FIRE realignment only
applied to State Responsibility Areas and did not apply to contracts with local
jurisdictions, such as its contracts with San Mateo County or the Coastside Fire District.
There was no suggestion from the Governor that CAL FIRE should curtail delivery of
urban fire protection services funded by counties or cities.

16. Also during the Febroary 15, 2011 F&O Committee meeting, the Supervisors said that
the County does not want to be in the fire-fighting business. The Supervisors further said
they strongly supported regional fire-protection solutions in the County as a means to
reduce redundant administrative and infrastructure costs to the cities.

17. The Supervisors recommended that Belmont and San Carlos enter into mediation to
continue their joint fire department while regionalization alternatives could be explored.
From interviews and meeting transcripts, most San Carlos and Belmont officials stated
there was little chance for mediation to be successful.

¢ The Staff Report states that San Carlos was paying about $6.3 million from its general fund. This is true, but the
actual cost for fire services was 3$7.1 million, which is $800,000 more than cited in the Staff Report. It would,
therefore, be more correct to say that the savings to San Carlos was between $1.4 million and $3.3 million.



18. From the letter of the CAL FIRE Acting Director, quoted above, and from interviews

with officials from varions cities and fire-protection agencies, there is reluctance to
consider expanding CAIL FIRE’s role in San Mateo County because of opposition by the
International Association of Firefighters, Local 2400.

Conclusions

The Grand Jury concludes as follows:

1.
2.

6.

The County has been well served by CAL FIRE since 1962 and is well served today.

It is likely that any alternative to CAL FIRE’s coverage of unincorporated areas would
increase County costs and not provide materially better service.

CAL FIRE should be viewed as a viable alternative for fire protection services by the
County and the cities when considering regionalization or outsourcing aiternatives.
Given the large structural deficit facing the County, the Board of Supervisors needs to
take all reasonable steps to reduce the cost of County services.

The F&O Commitiee missed an opportunity for the County to save as much as $650,000
per year and San Carlos to save upwards of $1.4 million per year by not forwarding the
San Carlos CAL FIRE issue onto the full Board of Supervisors for its consideration.

The F&O Committee misinterpreted the Governor’s statements regarding the appropriate
role of CAL FIRE in municipal fire protection and should have sought clarification
before concluding that CAL FIRE was not a viable alternative for cities in the County.
There is significant pressure from the local union to not consider CAL FIRE as an
outsource alternative for municipal fire protection.

Given the potential savings and the need for fiscal relief, the County should be motivated
to extend fire protection services through its contract with CAL FIRE to other cities in
the County as part of a move toward regionalization.

Recommendations

The Grand Jury recommends to the County Board of Supervisors that it should:

1.

2.

4,

Renew its contract with CAL FIRE by June 30, 2012, unless there is a new compelling
fiscal reason to change.

During contract negotiations with CAL Fire, include a provision within the contract that
would allow fiscally qualified cities to sub-contract for CAL FIRE services through the
County such that the County as well as the cities can benefit.

Until the provision in Recommendation 2 is approved, allow fiscally qualified cities and
fire districts in the County to sub-contract services with CAL FIRE under the County’s
contract.

View CAL FIRE as a potential component of the regionalization effort.



The Grand Jury further recommends to cities and special fire districts in San Mateo County:

1. When assessing alternative approaches to local fire protection, CAL FIRE should be
considered as one alternative.

2. Include local fire union representatives in community discussions concermning department
consolidation, regionalization or replacement; make financial considerations and
differing expense models known to all concerned parties and citizens.
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Appendix A: Fax from CAL FIRE to San Carlos,
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Appendix B: Staff Report for Finance and Operations Committee
Meeting, January 18, 2011

Caraly Ghoois, Ohair
Lan Mateo County Adelante Tiasian Wles-Chgir
- Board of Superyisors foems Faurabies Oapicty Connty Manges
Fii Bl ey, BT TR ny Vasineg Sainsel

' Finance and Operations Commitiee sy o ssduas T
WS- 163-4¥22

T4 Fingnce and Operations Commiiiee
FROM. Reyna Famales, Depuly County Manager
SUBJECT: Finance and Operations Committes Special Meeling
TOUAY'S DATE: January 12, 2011

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING
(GOVERNMENT CODE § 54956)

FINANCE AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

Please take notice that the Chalr of the Finance and Operations Slanding Commiitee, acling
pursuant fo the authority of Government Code §54858, hereby calls g special masting of fhe
Finance and Cperations Commiliee, {o iake place on January 18, 2811 at 2:00 pan. 1 ifw Boarnd
of Supervisors Conference Room located in the Hall of Justice, 480 County Center, First
Fioor, Redwood CHy, California.

The special meeting is for the purpose of discussing and iransacting the following business:
Calf fo order

Craf Commusnications aind Public Comment

Firg Services — City of San Carlos - Aftachment

January 25 Budget Workshop - Aftachment

tn B ot Moo

Approval of the Finance and Qperations Meeling Schedue for 2011 - Aftachment
& Adipurtiment

Pursuant to Government Cade §64054 3 members of the public, to the exient required by law, wil
have the ppporiunily to directly address the Commillee gonceming the above meanticned husiness,

Dated: January 12, 2041
CARCHLE  GROOM
Chair, Finance angd Cperations Commitice

Please note: Fublic meetings are accessibie to people with disabilifies. ndividuals who need
special assistance of a disability-related modification or accommodaions, including susiliary alds or
services o participate in this meeting, or who have a disahility and wish 1o request an sllemative
formad for the agenda, meetling notice, agenda packet or other writings that may be distribuled st the
meeting, should contact the Assistant Clerk of the Board of Supsrvisors gt (650 3634634,
Motification iy advancs of the meeting will enable the pulblic agency o make reasonalie
arrangerments 1o ensure accessibility to this mesting and the materials reflated to i



Catale Grooes, Chalr
San Mateo Cou nky Adrienine Tissior, Wiee Chair
i E{‘lartﬁ Gf SW?&?VBQT& Boyna Fasesles Daanny Canary Mnsagss

; " - e Jahm Brlors, Chiof Deputy County Loansal
Finance and Operations Committee o, w m e o

B0 25T
To: Firance and Operations Commitiee
FROM: Fravid 5. Boesch Courdy Manager
Peaqy Jensen, Depgdy County Manager
SUBJECT: Fire Services Proposal — Cy of San Carlos

Meeting Date: Tuesday, January 18 2011

The City of San Caros has issued a reguest for proposalis for emesgency response and fire
protection. The County could stubmit 2 proposal to include San Caros in our curent contract willhs
CalFire, CalFire has indicated that such a proposal could include the following oppartunities for the
County and the Cily of San Carlos;

County General Fund savings of up to $380,000 from sharing command, fire marshal,
fraining, Advanced Life Support (ALS) and adminisirative staff. Gver the past fve fiscal
years, the General Fund has provided over $3 million 1o the County Fire Fund, An additionas
$1.05 rnillion subsidy s needed ihis fiscal vear io balance the Fire Fand bisdget. The subsidy
doas nof inciude funds for vehicle of facility replacement, only operating costs,

The County could save an additional 5350,000 by sharing and fransfemng two of the Fves
CalFire staff from Station 18 (Cordifleras) to Station 14 in 8an Cardos. The two staff would
operate 3 ‘quick aftack” vehicle, which provides betler service than a hee-person engine in
the San Carlos and uplncorporated atga hills.

Any Savings above the operations costs for the County CalFire contract could be putinio a
yehicle and faciily reserve. Over 31 million a vear is needed (o mest Riture fire vehicle and
faciity needs,

This wear, the City of San Caras s paying $6.3 miliion for fire service, including funds for 20
staft. Calf e uses a F2-hour 3 week shift scheduls, which means they would only need 17
siaff to provide the same level of service 35 San Ganos provides pow with 20 staff. Also
CalFire has a diferent pay scale. Preliminary numbers fom CalFire indicats that they could
offer San Cartos the foliowing contract options:

$3.8 milion - 17 sfaff paid at he fop step of the CalFine pay scale

343 million — 26 staff paid at the top step of the Calfire pay scale

5505 mdltion - 17 olaff with tolal compensation frozen af the San Carlos pay scale
$5.7 miifion - 20 siaff with lolal compensation frozen at the San Caros pay scaie
Hazardous materials pay (HazMal) would be an agditional $19,800 a yvear for 11 siaff
at the Caliire pay scale of 571,000 for 11 San Cados staff with frozen compensation.

LI S I

San Carlos has extended thelr proposat dus date to February 7, 2011, Trie full Board could
consider requestng a proposal from CaiFine that adds 3an Carfos o the County CalFire confract at
the January 25, 2011 Board meeting.  CaiFire has confirmed that f asked, they will provide a
complete proposal by e due date,
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Appendix C: Staff Report for Finance and Operations Committee
Meeting, February 15, 2011

{ arode Groom, Char
-, San Mateo County Adrlenne Tissier, ¥ige Chalr

i3 Board of Si}ﬁl‘i‘f\iisﬁ rs B Fandes Uiaprsty Coninty Siameqas

4 - . » - H o f P iy Ceosd Doansel

¢ Finance and Operations COMMITEE  smacunncommmimot o
i

S0 185 4TEE

T Finance and Operations Commifies
FROM. Reyna Famales, Deputy County Manager
SUBJECT. Finance angd Operslions Commitiee Special Mesting
TOLAY'S BATE:  February 10, 2011

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING
(GOVERNMENT CODE § 54956)

FINANCE AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

Please take notice that the Chair of the Finance and Operations Standing Committes, acting
pursuant to the authorily of Govemment Code §54856, herehy ¢alls 2 special masting of the
Finance and Opedations Commities, 1o ake place on Tuesday, February 15, 2011 af 200 p.o. in
the Board of Supervisors Chambers locatad in the Hall of Justice, 488 County Center, First
Hoor, Redwood City, California.

The special meeting is for the purpose of discussing and fransacting he ollowing business:
1. Call to order

2. COral Communications and Public Comment

3. Fire Services — CHy of San Carlos - Aftachment

4. Adicurrment

Pursiant to Government Code £548954 3, members of the public, to the exient required Iy aw, will
have the opportunity o directly address the Commilies conceming the above mentioned business.

Diated Febouary 10, 2011

CARCLE GROOM
Chair, Finarce and Operations Commitles

Please note: Public meetings are accessibie i people with disabifiies. Individuals who rieed
speciat assisiance or a disability-related modification or accommodations, including auxdliary aids or
services to participate in this meeting, or who have a Gisabiity and wish fo request an aflemative
formal for the agenda, mesting notice, agenda packet or other wiitings that may be disinibuled at the
meeting, should contact e Assistant Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (650) 363-4834.
Motifications in advance of the meeiing will enable the public agency 1o make reasonabile
arrangements to ensure accessibility 1o this meeting and the materals relaied to it



Carole Groom, Chalr
San Mateo County Adrienne Tissieg, Wice-Clate
Baard of Suparvisors Ragria Saaralis. gy Sy Maage
Fubzey Hwiry, Clivef D pruby Loty $ogine]

Finance and Operations COmmitiee oy e tdvocd ey

AR IR R

Date: Febpuary 8, 2011
Meeting Dats Februgry 15, 2011

TO: Superdsor Carole Groom
Superisol Adtienne Tissier

FROM: Peggy Jensen, Depudy County Manager

SUBSECT:  Report Back on Reglonat Fire Senviee: CalFire Opdion

BECOMMENDATION:
Accept this report and provide direction to staff.

BACKGROUND:
O January 18, 2011, the Finance and Operations Committee considered extending the County
Fire contract with CalFire 1o include the City of San Carlos. AL that mesding, Chief Belville from
the City of San Mateo said that the City of San Mateo, Redwonyd City and Foster Clity wese
sxpioning a regional fire service system that could alse nclhude Belmond and San Catlos. The
Committes expressed interest in regionalization of fire senvices and indicated that te County
aperated stations adisrent 1o the Tegion cities tould be ncuded I the concept. The Commitise
also reguested comparative cost data for different regicrral approaches.

DISCUSSION:

Regionat delivery of fire service is refatively common throughout Califomia. San Mateo Coundy,
through our County Fire program, has had a regional service amangement with Calfire Tor gver
45 years. This afrangement has provided competent ang cost-effective fire protection senvice 1o
the unincorporated area fhrough a model that maintains local control.  The Coasiside Fire
Protection District and CaiFire are anather example of 2 focal regional madel 35 is the effod
curTently undergay 1o consolidate the Foster City and City of San Maleo fire depariments. The
Merlo Park Fire Protection District is also a regional model.

i response b requests from the Commitiese, County Fire develvped cost estimaltes for
extending the County contract with Calfire 10 include sl the cities identified by Chisf Bebdlle amnd
he pincorporated ares dendified by the Committes, The cost estimales are hased on the
followdng facts:

»  There are 18 fire stations i the five cities and the county urincorporated area east of
interstate 280 hetween San Mateo and Redwood Clly. The 18 stations house a otal of
18 engines and 4 adder trucks.  County Fire staffs three of the engines through our
contract with Calfire. The other 158 engines are siaffed by the tity fire departments as
are the 4 ladder frucks. Currently, five different agencies provide manzgement,
supernvision and administrative suppord for these stations.  Depending on what happens i
Sarr Carlos, the olal number of agencies may intreass.
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s in San Mateo County, a three-person crew supports each fire engine and a four-person
Crew SUpports 2 ladder truck. The city fire crews work 2 56-howr week. CalFire yses a
T2-hour workweek. The table below compares the stalfing requirements for each siaffing
madel by fire vehicle,

Apparatus 2417 Ciby Staff 2417 CaiFire Staff
Per Wehicle Per Wehicks
3 Person Engine L] ¥
4 Persori Ladder 12 b5
Truck

As the table shows, the CalFFire miodet requires fewer parsonnet to fully staff each plece
of equipment than the city madel. [ the CalFire staffing model is applied to the 15 cify
engines and 4 trucks i the region, 40 fewer siaff would be needed for 24/7 coverage.

e A regional approach would creste opportunities o review administrative and
management needs and station and apparatus diskibution. | is anticipated that there
would he opportunities to reduce costs in all of these areas, but the exient of the savings
would depend on the leve! of services selected. However, those savings would be sean
over fime, 85 the impacls o senice levels are evaluated,

Hased on the information above and data available frorm the cities in the region, County Fire
caloutated the following costs for differend regional serdice options that CalFire could offer the
region. Note that the changes Delow are cumulative, so the lowest cost option includes alt the
changes noted above.

Sde 2 miflion Totat current cost of 18 sialions

5405 million Move 3l stations 0 a 72-hour work week

337 .3 mifiion Pies reduce tolal staff to number required for 72-
ot work week

§27 4 million Pius, reduce city salanes o lop step of CalFire
salary scale

Plus, cose one redundant station in regios and
325 4 million corwert one engine 1o 3 Z persan “guick atack”
vehicle

The numbers presenied above are best estimates of the polential total costs. H there is seriouz
irterest in pursuing a regional approach 1o Gre services, staff would need o work closely with aif
inferestad pariners 1o assess all options and carefully review all cost dala. Also, we would need
1o bring the residents of CSA 1 into these discussions, as the engine company they fund should
be incorporated info any regional plan.

Given the complexily of 8 buly regionat aporoach, we estimate that i could Izke a vear or
possibly longer o work out the details. We should also note that Beimont officials recently voled
o create thelr owrn cify fire department and indicated they are not interested in a reghonal
approach.
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FISCAL IMPACT:

County Fire has a budget reduction target of $218,877 for FY 2001712 with the goal of
evenksmily eliminating all $1 miliion in generai fund confibutions,  Although we assums there will
be savings to the County from a regional approach io fire service, 3 This time we can neifher
caleutate the amount of the timing of those sawings. This is because we don’L kKnow how any
savings would be aliocated among the partier cities. Furthermore, the County is currently
senefiting from the 72-hour wortweek and the CaiFire salary scale, so the savings to the county
would not be as great as for the tiles if CalFire was the service prowvider.

The oniy fiscal impact data that we can definifively provide is the projected savings fom
expanding the county service area 1o include San Carlos. The savings data was presented to
your Committee at the January 18, 2011 meeting. The projected savings for FY 2004712
inciudes $300 000 from shared administrative costs and potentially another 3350000 #ihe
Cordilleras enging is moved 1o the San Carlos station o Slameda and staffed as a “quick
aftack” vehicle.
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March 13, 2012

Honorable Gerald . Buchwald
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice

400 County Center: 8th Mooy
Redwood City, CA Q4063-1655

Re: Civil Grand Jury Report — The County, Ban Carlos & Cal Firer A Missed Opportunity?
Denr Judge Buchwald,

L am writing to vou on behalf of the San Carlos City Counctl. This will serve as the Tlty of San Carlog”
formal response o the letter from the “mpu:on Court communicating comrments made by the Civil Grand
fi ry about Shared Fire Services entitfed “The County, San Carlos & Cal Fire: A Missed Opportunity?

The City Ceouncil has reviewed this letter at a public imecting of the Councit and has authorized that it be
St

in the report from the Civil Geand Jury, a number of Findings, Conelusions and Recommendations are
made, In addition, the Chy 1s effering more information on one of the Background discussions ineluded
inn the report. Here s the ity of Sun Caclos response o the Civil Greand Jury report on tiis matier

Buackground
1. I ihe “Backeround” section of the repart on page I the Groud Jury nates thin San Carlos 1gsued
a fornred Reaquest for Proposal (RFF)Y for Fire & Emergeney Services and spocifically solieited
responses Trom the Menlto Park Tive District, Negth Counry Fire Distect, City of San Mateo, Oty
of Redwood Ciry and Cal Five,

Besponser  This dv covrect in pavt. it should he aoted that the Oty of San Carlos also
ﬁmtia'ﬁ 4 oentiiles to respond fo the REP fin Fire & Emergenoy Serviees that are not
wientioned in the veport, The 4 additional entities that weye invited 1o rospond to the RFP
aiel

e {Tiy of Behnont

»  American Emergeney Services Corporation

#  fnterpationad Associstiovn of Tirefightess JAFD), Local 2484

s Rural/Metva Corporation



Findings

I

p)

LA

CAL FIRE s full-service rural suburban snd urban fire profection agency.
Responses We agree with the finding,

CAL FIRE fga fully iegrated pant of the County's fire protection system with 72 fire {ighters
working effectively with municipal fire depariments and five districts and utilizing the County’s
central dispatch system. The CAL FIRE coverage area Includes most unincorporated portions of
the County and the Coasside Fire Disirict,

Responser We ayree with the finding.

From interviews. the Grand Jury learned that there is broad agreement among officials and staff
from the County and cities that CAL FIRE has provided effective fire protection services in the
areas oF San Mateo County It serves.,

Hesponses We sgrec with the finding.

The City wofes that Paramedics and Fivefiphters at Cal Fire’s Tngine Company on
Edmonds Read sear Crestview Avenue (Fhre Statien # 18) have been the fiest vespondery
for soine San Carles homes for over 10 years,

Differences between work shifts of CAL FIRE and municipal five departments, and differences in
the wage rates and benefits, allow CAL FIRE to offer comparatively less expensive e services
in the Bay Area.

Hesponse: We agree with the finding.

CAL FIRE prices its services by applying a standard 11%% averhead cost on top of divect costs,
Response: We agree with the finding.

San Mateo Cownry has contracted with CAL FIRE for services to its unincorporated areas since
(962, The current contract expires on June 30, 20172,
Hesponse: We agree with the Guding,

As af October, 2011 the San Mateo County budget deficit stood at $530 miltion.
Response: We npree with the finding.

Sen Carlos reguested that the Cownty Board of Supervisors allow San Carlos to oblain fire
profection services from CAL FIRE through the County's contract with CAL FIRE. The issue
came before the two-member Fiapnee and Qperations Committee (the F&O Committee) on
Janwary T8, and Pebruary |5 2011

Response: We agree with the Dnding.

P

Froms e Copnty sudUveport of Tanvary 180 2001 adjusied for a budgetary mistake, CAL TIRE

could have saved Sen Carlos between approsimegely 3600000 and 52,5 nmullion per vear,

Hespouse: Weo gurtiaily disagree with the finding,

While San Carlos pecebved an “imformat propossl™ for Fire & Ewmergency Services from Cal
Five s early 200, the City did pol receive a copy of Cal Fire's response fo the Cify’s RYP.



Cul Five hived o former Cal Five Section Five Chief (Dan Turner} to prepare » han Cavlos
SFP response and that respense was part of & blue 3 ving binder {often cnlied the “hlue
Binder™ that some Cal Five officials bave veviewed, (3y. Turner was also the consulfunt
used by Cal Fire to prepare their proposal for Fire Sevviees that was ultimately adopted by
ihe Coastside Five Protection Distriet).

The Cliy of San Cavies hus never received or viewed the Cal Vive REP response 10 San
avios in the bloe binder. The CHy did receive some of te material developed by former
Chief Tupner for San Carlos and ased this salave, benefit and cost data for Oal Five in
subseguent reports to the San Carlos Chy Couneil

It is hared (o aaalyee or speculate on what is and iz not in the fudl Cal Vire proposal forv Sap
Cartes, Based on earlier proposals fo the Chty (in 20058-07 and 281, the dats supplied by
Chicf Turner and the curvent San Mateo County Fire Department Budger (81.6 Million per
Fire Statien), u savings to San Carlos of 51.2 Million per station or 524 Million Tor botls five
stationy seems achiovable.

Whether the slighile higher number of 52,8 Million per year that is used in the Grand Jury
vegort would be reachalde in San Cavlos if a Cal Five proposat had been received - diveetly
ar through the County — wounld requive further analysis and wmore detalied information
from Cal Five,

_From the County stafl report of January 18, 2011, in addition to substantial savings for San
Carlos, bringing San Carlos under the County contract w.i CAL FIRE could have saved the
County an additional $650.000 per year. Neither the savings to San Carlos or the County were
discussed by the F&O Committes on January 18,

Response: We agree with the finding.

The Beputy County Manager and Cal Fire shured ihe 565,800 per year savings estimate
for San Mawo County on numerous occasions with the City ,m& County Gificials and i
appears i the Conuty Saff Report mentioned in the Grand Jury report,

We ngree that neither the savings to San Carlos nor the County was diseussed by the F&O
Committee mecting on January 18, 2001 even theugh I was the subjeel on that meeting
aeenda.

Trom the Connty std T report of February 15, 20011, "County Fire has a budget reduciion target of
BXTRBTT for FY 2011 with the goal of evennually eliminating &l §1 mitlion m general fund
coniributions." (See, Appendix C)

Responser We agree with the linding,

2o b wesponse toos request from the F&O Conunit AL FIRE prepuwred u ocost eslimate for
defivery ot fire protection fo five Couny cities (Redw (‘n)af City, fuzm Carlos. Belmont, Foster Cay
apdd San Mateo) According 1o the County stafl report of Febroary 130 2011, the estimated

T

(e oeost savings 1o those five cites could be hct\\'a.;u §1.7 mitlion and $16.8 million per

Responser We agree with the finding,

el



(i)

CThe CATL FIRE service

cast estimates and potentiat savings for the County and the five County

cities were not discussed by the Comnittes members af the February 15, 20110 F&O Convmittee
meeling,
Fesponse: We sgree with the finding,

. From the audio transeripis of both the January 18 and February 15, 2011 F&O Committer

meeiings. Supervisor Adricnne Tissior suid that the Governor bad called for CAL FIRE getting
out of the urban fire-fighting business.
Response: We agree with the fading

CThe Governor's Iangary 100 2011 recommendations on CAL FIRE vealigniment only applied w

State Responsibility Aveas and did not apply to contracts with local jurisdictions, such as ifs
contracts with San Mateo County or the Constside Fie District, There was no suggestion from
the Governor that CAL FIRE should curtail delivery of wban fire protection servi funded by
COuBHes Or ciies.

Response: We agree with the fluding,

The City Stalf vesearched this matier and determined that the assertion that the Governor
had eatled for Cal Five to “get out of the urban fire-fighting business™ was incorreet,

3o Also during the February 15, 20011 F&O Commitice meeting, the Supervisors said that the

County does nol want fo be in the Tire-fighting business,  The Supervisors further said they
strongly supported regional fire-protection solutions in the County as a means to reduce
redundant administrative and infrastruciure costs to the cities.

Responser We agree with the {inding.

. The Sapervisors recommendued that Belmont and San Carlos enter into mediation to continue

thelr Joint e deparunent while regionalization alternatives could be explored, From interviews
andd meetnig ransoripts. most San Cavlos and Belmont officials stated there was little chance Tor
mediadion W be successtul,

Response: We partiably disagree with the finding,

Druping the February 15, 2011 F&0O Commbtiee meeting, Counell Members present from
San Carios (Maver Omar Abhmad, Yiee Mavor Andy Wlelw and Council Member Randy
Boveey and Belmont (Coupeil Member Warren Licherman} all voiced their support for
using the offer of County funded medintion to explore Shared Fire Services oplions betwoeen
Sun Uarios and Belmont, Later the same afterncon, Mavor Abmad and Vice Mavor Klein
catled Supervisor Tissier to aceept the Couarty™s offer of medinGon vn helalt of Ban Carlos,
That offer was thes placed on the aext San Cavies City Councll agends and the County
medintion offer was accepted by the San Cavles Council on s unanimous 540 vote, The San
Cartos Cowncll alse provided Mavor Abmad with divection on areas o explore during ihe
upeoming medinbion with Belmaons,

The following month, the Helmont Oty Ceanedl agreed to the mediation an o split voie
Eruving the Belmont Oy Uouncil discussion in Mareh and u subseguent nows article in the
Bap Mateo aily Jouwrnal, there was doubt about the pefeptial swecess of mediation
expressed by Belmont Mayor Feierbach, So there was some doubt expressed publically by
af least one memwber of the Belmont City Council — but it ccenrved after the F&O
Committee meeting oited in the Grand Jury report.



T terms of what was suid during the interviews that the Grand Jury held with “San Carles

and Bebmont officials”, the City has wo way of knowing what was said during those
interviews as they are held in confidence. The City understands that what was said fo the
Grand Jury during these confidential inierviews may be different than what was said at
public mcetings - such #s the F&U Committee Meethngs and the San Carles and Belmont
Chy Councll Meetings noted above,

CFrom the fetter of the CAL FIRE Acting Director, quoted above, and from interviews with

officials Trom varions ciies and  Tre-protection agencies. there is reluctance o consider
expanding CAL FIRE'S role in San Mareo County because of opposition by the International
Associalion of Firefighters, Local 2400,
Response:r We agree with the finding,

Muavor Almad and Viee Mavor Klein beld meetings with the leadership of TAFF Local 2460
during this process, Both the Maver and Viee Mayor noted that the union was very cleay
that a confragt for Fire & Emergency Services for San Carlos (or any other City ov Fire
Distriet in the Cewniy) with Cal Fire was “something we will pot aceepi.”

Conclusions

I

a3

Lo

The County has been well served by CAL FIRE since 1962 and is well served today.

Response: We agree with the finding,

[t is likely thal any alternative o CAL FIRE's coverage of unincorporated areas would increase
County costs and not provide materially better service,

Besponse: We agree with the finding,

The City notes that the County i corvently spending approsimately 51.6 Milhon per station
for Fire & Kmergeney Services and Sun Carlos is spending approximately $2.8 Mitlion per
station for comparable services in the current hadget year,

CAL FIRE should be viewed as a viable shemntive o fire protection services by the County and
the cities when considering regionalization or outsourcing alternatives,
Response: We disagree with the linding.

Thiv Geand Jury finding was specifieally discussed and debated doying the San Carlos Ciry
Council Meeting held on Maveh 12, 2012, A majority of the Cly Cospctl Members
irdicated by a straw poll vote of 52 that they do not belleve thar Oal Five s a viable
alternaiive for fire protection services by the County amd the cifies when considering
regionalization or sutsoureing allernatives,

Ciiven the large structural detienr Tacing the Countv. the Board of Supervisors needs o take ol
reasonable sfeps to reduce the cost of County services,
Fesponse: We agree with the finding.

The F&O Commitice missed an opportunity for the County to save as much ax 5650900 per vewr
and San Carlos to save upwards of S04 million per vear by not Torwarding the San Carlog CAL
FIRE issue onto the tull Board of Supervisors for ivs consideration.

Hesponse: We agree with the finding,



.

The F&O Connnittes misinterpreted the Governor's statements regarding the appropriate role of
CAL FIRE in municipal fire protection and should bave sought clarification betore concluding
that CAL FIRE was not & viable alternative for cities in the County.

Respouse: We agree with the {inding,

There s significant pressure fram the local upion to not consider CAL FIKE as an outsource
ahiernutive Tor musicipal Hre protection,
Hegponse: We agree with the fnding.

Given the potential savings and the need for fiscal relief, the County should be motivated to
exiend fire protection services through its contract with CAL FIRE to other cities in the County as
part of a move toward regionalization.

Hesponse: We agree with the finding,

Recommendations

I

Lk

The County Board of Supervisors should renew its contract with CAL FIRE by June 30, 2012,
unless there [s a new compelling fscal reason 1o change,
Hesponse: We agree with the finding.

Daring contract negotiations with CAL Fire. the County Board of Supervisors should include
a provision within the contract hat would allow figcally qualified cities w sub-contract for
CAL FIRE services through the County such that the County as well as the cities can benefit.
fesponse: We partisily disagree with the finding.

We apree that the County should allow interested cities, such as those mentioned in the
Grand Jury Heporvt, the epportuanity to consider a sub-contiact for Fire & Emergency
Services with Cal Fire via a County Amendment as one option to consider,

However, we question the anpuage about Hmiting this opiion to “fiscally qualificd ¢ities™,
Dhaving the San Carlos REP process, Cal Fire inguived about the budget defieit in San
Carlos and suggested that this pright disquality San Carlos from seeeiving a divect proposal
from Cal Fire for Fire & Fmwerpency Bervices. It was only after the Clty Siaif was able fo
show €ul Five that the San Carlos budget shovtfall had been partially offset, that the Cal
Fire Acting Birector sent the letver in the Graed Sary report noting that an offer would not
hie made to San Carlos due fo union and state legisiator pressare.

A hetter approach would be for the County o offer o contfract amendment to all interested
cities and fire distriets, Comminpents regavding the method of pavmernd cin be made
during the contract nesoiintion phase — rather than an initial refusal {0 work together s iy
suggested here,

Lingil the provision in Recomprendation 2 13 approvid
i fire diswricts in e Conpty o sub-comract services with CAL

- the Counny Board of Supervisors should
attow fscally cualified cities i
FIRE under the County's contract,

Hesponse: We partially disngree with fthe finding.

The Chty would offer the sume comments as oty response (o Recomuzendation # 2.

§



(.

Sincorely Yours,

Andy |
Mavaor

wlem

The County Doard of Sppervisors should view CAL FIRE as a potential component of the
regionaiization effort,
Hesponse: We agree with the fnding,

When assessing altemative approsches to local five protection. CAL FIRE should be considered
as one afternarive by eities and speeial five distriets in San Mateo County.
Fesponse: We agree with the Bading.

clude local fire union represcutatives i community discussions concerning department
consofidation, regionalization ov replacement.  Make financial considerations and differing
expense models known o all concerned parties and citizens.

Response: We agree with the finding.

As nofed eartier, the City discussed the Fire & Emergency Services study, REP and process
with employees of the Belmont-San Carfos Five Depurtment and representatives of their
Union (JAFF Local 2400 This included interviews with employees and wiion officials by
the Chv's Fire & Emergency Services consultants (TribData) and meetings with the City
Council and Senior City Management,

In terms of making financial information and differing expense nrodels available to all
parties, all of this information was made available to the public in several forms including
the Citv Web Site’s wwwaepackeisaet portal for all City Counell and Commission
Meetings. The information incindes meeting videos, agendas, minutes, staff reporis and

spreadsheets.

i

Council

Clity
Civy Manager
Assistant City Manager
iy Attorney
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