


Madison Fire Protection District
17880 Stephens St
Madison, Ca 95653

March 30, 2022

LAFCO Commission
625 Court Street, Room 107
Woodland, Ca 95695

Dear Commission Chair Woods:

As Fire Chief of Madison Fire Protection District, | am writing to express my concern with the draft MSR report.
The improvements Madison FPD have made since the 2016 MSR report are not reflected or expressed in these
recommendations or the draft report. The Madison Fire Protection District has worked diligently to implement
policies and-procedures in response to the 2016 LAFCO MSR recommendations. These improvements are not
reflected in the current draft report and should be in order to accurately reflect the measurable progress that
Madison FPD’has made since the 2016 MSR, such as:

o Improvement in financial sustainability.

o Improvement in incident response times

o Paid staffing: Madison FPD had zero paid staff in 2016. We now have one full time employee to handle
administrative duties and two part time firefighters to assist with volunteer training, apparatus checks,
equipment and building maintenance and respond to calls.

o Reduced the size of our fleet from 7 fire apparatus to 5, which will save in apparatus operations and
maintenance costs.

o Replacement of 2 out of 3 fire apparatus over 25-year-old and working towards replacing last apparatus
over 25 years old in the next year to two.

o Increased number of firefighters on apparatus per call

o Established development impact fees to assist with revenue and capital improvements

o Increase volunteer firefighters from 15 to 25, with a goal of 30 volunteers by 2023

These huge strides in administration and service delivery need to be acknowledged in this report. The
improvements address the concerns from the 2016 MSR report and shows that Madison FPD is moving in the
right direction, and will continue to provide much needed coverage to our residents. While the list provided
above represents general comments on the draft MSR, Madison FPD has additional specific concerns, as follows.

Madison FPD disagrees with the statement in the draft report: “Leaving Madison FPD alone would result in less
caverage for its residents then if it were consolidated (either functionally through a JOA or legally through
cansolidation). Therefore, a function or legal consolidation would promote the best service to the public and
more effective utilization of resources”.



Relocating Madison FPD paid staff and/or consolidating with Esparto FPD, would only benefit the Esparto FPD.
While this would assist Esparto FPD in moving closer to meeting their departmental and community needs, it
would directly negatively impact the community of Madison by stripping the community of their daily on-site
fire personnel from Madison FPD resulting in a decrease in service to our residents and increased response
times. The LAFCO proposal would cut staffing readily available in Madison to respond to calls on a fire
apparatus and knowingly risks both firefighters and community safety. The LAFCO proposal would also
negatively impact the recruiting and training of volunteers, maintenance of equipment and community
buildings. Under LAFCO’s proposal taxpayer dollars would be reallocated to pay for staffing in another district
benefiting the community of Esparto, with no increased benefits to the disadvantaged community of Madison,
only impacts and risks to safety.

As such, | believe that the LAFCO MSR recommendations relative to Madison FPD are misguided and would
result in negative impacts to the community of Madison. It is my duty as Chief to act in the best interests of the
Fire Protection District and the community, therefore | object to any reorganization or consolidation that that
does not benefit the community. Though we have concerns with the draft MSR and object to the specific
recommendations related to Madison FPD in the draft MSR, Madison FPD will not ignore agreements, training
opportunities, standardization of equipment and cost saving opportunities with other county fire districts that
benefit and strengthen our districts equally.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul Green, Fire Chief

Madison Fire Protection District

Cc: Yolo County Ad-Hoc Fire Sustainability Committee



ELKHORN FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
19396 COUNTY ROAD 124
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA. 95691

March 28, 2022

Yolo County Local Area Formation Committee

625 Court Street, Suite 107

Woodland, Ca. 95695

Dear LAFCO Chair Woods and Commissioners:

The Board of Elkhorn Fire Protection District (EFPD) is writing to express our opposition to the LAFCO
proposals for EFPD as presented in the Municipal Services Review (MSR) process under consideration for
the rural fire protection districts(FPD)

EFPD has never had an adequate funding stream since its formation in 1965. Limited funds from the
Property Taxes were used to pay for Worker’s Comp, Public Liability insurance, auto insurance and
maintenance of USED fire trucks. EFPD has always been 100% volunteer utilizing the good will and
donations of the residents and surrounding fire departments. Even though EFPD has the smallest
budget of all FPD, we have managed to provide services to our community.

We strongly dispute the allegation from LAFCO that no action has taken place by the FPD’s since the last
MSR study in 2016. EFPD has taken significant and serious action based on the last MSR study of 2016.
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Benefit assessment was passed in 2014 to increase our revenue. We have a cost-of-living
escalator built into our assessment Currently generate over $60,000 annually.

Purchased new 2018 Squad 47 to replace old squad.

Purchased newer Engine 47 to replace old 1981 Seagraves Engine

Will take delivery of new 2022 Grass 47 in April to replace old 1983 Grass rig.

Utilized grants to obtain new SCBA’s (self- contained breathing apparatus) for our firefighters.
Purchased all new structure protective gear for firefighters in 2021.

Using Cannabis tax funds to purchase new Grass Fire protective gear for firefighters. (On-order)
Approached by City of West Sacramento, City of Woodland in 2015, and entered into an Auto-
Aid agreement with them and City of Sacramento Fire Department. (Now, inaccurate response
data is being used against us)

EFPD has DECREASED the no response calls by 50% EACH year from 2018-2021

As of March 29, 2022, EFPD has responded to ALL 16 fire calls. “ZERO” NO RESPONSES

Added 3 new volunteers in 2021-2022 to increase responses.

Met with Chief Zane of Woodland and Chief Binns of West Sacramento March 28, 2022 discuss a
plan to contract services per recommendation of LAFCO.



ELKHORN FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
19396 COUNTY ROAD 124
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA. 95691

38 years ago, when LAFCO completed the MSR in February 27, 1984, there were several
recommendations listed at that time and EFPD was, “ allowed time to develop a plan”

The Board of EFPD respectfully requests that LAFCO allow EFPD the opportunity to continue to serve our
community based on the actions and accomplishments achieved since the MSR of January 11,2016.

Respectfully submitted,
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Richard J. Yeung, Fire Chief




Yolo Fire Protection District

PO Box 466 37720 Sacramento Street Yolo CA 95697 PO Station (530) 662-0566 www.yolofpd.org

March 28, 2022

Yolo County Board of Supervisors
Fire Sustainability Sub-Committee
625 Court St, Room 204
Woodland, CA 95695

Dear Chairman Baraj@s;and Supervisor Sandy,

The Board of Commissioners of the Yolo Fire Protection District (YFPD) wish to express our concern
and opposition to LAFCO’s draft MSR regarding recommendations for the rural Fire Districts of Yolo

County.

We have this as an agenda item at our regular monthly meeting on Monday, April 4 2022 and will be
discussing it further. We will submit comments from the District following the meeting.

Respgctfully, \Ml\

Steve Weiss, Chairman
Yolo Fire Protection District
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Collaberation for Better Government

Dispatches Paid Fire Reserves

Inside Core Ending Fund Station Personnel  with

Dispatches Jurisdiction Revenue  Balance IS0 Coverage (FTE)  stipend Volunteers
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Draft Area 3 Recommendations

e West Plainfield and Willow Oak FPDs should provide for a
coordinated and more uniform level of service and operation
through a Joint Operation Agreement or agency
merger/consolidation. The goal for coordinated/joint operations in
each Area is to achieve a similar service standard, efficient use of
resources, consistent training/testing/reporting, standardization,
and improved coordination during incident response.

* Once the Area 3 JOA is established and operating successfully,
combining the JOAs for Areas 1 and 3 into one larger JOA should be
considered (in the 3 to 5-year timeframe).

\L/(‘\rFCDM

Dunnluan I'Ire i
Hi, -
Capay D‘""“
HilTs. .
Capay Valley
Fire Protection E
District g 8 Hungry
o Hollow
Madison Fire o Paxo B
Protection
District
G
West ’Ln ki -ld
Fire Protection
Ditdrict
Spanish flat
: ﬂ
e Y
English Allendabe
Hills
Atlas
Area 4 Existing FPD Boundaries and Proposed City Service Zones
-------- o 0 Fes Station N
i Sarvich 2ot Vo hevat
- W-A Servicn Zovw () Bismng
[ wirmes Service Tave
I weodund Sevvce Zane
'] 3 L1 12 Mile
L L L

3/29/2022

22



Est Dispatches

Residential  Total Inside Core Ending Fund Station  Personnel  with

Pop. Dispatches Jurisdiction Revenue

Balance 10 Coverag: (FTE)  stipend Volunte.
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Christine Crawford

From: Mark Pruner <mpruner@prunerlaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 10:22 AM

To: Christine Crawford

Cc: ‘Bob Webber'; 111jgomes@gmail.com; kirchhoffphoto@gmail.com; stevep@rivergrovewinery.com;
Craig Hamblin; Richard Bagby

Subject: RE: Clarksburg Fire; Upcoming LAFCo Meeting March 31

Thanks for the reply Christine.
My thought is that the binary approach, but use of a terciary graphic, led to my question.

My thought is that it would be more accurate using the three-way system to place an “X” in the box for Clarksburg
referencing the age of our equipment. The argument is that the casual reader will conclude we are completely out of
compliance regarding this target, while more accurately we are partially not meeting this goal.

Thanks for your consideration.

Mark

From: Christine Crawford <Christine.Crawford@yolocounty.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 9:29 AM

To: Mark Pruner <mpruner@prunerlaw.com>

Cc: 'Bob Webber' <webberjrjr@yahoo.com>; 111jgomes@gmail.com; kirchhoffphoto@gmail.com;
stevep@rivergrovewinery.com; Craig Hamblin <chfire@msn.com>; Richard Bagby <rbagby@citlink.net>
Subject: RE: Clarksburg Fire; Upcoming LAFCo Meeting March 31

Hi Mark,

For the apparatus age column in the matrix, all the FPDs fall into one of two categories: (1) ALL apparatus are less than
25 yrs old; or (2) SOME of apparatus is less than 25 yrs old (some older). No district has ALL its apparatus over 25 yrs old.

So this column turned out to be a somewhat binary and | treated it with this thinking — either ALL apparatus met age
criteria or not. But | could have done it with your thinking too, in which case all the empty boxes would instead be
checked boxes. | think the end result would be comparatively the same and | don’t think this issue matters so much for
the governance conversation (in fact I’'m not even using it in my slides). It was really challenging to distill all the
performance criteria into (overly) simple check boxes.

The MSR for Clarksburg will be much more detailed and nuanced with a detailed list of all your apparatus and age.

| hope that helps.
Thanks,
Christine

From: Mark Pruner <mpruner@prunerlaw.com>

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 9:29 PM

To: Christine Crawford <Christine.Crawford@yolocounty.org>

Cc: 'Bob Webber' <webberjrir@yahoo.com>; 111jgomes@gmail.com; kirchhoffphoto@gmail.com;




stevep@rivergrovewinery.com; Craig Hamblin <chfire@msn.com>; Richard Bagby <rbagby@citlink.net>
Subject: Clarksburg Fire; Upcoming LAFCo Meeting March 31

Christine,
| have generally reviewed the staff report (Item 8) for the upcoming meeting.

One question so far: looking at the table at the top of page 9 (9™ page of the attachment for item 8), under the
equipment age column, the box is not blackened or checked, meaning we do not meet criteria.

Since two pieces (W 40 and W 240, our two water tenders) our of 7 pieces or equipment, are older than 25 years. | am
thinking that the box should be checked, meaning the District partially meets the criteria.

Am | correct?

Mark

[THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED FROM OUTSIDE YOLO COUNTY. PLEASE USE CAUTION AND VALIDATE THE AUTHENTICITY OF
THE EMAIL PRIOR TO CLICKING ANY LINKS OR PROVIDING ANY INFORMATION. IF YOU ARE UNSURE, PLEASE CONTACT
THE HELPDESK (x5000) FOR ASSISTANCE]

[THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED FROM QUTSIDE YOLO COUNTY. PLEASE USE CAUTION AND VALIDATE THE AUTHENTICITY OF
THE EMAIL PRIOR TO CLICKING ANY LINKS OR PROVIDING ANY INFORMATION. IF YOU ARE UNSURE, PLEASE CONTACT
THE HELPDESK (x5000) FOR ASSISTANCE]



/0 DAVIS FIRE DEPARTMENT, STATION 33

425 MACE BOULEVARD
Davis, CA 95618

SERVING EL MAACERO, WILLOWBANK, AND YOLO COUNTY

March 28, 2022

Yolo County Local Area Formation Commission
625 Court Street, Suite 107
Woodland, CA 95695

Dear LAFCO Chair Woods and Commissioners:

The Board of the East Davis County Fire Protection District (EDCFPD) is writing to express our
unanimous opposition to the LAFCo proposals for EDCFPD as presented in the Municipal Services
Review (MSR) process under consideration for the rural fire protection districts (FPDs) and Winters Fire
Department.

Consolidation of FPDs is indeed a viable pathway to reducing costs by eliminating overlap or duplication
of overhead resources, improving response coverage, and filling equipment replacement needs where
each FPD has their own department with its attendant overhead, personnel, and equipment expenses.

EDCFPD has neither overhead nor services that can be reduced via resource sharing and the District
collects a sustainable fee vis-a-vis the Proposition 218 assessment in which property owners voted to tax
themselves for these services in perpetuity to contract for fire service. The MSR recommendations are
inapplicable to EDCFPD as the District that contracts directly with a city for full fire service delivery and
the District would realize no benefit and could suffer possible harm from such reorganization.

We believe that this reorganization would jeopardize EDCFPD’s success as a sustainable organization by
adding other underfunded areas to the District and would be a great disservice to our property owners and
to the mandate given by their overwhelming voter approval of the Proposition 218 benefit assessments in
both 1997 and 2007.

It is the EDCFPD Board’s further position that LAFCo should resolve jurisdictional conflicts and not
create them by artificially inserting unaffected FPDs into the vortex of issues unrelated to a jurisdiction.
The Board is also very concerned with potential litigation from potential contract breach and Proposition
218 issues that could result if reorganization is forced upon the District.



As such, the Board believes that the LAFCo MSR recommendations should not apply to
EDCFPD, and we feel our fiduciary duty is to object to being included in any reorganization,

annexation, or consolidation of rural fire services in Yolo County including assuming oversight
of No Man’s Land and Springlake FPDs. :

Respectfully submitted,
’William Weisgerber, Chqu Dave Rob\ ardeember T4d Henderson, Board member
Mike McMahon, Board member JohnK¥indse J member
Cec: Provenza
Crawford
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Christine Crawford

From: Bill Weisgerber <bweisgerber@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 7:24 AM

To: Christine Crawford

Cc: Mike McMahon; David Yahoo; John Lindsey; Tad Henderson; Jim Provenza; Sheila Allen; Joseph
Tenney

Subject: Inaccuracies in LAFCo Agenda Packet:

Good morning Christine:

The EDCFPD Board is in receipt of the March 31 LAFCo agenda packet. As a Board we need to correct the report’s
inaccurate characterization of remarks from our March 2nd Special Meeting with you (excerpted below):

“...Regarding the inconsistency in City of Davis contract costs across the three FPDs served, the Chair stated the FPD
would increase its assessments on property owners and the other FPDs served by the City of Davis should pay more
also...”

This summary is out of context, an over-simplification, inaccurate, and as written, it fundamentally misrepresents
what transpired.

Regarding your assessment of the various Davis FPD contracts as inconsistent, you remarked that EDCFPD had
used reserves for the first time this past year. To this remark, the following key clarifications were given:

- Due to attrition inconsistencies at Davis Finance, the invoice was received too late to adjust our budget
placeholder (i.e., after the budget submittal deadline). Therefore, reserves were used to secure maintenance of
effort as there was not an opportunity to make a budget adjustment.

- That invoice for fire service is being audited for accuracy, as it was larger than expected for last year; and the
Board feels there may have been miscalculations on the part of the neophyte City of Davis Finance staff in
application of the formula.

Then, I went on to explain:

- East Davis Fire District’s Prop 218 has a built-in CPI adjustment option, which The Board has not exercised in
over five years. As such, we will likely be activating that provision this year if the audit of the increase proves out.
This was in no way stated as a foregone conclusion.

Separate and apart from that discussion, the following was expressed by several Board members (not the Chair):
The Board’s position is that any districts annexed into EDCFPD should be paying the same assessment as part of a
new district.

Are you able to correct these inaccuracies with your Commission, or shall I clarify it with the Commission via email
in advance of the meeting? Please advise.

Respectfully,

Bill Weisgerber, Chair
EDCFPD
408-910-8044

Sent from my iPad





