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ISSUE 
 

Is the Menlo Park Fire Protection District prepared to meet the operational and institutional challenges 

presented by unprecedented population and building growth within its boundaries?  
 

SUMMARY 

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (the District) is an independent special district that serves the 

Town of Atherton, the City of East Palo Alto, the City of Menlo Park, and portions of unincorporated San 

Mateo County (collectively referred to as the local governments, or constituent jurisdictions). It is 

primarily funded through property taxes it receives through the countywide general property tax.  

The District’s services are highly rated by the Insurance Services Office (ISO), an independent 

organization that collects information on and evaluates the quality of service provided by municipal fire 

protection agencies throughout the United States.  The District also enjoys a high level of community 

support and recognition for the services it provides. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the District has operated without a strategic plan (as defined by the Center 

for Public Safety Excellence)1 since at least 2010.  The lack of a strategic plan is surprising given the 

rapid commercial and residential growth in the cities of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto, east of Highway 

101, and unincorporated areas such as North Fair Oaks, which has created increased demand for public 

safety services, particularly those provided by the District.   

The absence of a multiyear strategic plan hinders the District’s evaluations of future demand for services, 

revenue streams and resource needs, and denies the public the opportunity to measure the District’s 

progress in achieving stated goals.  By failing to allocate sufficient resources to develop multi-year 

strategic and financial plans, regardless of competing priorities, the District, in effect, has treated strategic 

and financial planning as discretionary.  Additionally, the absence of a strategic plan, or financial 

forecasting, impairs the District’s ability to allocate its resources effectively and hurts the District’s 

efforts to obtain support from the jurisdictions it serves for the imposition of fees on new developments to 

be paid to the District.    
 

1. Without a strategic plan showing any present or future need for the properties, the District 

purchased five properties for cash exceeding $21.9 million in the last two years. One property 

purchase, a residence adjacent to the District’s Station 3, was reportedly made to eventually 

expand the station despite a recommendation from a consultant hired by the District that Station 3 

be relocated to improve service coverage in the area.    

2. Without a strategic and financial plan showing a need, the District was unsuccessful in its attempt 

to obtain impact fees on development projects.  The District hoped that the fees, which require 

local government approval, would fund $12 million in capital improvement costs for the District 

to adequately serve the newly developed areas. However, in July 2016 local government leaders, 

citing District reserves of $70.5 million and increasing property tax revenue to the District, set an 

independent financial analysis as a requirement before they would consider recommending an 

impact fee.  In May 2017 the District declined to participate in a local government review of its 

finances and withdrew its request local governments impose an impact fee.  An adequate strategic 

and financial plan would have shown whether the impact fees were necessary. 

                                                           
1 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual, 9th ed., 2015, 19. (Used 

with permission from Center for Public Safety Excellence.  Not available to the public; only available by request 

from Center for Public Safety Excellence) 
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3. After local governments declined to adopt proposed impact fees in 2017, the District adopted a go 

it alone philosophy in its relationship with local governments. The current relationship between 

the District Board and local governments has been described as strained, contentious, and 

unproductive.  The District declared it would negotiate directly with private companies and 

developers within the District for additional resources.  It has accepted over $300,000 in 

donations from Facebook to support District operations. The District exercises code enforcement 

authority and reviews the construction plans of businesses located within its boundaries. 

Accepting donations of cash, or soliciting impact fees directly from these businesses can create 

the appearance of favorable treatment or disparate application of rules and laws. 

4. By failing to work on strategic and financial plans, the District has not developed the skills and 

capabilities necessary for such planning.  Lacking these skills, the District has been unable to gain 

accreditation from the Center for Public Safety Excellence since 2011.  Accreditation is a 

comprehensive assessment and evaluation model for fire and emergency service organizations. 

The accreditation process evaluates the performance of an agency, and provides a method for 

continuous improvement.  The accreditation process requires the District’s internal operations be 

assessed by outside experts with the objective of self-improvement.  The District management 

and governing board has not demonstrated the ability to balance routine administrative functions, 

such as strategic planning and attaining accreditation, with ongoing operational demands. 

 

The District’s governing board is ultimately responsible for the failure to dedicate adequate resources to 

the planning process, and the failure to develop a multi-year strategic plan which includes a financial 

analysis component.  The Board’s failure to require that the District create a multi-year strategic and 

financial plan on an annual basis is a failure of governance and has left the District ill-prepared to meet 

the challenges posed by rapid residential and commercial growth within its boundaries. 

The San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury (the Grand Jury) recommends the District commit the necessary 

resources to do the following:  

 Develop and maintain an effective multi-year strategic plan, and achieve accreditation.  

 Ensure its administrative functions operate effectively regardless of competing priorities created 

by on-going emergency response operations.  

 Engage with its local government partners to review District resources and determine if additional 

resources are required to maintain effective service levels. 

 Review the consultant recommendations relative to the location of Station 3 and re-examine the 

basis for purchasing the Atherton property.   

 Adopt a policy to not accept donations from companies or individuals over which the District has 

enforcement or inspection responsibilities.   

GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS  
 

● Center for Public Safety Excellence (CPSE) - Nonprofit organization that is a primary resource 

for the fire and emergency professions to continuously improve services.   

● Commission on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI) – A subsidiary of CPSE that confers 

accreditation to fire and emergency service agencies. 

● Impact Fee – Fees enacted to mitigate effect of new development on public services per Section 

66000, California Government Code, et. seq. (also known as AB 1600 fees). 
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● The Insurance Services Office (ISO) -- an independent organization that collects information on 

and evaluates the quality of service provided by municipal fire protection efforts throughout the 

United States. 

● Little Hoover Commission - The Little Hoover Commission on California State Government 

Organization and Economy is an independent state oversight agency created by the California 

Legislature in 1962.  

● M-2 Planning Area – A planning zone created by the City of Menlo Park. An area roughly 

bounded by San Francisco Bay, University Avenue, U.S. 101, and Marsh Road. 

BACKGROUND  

The Menlo Park Fire Protection District (the District) is an independent special district. State law defines 

a special district as “…any agency of the state for the local performance of governmental or proprietary 

functions within limited boundaries.” 2 In plain language, a special district is a separate local 

governmental entity that delivers a limited number of public services to a specific geographic area. 

The state legislature creates special districts and sets forth their governing procedures. The District, 

founded in 1916, is one of 346 Fire Districts in California.3 The California Fire Protection District Law of 

1987 (Health & Safety Code §13800, et seq.) is the legal foundation granting fire protection districts 

authority to operate.4 The District is governed by a five-member board of directors, elected by district 

voters. The terms of three directors are set to expire in November of 2018, the other two expire in 

November 2020.5 

The public generally does not recognize or understand the District’s status as a special district. Rather, 

there is a general presumption the District’s title “Menlo Park Fire Protection District” connotes fire 

protection services are provided by the City of Menlo Park, rather than a special district.6  The District 

website does not include a description of special districts in general, or the independent special district 

structure of the Menlo Park Fire Protection District in particular. 

Quality of Service 

The Insurance Services Office (ISO) is an independent organization that collects information on 

municipal fire protection efforts in communities throughout the United States. By classifying 

communities' ability to suppress fires, the ISO helps communities evaluate their public fire protection 

services. The program provides an objective, nationwide standard that helps fire departments in planning 

and budgeting for facilities, equipment, and training. By securing lower fire insurance premiums for 

communities with better public protection, the Public Protection Classification (PPC)7 program provides 

incentives and rewards for communities that choose to improve their firefighting services. 

                                                           
2 California Senate Local Government Committee, What’s So Special About Special Districts? Accessed May 30, 

2018, 4th ed., October 2010. https://calafco.org/sites/default/files/resources/Whats_So_Special.pdf 
3 “Fire Protection Districts,” Districts Make the Difference, accessed May 29, 2018. 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/1b4751_16c3fbc73d534aa9b261a6b997c112b8.pdf. 
4 “The Fire Protection District Law of 1847,” California State Senate: Senate Governance and Finance Committee, 

accessed May 30, 2018. http://sgf.senate.ca.gov/thefireprotectiondistrictlawof1987. 
5 Lauren Quint, Special Meeting Staff Report “Compliance with Senate Bill 415,” Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District, District Board meeting (agenda item 1 and Attachment B), March 6, 2017.http:// 

sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
6 Menlo Park Fire Protection District representatives and local government officials: interviews with the Grand Jury. 
7 “How the PPC Program Works,” ISO Mitigtion, accessed May 30, 2018. 

https://www.isomitigation.com/ppc/program-works/. 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/1b4751_16c3fbc73d534aa9b261a6b997c112b8.pdf
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The District was rated a Class 2 Fire Agency by the ISO in 2017. Agencies are assigned a rating scale of 1 

– 10, with one being best. In 2017, the ISO rated 937 California fire agencies, of which only 179 agencies 

were rated 1 or 2.  The District’s rating of 2 places it in the top 16.8 percent of rated California fire 

agencies.8 

Geography and Demographics 

The District encompasses the Town of Atherton, the Cities of East Palo Alto and Menlo Park, and 

portions of unincorporated San Mateo County including North Fair Oaks, Sequoia Tract, West Menlo 

Park, Menlo Oaks and Stanford Weekend Acres (the Constituent Jurisdictions). These Constituent 

Jurisdictions cover an area of 28.98 square miles, of which 4 square miles are bay marshland, 8 square 

miles are open bay water, and 16.6 square miles are land. The District also provides fire and emergency 

services to the roughly one square mile area surrounding the Stanford Linear Accelerator (SLAC) 

Campus. Through contracts, the district also provides specialized rescue services for the state and federal 

government.9 

The District serves a resident population of approximately 90,000, with a significant increase in daytime 

population created by several large employers in the area, such as Facebook, United States Geological 

Survey, SRI, and SLAC.10 

Figure 1.  District Population 

Jurisdiction Population  

Menlo Park 33,888  

East Palo Alto 29,684  

Unincorporated area 19,221  

Atherton 7,207  

Total  90,000  

Budget and Spending 

The District’s FY 2017-2018 Adopted Budget anticipates $50.7 million in revenues and $54.6 million in 

expenditures.  Expenditures are greater than revenues as some expenditures, such as capital improvement 

projects and apparatus and equipment, are funded from existing resources such as reserve funds.  The 

District is projecting a beginning fund balance of $68.9 million and estimated ending fund balance of 

$64.9 million for FY 2017-2018.11 

Revenue Sources 

The District has six main revenue sources, with property taxes accounting for over 90 percent of total 

revenue in FY 2017-18.  The other sources fall into the following categories: (1) fees paid by other 

governmental agencies for services provided by the District, as well as grant related projects, (2) license 

                                                           
8 “Facts and Figures about PPC Codes around the Country,” ISO Migration, accessed May 29, 2018. 

https://www.isomitigation.com/ppc/program-works/facts-and-figures-about-ppc-codes-around-the-country/. 
9 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Menlo Park Fire Protection District Budget & CA-TF3 US&R Budget Fiscal 

Year 2016-2017, https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/83294.pdf. 
10 “QuickFacts: Menlo Park, California,” U.S. Census Bureau, 2016, accessed May 29, 2018. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/menloparkcitycalifornia#viewtop. 
11 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 2017-18 Adopted Budget, sent to Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board 

on June 20, 2017, accessed June 3, 2018. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/88296.pdf 

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/83294.pdf
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and permit fees, (3) service charges, (4) rental fees charged by the District, and (5) miscellaneous other 

revenues.  See Figure 3 for breakdown of funding sources.12 

 

Figure 3. MPFPD Sources of Revenue 

 

California Task Force 3 

The District sponsors the California Task Force 3 (CA-TF3) Urban Search and Rescue Team.13 The team 

operates under authority from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the California 

Office of Emergency Services (CalOES).  As the sponsoring agency, the District provides logistical and 

administrative support under reimbursement contracts with FEMA and CalOES.  The CA-TF3 is 

composed of 220 specially trained members drawn from 19 participating agencies, see Appendix A for 

list of member agencies.14,15  The team has been deployed to more than 30 disasters, domestic and foreign, 

since its creation in 1991.16  

Growth Areas 

The City of Menlo Park has recently experienced rapid growth in the area east of Highway 101 

designated by the City of Menlo Park’s “ConnectMenlo” general plan as the “M-2 Area”17,18 The M-2 

Area is the area roughly bounded by San Francisco Bay, University Avenue, Highway 101 and Marsh 

Road. Numerous large projects in the M-2 Area are proposed, underway, nearly completed, or currently 

being occupied.  See Appendix B for M-2 area map. 

                                                           
12 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 2016 Annual Summary, accessed June 3, 2018. 

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/70198.pdf 
13 “USAR,” Menlo Park Fire District, accessed June 3, 2018. https://www.menlofire.org/usar 
14 CalOES, California Fire Service and Rescue Emergency Mutual Aid System Urban Search & Rescue Program, 

http://www.caloes.ca.gov/FireRescueSite/Documents/CalOES%20-%20Fire%20and%20Rescue%20-

%20Urban%20Search%20and%20Rescue%20-%2020141201.pdf 
15 “Urban Search and Rescue,” Federal Emergency Management Agency, accessed May 30, 2018.  

https://www.fema.gov/urban-search-rescue. 
16 “Deployments and Exercises,” California Urban Search and Rescue Task Force 3, accessed May 30, 2018. 

http://www.catf3.org/about/deployment-history. 
17 City of Menlo Park, ConnectMenlo, Menlo Park Land Use and Mobility Update, November 29, 2016. 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12610. 
18 City of Menlo Park, ConnectMenlo, Menlo Park Land Use and Mobility Update, November 29, 2016 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5027. 

https://www.menlofire.org/usar
https://www.fema.gov/urban-search-rescue
http://www.catf3.org/about/deployment-history
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12610
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/5027
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On December 6, 2016, the Menlo Park City Council approved general plan and zoning ordinance 

amendments associated with the “ConnectMenlo Land Use Plan, Circulation Elements, and M-2 Area 

Zoning Update.”19  The potential changes made possible by these amendments include the development 

of up to 4.1 million square feet of nonresidential uses, up to 4,500 residential units, 400 hotel rooms, and 

the addition of 9,900 private sector employees and 14,150 new residents to the local population, mostly 

east of Highway 101. 

On February 26, 2018, the City of Menlo Park Planning Commission heard a proposal from Facebook to 

develop an additional 1.75 million square feet in the M-2 Area east of Highway 101. Facebook currently 

has 15,000 employees in various worksites in the area east of Highway 101. This proposal, if adopted, 

would increase the number of employees to 35,000, which is greater than the current Menlo Park 

population of 33,000.20 

The Menlo Park City Council approved hiring six additional police officers in the FY 2017-2018 for 

assignment to the M-2 area due to rapid growth in the area created by expansion of Facebook operations 

in the area.  The approved hiring increased Menlo Park Police Department staffing from 70 to 76 

personnel. The Menlo Park Police Department projects the need for an additional 17 officers due to 

growth throughout the city by 2040.21,22,23,24 

The City of East Palo Alto is also planning several large-scale projects that will create substantial 

increases in both commercial and residential building in an area east of Highway 101 that is not part of 

the M-2 Area. These projects include:  

• Sobrato Phase II (University Plaza) - A 233,840-square-foot, eight-story office structure and a 

279,995-square foot, five-story garage proposed on 2.46 acres.  

• 2020 Bay Road - 1.4 million square feet of office space in five eight-story office towers and a 

nine-story parking structure. 

• The Primary School - 3.5-acre campus located at 1500 Weeks Street.   

• East Palo Alto Youth Arts and Music Center - A 25,000-square-foot theater and performing arts 

center for youth at 1950 Bay Road.25 

                                                           
19 City of Menlo Park, General Plan, November 2016. https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15014.  
20 Kate Bradshaw, “Menlo Park: Questions fly of Facebook’s ‘Willow Village’ Campus,” The Almanac, February 

27, 2018. https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/27/menlo-park-questions-fly-on-facebooks-willow-village-

campus  
21 City of Menlo Park, Staff Report “Amend the City Council adopted 2017-18 budget to increase the number of 

authorize full time equivalent employees in the Police Department for the creation of a new police unit,” September 

27, 2017. https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15627/H8. 
22 City of Menlo Park, Staff Report to accept the 2017-18 mid-year budget report and approve recommended 2017-

18 budget amendments. https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/16657/H2. 
23 Kate Bradshaw, “Menlo Park: Council Approves Police Expansion,” The Almanac, October 10, 2017. 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/print/2017/10/10/menlo-park-council-approves-police-expansion. 
24 Kevin Kelly, “Menlo Park Official Opposed to Facebook Paying for New Cops,” The Mercury News, April 20, 

2017. https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/20/menlo-park-official-opposed-to-facebook-paying-for-new-cops/. 
25 Sue Dremann, “In East Palo Alto, Plans Emerge to Build ‘up’,” Palo Alto Online, April 28, 2017. 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/04/28/in-east-palo-alto-plans-emerge-to-build-up.   

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/15014
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/27/menlo-park-questions-fly-on-facebooks-willow-village-campus
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/27/menlo-park-questions-fly-on-facebooks-willow-village-campus
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/16657/H2
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/print/2017/10/10/menlo-park-council-approves-police-expansion
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2017/04/28/in-east-palo-alto-plans-emerge-to-build-up
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North Fair Oaks, a community located in an unincorporated county area of the District, was recently 

rezoned by the County to permit higher density commercial and residential development.26  One 

developer is planning a 161-unit, seven-story apartment building in the heart of North Fair Oaks.27 

The development projects described above suggest that the District should be planning for significant 

commercial and residential growth in the near future.  Unlike the City of Menlo Park, however, which (as 

noted above) acknowledged the need for additional police officers by the year 2040, the District has not 

developed a strategic plan to address this growth. 

District Operations  

The District currently employs 134.5 full time employees. District employees operate from seven fire 

stations, a headquarters facility, and several other support facilities located throughout the District.28  A 

list of District owned fire stations, and a map showing their locations, is shown in Appendix C. 

The District responded to 9,049 calls for service in 2017.  The District does not collect data on service 

calls by individual jurisdiction; rather it collects response data for the District as a whole.29  

 

2017 Calls for Service   

   

Emergency Medical Service 5,976 66.04% 

Service Calls 1,020 11.27% 

False Alarm/False Calls 886 9.79% 

Good Intent Calls 762 8.42% 

Hazardous Conditions 173 1.91% 

Fires 165 1.82% 

Misc. 38 0.41% 

Special Incident 16 0.17% 

Rupture, Explosion, Overheat  9 0.09% 

Severe Weather/Natural 

Disaster 

4 0.04% 

Total Calls 9,049 100.00% 

 

 

 

                                                           
26 Kate Bradshaw, “El Camino in North Fair Oaks May Be Transformed by New Zoning,” The Almanac, January 

24, 2018. https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/01/24/el-camino-in-north-fair-oaks-may-be-transformed-by-

new-zoning. 
27 Anna Schuessler, “Seven-story North Fair Oaks Apartment Building Planned,” San Mateo Daily Journal, October 

30, 2017. https://www.smdailyjournal.com/news/local/seven-story-north-fair-oaks-apartment-building-

planned/article_0e8ebc5e-bd10-11e7-8a8e-637b4741bbc5.html 
28 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 2017-18 Adopted Budget, 1-5, 

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/88296.pdf 
29 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 2017 Annual Summary, Appendix D 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/01/24/el-camino-in-north-fair-oaks-may-be-transformed-by-new-zoning
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/01/24/el-camino-in-north-fair-oaks-may-be-transformed-by-new-zoning
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Resource and Operating Environment Assessment 

The District accepted a Standards of Coverage (SOC) Assessment on June 16, 2015.30  The CFAI defines 

“Standards of Response Coverage” as being those adopted, written policies and procedures that determine 

the distribution, concentration and reliability of fixed and mobile response forces for fire, emergency 

medical services, hazardous materials and other forces of technical response. 31 Many fire agencies across 

the country commission SOC assessments to evaluate resource use.  The SOC report will assist the 

District Board and fire chief in methodically determining operational standards and improvements to 

emergency services to the community now and into the future.32 The study includes a review of the 

current deployment system from the existing District fire station locations, current deployment models 

that include apparatus configurations and personnel staffing along with changing development and related 

traffic impacts and congestion models along with other helpful “risk” related data and information .33 

The 2015 SOC includes, among other items, the following key findings:34  

• The District's deployment system meets the District's current demands but is becoming strained, 

especially east of Highway 101, and will need adjusting as growth occurs.  

• Traffic congestion is an increasing problem. The District's growing employment base and 

regional economic jobs growth is yielding intense traffic congestion at rush hours, which is a 

substantial hindrance to emergency responders traveling during these hours. 

• Call volume in the M-2 area is increasing beyond the capacity of current resources, necessitating 

additional resource deployment east of Highway 101.   

Note: The foregoing list is only a summary description of certain of the contents of the 2015 SOC and is 

qualified in its entirety by the actual text of the 2015 SOC.35 

 

DISCUSSION 

Strategic Planning 

Dr. Naim Kapucu, an expert in emergency services administration and management, describes 

strategic planning as “…a disciplined effort to produce fundamental decisions and actions that 

shape and guide what an organization is, what it does, and why it does it, with a focus on the 

future.”36  Dr. Kapacu further defines Strategic Planning as:  

“Strategic planning is a fundamental component of organizational management and 

decision making in public, private, and nonprofit organizations. It is a structured 

approach to establishing an organization’s direction and to anticipating the future. 

                                                           
30  Michelle Radcliffe, Staff Report, “Consider, discuss, and provide direction to staff regarding the standards of 

coverage assessment report from Citygate Associates,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board meeting (agenda 

item 10), June 16, 2015. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
31 International Association of Fire Chiefs, Standard of Cover Template, accessed on May 7, 2018, 

https://www.iafc.org/topics-and-tools/resources/resource/standard-of-cover-template-cpse-cfai 
32  Ibid 
33 Ibid 
34 Citygate Associates, LLC. Standards of Coverage Assessment for the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, June 

10, 2015, Volume 1 of 3, Executive Summary. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/22313.pdf 
35 2015 SOC Report.  https://www.citygateassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/samples/menloparksoc-

executivesummary.pdf.  
36 Naim Kapucu, “Strategic Planning,” Encyclopedia Britannica https://www.britannica.com/topic/strategic-

planning-organization 

Professor Napucu is Director of the School of Public Administration at the University of Central Florida. His 

contributions to SAGE Publications’ Encyclopedia of Governance (2007) formed the basis for his contributions 

to Encyclopedia Britannica. 

https://www.citygateassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/samples/menloparksoc-executivesummary.pdf
https://www.citygateassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/samples/menloparksoc-executivesummary.pdf
https://www.britannica.com/topic/strategic-planning-organization
https://www.britannica.com/topic/strategic-planning-organization
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Through strategic planning, resources are concentrated on a limited number of 

objectives, thereby helping an organization to focus its efforts, to ensure that its 

members are working toward the same goals, and to assess and adjust its direction in 

response to a changing environment.” (Emphasis added.) 

“The process of strategic planning is disciplined in that it raises a sequence of 

questions that helps organizational leadership examine experience, test assumptions, 

gather and incorporate information about the present, and anticipate the environment 

in which the organization will be working in the future. By setting priorities, strategic 

planning implies that some organizational decisions and actions are more important 

than others. Much of the strategy lies in making difficult decisions about what is most 

important to achieving organizational effectiveness. Typically, the strategy 

encompasses activity over several years and needs to be altered over the course of 

time.” 

The Center for Public Safety Excellence (CPSE) is a nationally pre-eminent, non-profit standards 

organization dedicated to excellence and continuous improvement of fire and emergency service 

organizations.37 CPSE confers accreditation on fire and emergency service agencies that demonstrate 

excellence in their management processes, planning and service delivery through its subsidiary, the 

Commission on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI).38 The CFAI identifies the development of a 

strategic plan as a “core competency” for fire agencies39 and makes development of such a plan, 

projecting a minimum of 3 years into the future, a condition of CFAI accreditation.40 The CPSE has 

developed the basic Strategic Plan outline found in the table below. 41  

   

Source: CPSE Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual, 9th Edition 

                                                           
37 Center for Public Safety Excellence. https://cpse.org/. 
38 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual, 9. 
39 Ibid, 118. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual, 19 

Basic Strategic Plan Outline

I Title Page

II Table of Contents

III Executive Summary

IV External Stakeholder Input

V City/County/Jurisdiction Mission Statement (optional) 

VI Department Mission, Values, and Vision Statements

VII Identification of Organizational Critical Issues and Service Gaps

a. Intelligence Gathering

i.  S.W.O.T. Analysis

1. Internal Strengths

2. Internal Weaknesses

3. External Opportunities

4. External Threats

VIII Major Goals and Objectives with Timelines and Critical Tasks

IX Budget Information Relative to the Goals and Objectives

X Appendices
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The District Board annually assigns directors to standing committees, including a Strategic Planning 

Committee (SPC).  The duties and responsibilities of the SPC, as contained in Board policy are: 

Strategic Planning – Shall oversee and provide policy and direction on matters related to 

departmental strategic planning including facilities, apparatus, real property, equipment, alliances 

and service area extensions, major acquisitions and operations.42 

Grand Jury review of committee meeting agendas and minutes posted to the District website found the 

Strategic Planning Committee operated sporadically from 2012-2017.  The committee met semi-regularly 

in 2012 and 2013, cancelling about half its scheduled meetings.  However, in the 2014-2017 period, the 

committee cancelled the majority of its scheduled meetings: It did not meet at all in 2014, or 2016, and 

only twice in 2015 and 2017.    

As early as 2009, the District’s Strategic Planning Committee (the SPC) began discussing the 

development of a strategic plan.43 Such a step was appropriate given the size and complexity of the 

District’s operations and its then $29 million in annual expenditures44 (which rose to $55 million by FY 

2016-1745).  In January 2010, the SPC discussed having a strategic plan by July 1, 2010.46 That goal was 

not met and in January 2012 District staff contracted with Mary Rauner, a strategic planning facilitator, to 

facilitate a process that would lead to a finalized strategic plan in 2012.47 Group planning meetings were 

held in March and June 2012 to develop a multi-year plan for the organization, after which District staff 

worked with Board President Nachtsheim and Ms. Rauner to consolidate the information from the prior 

meetings and formulate the data into a single year guide for 2013 and a multi-year plan for 2014-2017.48 

Notwithstanding these efforts, no multi-year strategic plan was developed.49 In response to a written 

request from the Grand Jury for “Any District-wide strategic plans adopted by the Board since 2010” the 

District responded in writing that “None exists.” 

However, three weeks later, the District reversed its prior email response that “None exists” and stated 

that documents dated December 18, 2012 that were attached to the email “are actually a Board adopted 

strategic plan.” This claim does not withstand scrutiny. The December 18, 2012 documents consisted of 

(1) a one page cover memorandum from the Fire Chief to the Board, (2) a chart, entitled “Measurable 

Objectives Post-2013” that is described in the cover memo as “2014-2017 Strategic Plan,” (3) a chart 

entitled “Measurable Objectives for 2013” that is described in the cover memo as “2013 Strategic Plan 

and Guide,” and (4) a variety of suggested edits to the 2013 chart from members of the SPC.50 The chart 

entitled “Measurable Objectives Post-2013” consists of a list of 68 goals, almost all of which are to be 

achieved sometime in the “Post 2013” time period and consist only of action items for developing plans, 

processes, goals, recommendations, reports, designs, budgets, evaluations and the like.51 Notably absent 

from the chart is any statement of the District’s mission, vision of the future, strategy for achieving that 

                                                           
42 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Board of Director’s Policy and Procedures Manual, July 18, 2017, 

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/63384.pdf 
43 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, “Approved Minutes Strategic Planning Committee June 2, 2009,” District 

Board meeting (agenda, item 33), July 21, 2009.  http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
44 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), for the Year Ended June 

30, 2017, 98. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/95366.pdf 
45   Ibid. 
46 Minutes from Menlo Park Fire Protection District Strategic Planning Committee meeting, page 1. January 5, 

2010. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
47 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, District Board Meeting 

(agenda, item 30), December 18, 2012. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
48 Ibid. 
49 Menlo Park Fire Protection District representatives: interviews with the Grand Jury. 
50 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the District Board “Consider, Discuss and Adopt the District’s 

Updated Strategic Planning Document,” Menlo Park Fire Protection Board meeting (agenda item 30), December 18, 

2012. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
51 Ibid. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
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vision, any prioritization of the 68 goals, any budget information related to them, any financial projections 

to guide decision-making, capital expenditure plans, projections of staffing needs, or SWOT analysis. The 

“Measurable Objectives for 2013” chart is generally similar, except that its list of 67 unprioritized goals 

sets 2013 as the year for their completion. 

A year later, the District’s strategic plan was still incomplete. In a Staff Report to the Board for the 

December 17, 2013 meeting, Susan George, the District’s Interim Administrative Services Director, noted 

that staff was still “developing a ‘laundry list’ of current projects that need to be included within the 

Strategic Planning Document as it moves forward” and that “these projects need to be incorporated into 

the Strategic Plan and priorities assigned to all the projects and budgetary implications analyzed.” 

(Emphasis in original.)52 

The CPSE notes that, in developing their financial plans, agencies should confirm that “The annual 

budget, short and long-range financial planning, and capital expenditures are consistent with agency 

priorities and support achievement of the agency’s strategic plan and goals and objectives.”53 Consistent 

with this CSPE guidance, reports to the District Board repeatedly acknowledged the District’s need to 

engage in multi-year financial planning. For example: 

 In December 2013, District staff proposed a revised set of strategic planning goals for 

consideration by the Board, including the following: “Develop a first draft of the best and worst 

case financial scenario over the next five years for the district.” (Emphasis added.).54 

 

 An April 10, 2014 report to the Board from District consultant Les White included, as a part of 

Goal 4: Fiscal Management, implementation of projects to: 

 

o Develop and incorporate a Five-year Financial Forecast into financial 

decision-making and  

o Develop formal Five-year Capital Improvement Program.55 

 

 An April 15, 2014 staff report to the Board from Interim Administrative Services Director Susan 

George noted that: 

 

The Board has from time-to-time discussed the desirability of extending the 

District’s financial projections over more than a one or two year period. 

Long-term financial forecasting is a critical component of prudent financial 

management practices. Forecasts can be used to create strategic context for 

evaluating and measuring the long-term fiscal effects of decisions and 

proposed initiatives. Financial forecasts are also used to evaluate an 

organization’s financial health and sustainability under realistic assumptions 

                                                           
52 Ibid. 
53 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual, 120. 
54 Susan George, Staff Report, “Discussion of the District’s Updated Strategic Planning Document and Conceptual 

Approval of Staff Recommendations Regarding its Revision and Ongoing Maintenance” and Attachment A: 

“Strategic Planning Document Measurable Objectives, Updated November, 2013,” Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District Board meeting, December 17, 2013. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx  
55 Les White, Staff Report, “Board of Directors Study Session: Goals, Roles and Challenges,” and PowerPoint 

presentation “Menlo Park Fire Protection District: Goals, Roles and Challenges,” Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District meeting, April 10, 2014. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx     
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and likely trends. … During the last several months, staff has been working 

to develop a Five-year Financial Forecasting Model … (Emphasis added.)56 

 

Ms. George went on to make the following recommendation: 

 

Undertake a review of the staff’s first efforts at developing a Five-year 

Financial Forecast Model for the District’s General Fund …  Incorporate a 

five-year forecasting model into all deliberations concerning financial 

decision-making and/or policy development. An important component of any 

long-range forecast effort should be the eventual development and inclusion 

of a five-year Capital Improvement Plan. (Emphasis added.)57 

 

As of the date of this Grand Jury report, the District has yet to develop a multi-year strategic plan or a 

multi-year financial forecast.58 When the Grand Jury asked District representatives why no such multi-

year plans have yet been developed, their response was that unplanned and unanticipated emergency 

events and competing administrative priorities have prevented management and staff from developing 

such plans.  

 

However, by failing to allocate sufficient resources to develop multi-year strategic and financial plans, 

regardless of competing priorities, the District, in effect, treated such planning as discretionary. The 

Board is ultimately responsible for the failure to dedicate adequate resources to the planning process, and 

the failure to develop strategic or financial plans.  The Board’s inaction with regard to planning has left 

the District ill-prepared to meet the challenges posed by rapid residential and commercial growth within 

its boundaries, and denies the public the opportunity to measure the District’s progress in achieving stated 

goals. 

Property Acquisitions 

If the District had completed a strategic and financial plan, it would have been able to consult that plan 

when deciding whether or not to purchase real estate.  In the absence of such a plan, however, the District 

has purchased five properties in the past two years for more than $21.9 million.   

In December 2014 the District commissioned a Standards of Coverage Assessment (SOC) from the 

management consultant group of Citygate Associates, LLC.59 The SOC report was delivered to the 

District in June 2015. 60 In October 2016, the Board authorized the Fire Chief to work with Citygate to 

update the SOC report for essential fire station locations, primarily stations 3, 4 and 5.61 In mid-February 

2017, the District received the updated study regarding stations 3, 4, 5 from Citygate (the Citygate 

Report). The 2017 study analyzed the existing District fire station locations and potential new properties 

                                                           
56 Susan George, Staff Report, “Report and Consideration of Recommendations for the District’s Budget: (1) Fund 

Structure; (2) Format Issues; (3) Financial Management Policies; (4) Reserve Policies and Fund Balance 

Designations; and (5) Five-Year General Fund Financial Forecast Model,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District 

Board meeting, April 15, 2014. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
57 Ibid. 
58 Menlo Park Fire Protection District representatives: interviews with the Grand Jury.  
59 Michelle Radcliffe, Staff Report, Consider, discuss, and provide direction to staff regarding the Standards of 

Coverage assessment report from Citygate Associates,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District meeting (agenda item 

10; Attachments A, B, and C contain volumes 1, 2 and 3 of the Citygate report)  June 16, 2015. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
60 Standards of Cover Assessment for the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, Vol. 1, June 10, 2015,  

Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report for the Menlo Park Fire Protection Board meeting February 21, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
61 Ibid. 
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for “best-fit” alternatives.62 A best-fit alternative is the alternative location which best improves the 

response times for all fire department units. The Citygate Report analysis was derived from travel time 

geographic information system models, incident statistics from the SOC, as well as input from District 

staff about issues with current station locations, desired scenarios to be tested, and potentially available 

parcels to test for a best-fit solution.63 The report was intended to provide the Board with independent 

expert advice regarding appropriate station locations.64  

The Citygate Report noted, among other things, the following: 

 Citygate does not recommend the District combine Stations #3 and #5. The area within the 

northern District [served by them] is too large east to west to be served within the District’s 

outcome-based response time policy of 4 minutes travel time.  

 Existing Stations #3 and #5 are already too close together and too close to the District’s northern 

border. Ideally, if acceptable parcels could be found, both stations should be moved a little to the 

south and west to better gain coverage effectiveness. (Emphasis added.) 

 Citygate “found that Station #3 is too far east” and that “Moving Station #3 to the northwest 

District [in combination with moving Station #5 to the south] closes a gap while providing 

overlapping coverage” to other Stations.  (Emphasis added.) 

 If Station #3 could be moved to the west, then the District can maintain three stations in a triangle 

or diamond pattern in the west zone. Once the west zone sites for Stations #3 and #4 are locked 

in, as Stations #6 and #1 already are, then the District has several advantageous choices to 

consider for relocating Station #5 and adding staffing in the area east of Highway 101. (Citygate 

Report, p. 11.) (Emphasis added.) 

 

Accordingly, Citygate concluded that the first step in developing a plan for station relocation was to move 

Fire Station No. 3. The Citygate Report stated that: 

At present, there are too many unknown variables to choose all station sites. 

Citygate believes that relocating Fire Station #3 to the west is the first step or the 

‘key to the door.’ If that relocation becomes possible, the other site choices more 

readily fall into place.65 (Emphasis added.) 

Accordingly, the Citygate Report recommended that:  

Before making final site decisions on Stations #3 and #5, Citygate recommends 

the District try to find an acceptable parcel to move Station #3 to the west close 

to a major east/west and north/south street junction.66 (Emphasis added.) 

In his Staff Report to the Board prior to its February 21, 2017 meeting to review the Citygate Report, the 

District Fire Chief made the following recommendations: 

1. That the Board accepts the Citygate report as presented. 

                                                           
62 Citygate Associates LLC report from Stewart W. Gary, MPA, Public Safety Principal to District Fire Chief 

Harold Schapelhouman, February 14, 2017.  Appendix E 
63 Ibid. 
64 Ibid. Citygate’s Board Presentation Slides at Stewart Gray, Consultant’s presentation to the Board, Fire Location 

Assessment, Menlo Park Fire Protection Board meeting (agenda item 5), February 21, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx   
65 Citygate Associates, LLC., Standards of Coverage Assessment for the Menlo Park Fire Protection District, June 

10, 2015, Volume 1 of 3, Executive Summary, 13. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/22313.pdf   
66 Ibid. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/22313.pdf
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2. That the Board authorize the Fire Chief to use this data to update the 

prioritization of current Fire Station locations and explore future options for 

land acquisition that will be presented to the Board.67 

The Fire Chief further recommended that the Board pass a resolution “directing the Fire Chief to come 

back to the Board with an updated Fire Station and land acquisition plan that now encompasses the entire 

District and includes an updated future deployment multi-year model and prioritization horizon.”68  The 

Grand Jury could not find any evidence, either in District records or in interviews with District staff, that 

such a plan was ever developed.   

At the February 21, 2017 Board meeting, where Citygate’s Stewart Gary presented the report and 

answered questions, Board president Carpenter said that “Determining station locations is one of the most 

important things the fire board does.”69 He also praised the quality of the Citygate Report and 

characterized it as a “totally data driven process.”70  The other three Board members present also 

complimented Citygate and the study. 71,72,73 

The Citygate representative, Stewart Gary, who presented the study at the Board meeting advised the 

Board that: 

…before making final decisions on stations 3 and 5, we recommend you maybe 

try and move either 3 or 5 first, just pick one of them you think you can really 

lock a site down and then pivot from that into the other decision.  Otherwise, I 

think you will be chasing what-ifs between the two of them for 3 years and even 

then maybe not finding the two parcels at once.74   

Mr. Gary went on to recommend that the Board follow a four-step process to develop station site location 

strategies and policies, and to involve local government partners in the process: 

1. Absorb the technical analysis presented in the Citygate Report. 

2. Evaluate traffic mitigation efforts with partner agencies. 

3. Hold a meeting, in an agendized setting, to develop a set of strategies for the District capital 

improvement program. 

                                                           
67 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report for the Menlo Park Fire Protection Board meeting February 21, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
68 Ibid. 
69 “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:02:47. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
70 “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at video time stamp 1:37:06. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
71 “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:32:09. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
72 “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:47:05. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
73 February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017., Begin viewing at time stamp 1:39:00. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s   
74 February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:22:25. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s
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4. Once the District has a set of strategies and decision points the District should then go to its 

stakeholders with that set of policies regarding strategic location of stations and seek their 

assistance.75 

Near the conclusion of the Citygate presentation to the Board, Director Bernstein asked the fire chief to 

schedule a meeting to discuss these Citygate recommendations. Director Bernstein stated “…I think that 

will lead to some policies that will drive the decisions after that.”76  

The Grand Jury has found no evidence that, in the months that followed: (i) such a meeting occurred, (ii) 

staff used the Citygate Report data to prioritize current Fire Station locations and to develop a land 

acquisition plan, or (iii) the District followed the four steps recommended by Mr. Gary. 

Instead, District documents show that less than 3 months after the Board accepted the Citygate Report, the 

Fire Chief rejected Citygate’s recommendation to move Station #3. He wrote to the Town Manager of 

Atherton on May 2, 2017, in response to Atherton’s expressed concerns about the Citygate Report’s 

recommendation that Fire Station No. 3 be moved, and stated: 

The Fire District has absolutely NO PLANS to close or MOVE Fire Station 3 in 

Atherton! Citygate provided this option independent of my discussions and 

through a time modeling analysis of options based upon pure data at the very 

beginning of a long process that still requires Fire Board review and approval.77 

(Emphases in original.) 

On May 27, 2017, District staff learned that a residence immediately adjacent to Fire Station No. 3 (at 28 

Almendral in Atherton) was for sale. Less than a month later, on June 17, 2017, the District purchased the 

property in an all-cash transaction for $4.6 million.78  The purchase was reactive to learning that the 

property became available for sale rather than an implementation of a plan. 

When asked by the Grand Jury why the 28 Almendral property was purchased given the Citygate 

recommendations, District officials replied that the property was acquired in order to allow the District to 

expand Station No. 3. The Grand Jury asked how this decision could be reconciled with Citygate’s 

recommendation that the District relocate Fire Station No. 3 to the west.  District officials said that 

Citygate would likely have reached the conclusion to keep Station No. 3 at its current site and expand it if 

the opportunity to acquire 28 Almendral had been known to Citygate when making its recommendation.  

However, Citygate’s recommendation that Station No. 3 be relocated to the west was based on District 

response-time issues, not because of a lack of room to expand Station No. 3 at its current location. 79,80 

                                                           
75   “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:44:15.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
76   “February 21, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:48:00. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
77 Menlo Park Fire Protection District meeting (agenda item 26), May 16, 2017, Correspondence between the Menlo 

Park Fire Protection District and the Town of Atherton Regarding the "Citygate Report", 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx.  
78 John Orr, “Fire District Buying Property Next to Station 3 in Atherton,” The Mercury News, June 7, 2017. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/06/07/fire-district-buying-property-next-to-station-3-in-atherton/ 
79 Citygate Report, pages 10-11. Appendix E 
80 “February 21, Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 4:20:48, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on February 23, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:22:25.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zVmqPEzOlzo&t=5035s 
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Even if the reason for purchasing 28 Almendral was to permit expansion of Station 3, District documents 

reveal that the District does not expect to implement any expansion of Station 3 for at least 10 years.81 At 

the time it purchased 28 Almendral, the District does not appear to have had a clear plan for how it would 

use the property.82,83,84,85  Initially, the District appears to have considered renting the house.  However, 

subsequent analysis revealed that the costs of making the residence suitable for rental were too high to 

justify moving forward with that idea.86  

Thereafter, the District’s Finance Committee recommended on December 5, 2017 that 28 Almendral be 

used for a “Chief Officer Residence”.87  On December 19, 2017, the Board approved a proposal to 

allocate $500,000 for site and building improvements associated with occupancy of the 28 Almendral 

property.  A press report from February 20, 2018, included a discussion of how the residence would be 

used to house District personnel, and that Station 3 would not be expanded for at least 10 years. The 

article also reported that a District employee was already living in the residence at 28 Almendral.88 

The District’s purchase of 28 Almendral was part of a series of 5 real estate purchases by the District 

from October 16, 2017 to March 18, 2018. The aggregate purchase price paid with cash by the District for 

these properties was $21.9 million.89 These purchases were made without the benefit of any fire station 

and land acquisition plan.90 These property purchases have been described in District documents as 

unplanned strategic acquisitions.91 However, without a strategic plan it is difficult to evaluate how these 

purchases improve the District’s ability to provide services. 

                                                           
81 Staff Report, “Update for Board of Directors on the District Property and Residential Structure Located at 28 

Almendral Avenue Next to Fire Station 3,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District meeting (agenda item 11), 

November 21, 2017. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
82 Staff Report, “Consider, Discuss and Provide Direction to the Fire Chief Regarding Recommendations to make 

Improvements to the District Property Located at 28 Almendral Avenue Next to Fire Station 3” Menlo Park Fire 

Protection District Board meeting (agenda item 15), August 15, 2017. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
83 Staff Report, “Consider, Discuss and Provide Direction to the Fire Chief Regarding Recommendations to make 

Improvements to the District Property and Residential Structure Located at 28 Almendral Avenue Next to Fire 

Station 3” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Finance Committee meeting (agenda item 4), November 7, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
84 Staff Report, “Consider, Discuss and Provide Direction to the Fire Chief Regarding Recommendations to make 

Improvements to the District Property and Residential Structure Located at 28 Almendral Avenue Next to Fire 

Station 3” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Finance Committee meeting (agenda item 4), December 5, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
85 Staff Report, “Consider, Discuss and Provide a Recommendation to the Board of Directors regarding Employees 

Using District Provided Housing,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Finance Committee meeting (agenda item 6), 

April 3, 2018. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
86 September 18, 2017 email from Fire Chief to Jon Hitchcock.  Appendix F 
87 Minutes from the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board Finance Committee meeting, December 5, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
88 Barbara Wood, “Tuesday: Fire Board to Discuss Fiscal Study of District,” The Almanac, February 20, 2018. 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/20/tuesday-fire-board-to-discuss-fiscal-study-of-

district#comment_form.  
89 Appendix G 
90 Menlo Park Fire Protection District representatives: interviews with the Grand Jury. 
91 Staff Report, “Consider, discuss and provide a recommendation to the Board of Directors regarding employees 

using District-provided housing,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Finance Committee meeting (agenda item 6), 

April 3, 2018. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/20/tuesday-fire-board-to-discuss-fiscal-study-of-district#comment_form
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2018/02/20/tuesday-fire-board-to-discuss-fiscal-study-of-district#comment_form
http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
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At its March 20, 2018, meeting, the Board approved having a new study of optimal station locations 

performed by as part of the District’s Standards of Coverage study for the 2018-19 fiscal year.92  

Impact Fees 

The lack of strategic and financial planning also resulted in the District failing to convince the local 

governments in its service area to agree with its request to impose impact fees on new development 

projects. 

An “impact fee” is used to defray all or a portion of the cost of additional public facilities needed to 

provide service to new development.93 Impact fees are governed by California Government Code Sections 

66000-66008, commonly referred to as the “Mitigation Fee Act (MFA).” The MFA authorizes the Town 

of Atherton, Cities of East Palo Alto and Menlo Park and the County of San Mateo to impose fees on 

development projects within their jurisdictional limits to benefit the District.  Each local agency 

separately considers the adoption of a proposed fee within its borders. Only the cities and county (not the 

District) have authority to adopt and impose a development impact fee under the MFA.94 

The MFA stipulates that local governments and districts may only charge fees on new developments for 

which public facilities and improvements are needed and that the amount of the fee must be in reasonable 

proportion to that need.95  In order to adopt a proposed impact fee, a “nexus” study (or, a reasonable 

relationship) must be conducted to demonstrate the connection between the amount and type of the fee 

and the need for additional public facilities.96  

The District contracted with Seifel Consulting in August 2012 to produce a Nexus study.97 The completed 

Nexus study estimates the total cost of the District’s Capital Improvement Plan from 2015 to 2035 to be 

$82,089,500, and the share of costs attributable to new development to be 15% or a total $12,068,500.98   

The District’s Board adopted a resolution on February 16, 2016, accepting the Nexus report and its 

findings, and forwarded the report to the cities of East Palo Alto and Menlo Park, the Town of Atherton, 

and the County of San Mateo for adoption and action by their councils and boards.99  

At the August 25, 2016 Board meeting, the fire chief reported The Managers Group, consisting of 

Atherton Town Manager Rodericks, East Palo Alto City Manager Martinez, Menlo Park City Manager 

McIntyre and County of San Mateo Assistant County Manager Callagy met together on June 28th, 2016 

to discuss the District’s proposed impact fees sent to them on February 25, 2016.100   

                                                           
92 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the District Board “Consider, Discuss and Provide Direction 

Regarding Updating the Standards of Coverage Assessment Report,” Menlo Park Fire Protection Board meeting 

(agenda item 20), March 20, 2018. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx   
93 Menlo Park Fire Protection District. “Menlo Park Fire Protection District Emergency Services and Fire Protection 

Impact Fee Nexus Study,” February 16, 2016, 6. https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13394/J2---

Fire-District-public-comments 
94 Michelle Radcliffe, Staff Report to the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board, recommending that the district, 

accept the update on the Nexus Study and impact fee (also includes Attachment A, Letter from the District’s 

attorney), District Board meeting (agenda item 10), April 19, 2016. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
95 California Government Code, Section 66001(b) 
96 California Government Code, Section 66001(a) (4) 
97  Correspondence from District Fire Chief to Menlo Park City Council members, 54-59, November 9, 2016. 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13394/J2---Fire-District-public-comments. 
98 Menlo Park Fire Protection District. “Menlo Park Fire Protection District Emergency Services and Fire Protection 

Impact Fee Nexus Study,” February 16, 2016, 18. https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/6/media/30723.pdf. 
99 Minutes from the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board meeting, February 16, 2016. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
100 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board to “Consider, 

Discuss, and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding the Board Adopted Impact Fees and Meetings of the City, Town 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13394/J2---Fire-District-public-comments
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13394/J2---Fire-District-public-comments
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13394/J2---Fire-District-public-comments
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The fire chief reported meeting with the spokesperson for the managers group, Menlo Park City Manager 

Alex McIntyre, on July 25, 2016.  At the meeting the city manager related the following to Chief 

Schapelhouman relative to the group’s position on adoption of the District’s proposal for impact fees:101 

 No strong political case or advocacy for impact fees has been made by the Fire Board to each of 

our respective elected officials. 

 As a group, they don’t believe that each of them can bring this to their councils or Board yet.  

 The current Nexus report and information does not present a strong enough business case for 

moving forward. 

 It appears the District is adequately funded with healthy property taxes and large reserves so - 

there is a question of “equitable need”. 

 If the District wants to move forward, the Managers Group would like an independent analysis 

and review of the District’s revenues, expenditures, reserves and overall fiscal health so they can 

make a more informed decision in order to recommend that these proposed fees move forward. 

(Note: At the May 16, 2017 District Board meeting, the Fire Chief reported that the Managers 

Group offered to pay the cost of performing an independent analysis of District finances.)102   

It should be noted that if the District had been conducting strategic and financial planning each year, the 

information requested by the group would have existed as part of the plan.   

At the August 25, 2016 Board meeting, the Board President and Vice President requested the Board be 

presented with the following options relative to continued efforts to work with local governments to 

impose impact fees on new development:103   

1. Fire Chief to work with the Managers Group on a fiscal or business case analysis of the Fire 

Districts budget and reserves to justify impact fees  

2. Fire Board to directly request that the Board approved impact fees nexus study and fee schedule 

be placed on each agencies Council or Board agenda for approval  

3. That the District abandon this effort and focus on applying the same principals [sic] to an 

Assessment District effort under its control  

4. That the District abandon its efforts to have each jurisdiction it serves adopt developer impact 

fees and use the fee report or other mechanism to oppose projects and their CEQA documents that 

states impacts are “less than significant” without requiring mitigation to address impacts of 

development and growth on Fire District.  

5. That the District abandon this effort and instead use the Board adopted report to serve as a 

platform to negotiate individually with developers  

6. Other recommendations? 

                                                           
and County Managers Group and Potential Options Moving Forward,” District Board meeting (agenda item 16), 

August 25, 2016. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
101 Ibid. 
102 “May 16, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 1:35:05, Posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on May 17, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:35:05. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2jHDq8_JeDI&t=7428s 
103 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board to “Consider, 

Discuss, and Provide Direction to Staff Regarding the Board Adopted Impact Fees and Meetings of the City, Town 

and County Managers Group and Potential Options Moving Forward,” District Board Meeting (agenda item 16), 

August 25, 2016. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 



 

-19- 

 

After hearing the fire chief’s report, and considering the options presented, the Board accepted the report 

as presented and directed staff to continue working with developers to secure additional funding based on 

the needs and fee structure contained in the Nexus Study (option 5).104,105 

On May 16, 2017, the District’s Board adopted a resolution withdrawing its request for the impact fees.106  

At the May 16, 2017 Board meeting, the Board president expressed the following assessment regarding 

withdrawal of the request to the cities and county:  “We made the mistake as a board of passing a 

resolution that we were going to submit this impact fee proposal to these jurisdictions, and rather than 

acting in good faith and putting it on the agenda for their elected leaders, they’ve refused to do so.  This 

takes that off the table and says, fine, we’ll do our own thing.”107 

The District’s General Counsel recounted in a March 16, 2017 report to the District Board that “The 

District has successfully negotiated agreements with individual developers, including Facebook and 

Greenheart, to address impacts of their new development. The Facebook Agreement included payment of 

an impact fee based on the Board-adopted Impact Fee.”   

The MFA grants cities and counties discretionary authority to impose impact fees.  The cities and county, 

based on their review of economic and/or policy considerations, can elect to reject impact fees or adopt 

fees that are below the maximum level supported by the Nexus Study.  The Grand Jury finds the cities 

and county exercised proper due diligence by requesting the District submit to an independent analysis of 

the District’s fiscal condition before reaching a decision to impose impact fees. 108,109 

Rather than comply with a request from local governments to participate in an analysis of its finances as a 

condition of their consideration of impact fees, the District elected to pursue “impact fees” directly from 

individual private developers.  In the absence of a strategic and financial plan, the public cannot know 

whether the District is adequately financed to meet future service demands, or whether the District is 

inadequately funded and in need of additional resources.  The Grand Jury finds the public has a 

compelling interest in learning if the District has the financial resources it needs to meet the challenges 

presented by rapid growth within the district.   

The District, a public safety agency with regulatory and enforcement authority, should not place itself in a 

position to solicit resources from those it serves (this topic is explored in greater depth in the next section 

of this report).  If impact fees are necessary to adequately fund District operations then the District should 

not shrink from the effort required to work cooperatively with its local government partners to secure 

them.   

                                                           
104 Harold Schapelhouman, Fire chief’s report to the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board to “Consider, 

discuss, and provide direction to Staff regarding the board adopted impact fees and meetings of the City, Town and 

County Managers Group and potential options moving forward,” Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board meeting 

(agenda item 16), August 25, 2016, http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
105 “August 25, 2016 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 1:49:32, posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on August 29, 2016. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:22:25, 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U5jvMbQpS6Q 
106 Minutes of the Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board meeting, May 16, 2017. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
107 Kevin Kelly,” Menlo Park Fire District to Seek Impact Fees from Developers, not Cities,” The Mercury News, 

May 19, 2017. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/05/19/menlo-park-fire-district-to-seek-impact-fees-from-developers-not-

cities/. 
108 Peter N. Brown and Graham Lyons, A Short Overview Of Development Impact Fees, City Attorneys Department 

League of California Cities Continuing Education Seminar, February 27, 2003, 2. 

http://www.impactfees.com/publications%20pdf/short%20overview.pdf 
109  Michelle Radcliffe, Staff Report to the Menlo Park Fire Prevention District Board to “Accept the update on the 

Nexus Study and impact fee,” and Attachment A, letter from the District’s attorney, District Board meeting (agenda 

item 10), April 19, 2016. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
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Donations to District  

In March 2015, it was reported that Facebook, whose headquarters are located within the District, donated 

$300,000 to the District for installation of traffic signal controllers that allow fire personnel to respond 

more rapidly to emergencies and for various equipment purchases.110 

The donation was received in accordance with an agreement negotiated between the District and 

Facebook in April 2012.111,112   

The agreement with Facebook contains a confidentiality clause that prohibits the District from any 

“public announcements or press releases regarding this agreement, or the terms hereof without 

Facebook’s prior written consent or as required by the CPRA (California Public Records Act).”113   

The District exercises enforcement of local and state ordinances and statutes, and reviews the construction 

plans of businesses located within its boundaries, including Facebook for compliance with applicable 

codes.114,115 Accepting donations from Facebook, or any other resident of the District, raises ethical 

issues.116 

When the City of Menlo Park was deciding on imposing impact fees on one of Facebook’s development 

projects, the City Council cited a desire to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest when it elected to 

refuse a donation of $11.2 million from Facebook to fund police officer positions.117  One Menlo Park 

Council member said it was “bad public policy to accept gifts from companies in order to pay for basic 

city services.”118,119  The City eventually amended a property development agreement with Facebook to 

assess $11.25 million in fees to support public safety in the M-2 area.120 

U.S. Fire Administration (USFA), an entity of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, advises 

caution concerning accepting donations from private concerns:121  

                                                           
110 Lisa Fernandez, “Facebook gives $300K to firefighters, following $200K for Beat Cop in Menlo Park, NBC Bay 

Area, accessed June 3, 2018. https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Facebook-Gives-300K-to-Firefighters-

Following-200K-for-Beat-Cop-in-Menlo-Park-295052011.html.   
111 Staff Report prepared by District Counsel to Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board to “Consider, discuss and 

approve a resolution authorizing the fire chief to enter into an agreement with Facebook, Inc. regarding fire 

services,” District Board meeting (agenda item 19), April 24, 2012. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
112 “Menlo Park Fire District Strikes Deal with Facebook,” Palo Alto Online, April 25, 2012. 

https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2012/04/25/menlo-park-fire-district-strikes-deal-with-facebook. 
113 Meeting agenda (item 19), Menlo Park Fire Protection District Board, “Consider, discuss and approve a 

resolution authorizing the fire chief to enter into an agreement with Facebook, Inc. regarding fire services -Exhibit 

1” for District Board Meeting, April 24, 2012. 
114 California Health and Safety Code, Section 13870, et.al.  
115 California Health and Safety Code, Section 13145, et al. 
116 Deborah L. Rhode and Amanda K. Packel. “Ethics and Nonprofits.” Stanford Social Innovation Review. Summer 

2009. https://ssir.org/articles/entry/ethics_and_nonprofits 
117 Kate Bradshaw, “Menlo Park: Council Approves Police Expansion,” The Almanac, October 10, 2017. 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2017/10/10/menlo-park-council-approves-police-expansion 
118 Kate Bradshaw, “Should Facebook Fund New Police Unit in Menlo Park?” The Almanac, March 1, 2017. 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2017/03/01/menlo-park-should-facebook-fund-new-police-unit-in-menlo-park. 
119 Kevin Kelly, “Menlo Park Official Opposed to Facebook Paying for New Cops,” The Mercury News News, 

April, 20, 2017. https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/04/20/menlo-park-official-opposed-to-facebook-paying-for-

new-cops/. 
120 Kate Bradshaw, “Menlo Park: Facebook’s new plans win council’s OK,” The Almanac, November 8, 2017, 

https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2017/11/08/menlo-park-council-oks-facebooks-redrawn-plans-for-office-

building. 
121 U.S. Fire Administration, “Funding Alternatives for Emergency Medical and Fire Services,” Federal Emergency 

Management Services, U.S. Fire Administration, April 2012, 4. 

https://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/publications/fa_331.pdf. 

https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Facebook-Gives-300K-to-Firefighters-Following-200K-for-Beat-Cop-in-Menlo-Park-295052011.html
https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Facebook-Gives-300K-to-Firefighters-Following-200K-for-Beat-Cop-in-Menlo-Park-295052011.html
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Private foundations and corporate-giving programs donate millions of dollars annually for 

education, arts, and community development, among other projects and programs. Career and 

volunteer EMS and fire agencies may be able to raise funds for capital purchases or to improve 

service delivery through these sources, especially in rural communities or poor urban areas. When 

looking at these options, caution should be taken to ensure that accepting donations from these 

types of programs does not result in the appearance of a corporate preference or conflict of 

interest. This is of particular importance for EMS and fire organizations that are government-

funded (emphasis added).  

District adoption of a policy not to pursue or accept donations from any private entity over which it 

exercises any official power, such as building plan inspection, or enforcement of any law or regulation, 

would reduce impropriety concerns.  

Accreditation 

In addition to evaluating its operations through the ISO rating process, the District has pursued 

accreditation since 2011.122 Accreditation is a comprehensive assessment and evaluation model for fire 

and emergency service organizations, so the skills necessary to complete the accreditation process are 

similar to the skills needed to complete the strategic and financial planning process.  Thus, if the District 

were conducting strategic and financial planning, it would have developed the skill-set needed for the 

accreditation process. 

The accreditation process helps to determine community risks and fire safety needs, evaluates the 

performance of an agency, and provides a method for continuous improvement.123 The Center for Public 

Safety Excellence (CPSE) is the most prominent national accreditation program, administered by the 

Commission on Fire Accreditation International (CFAI).124 The accreditation and certification bodies 

change requirements over time requiring accredited agencies to continue to evolve and improve.125 

Completing the accreditation process will help the District align its operations and administrative 

practices with best practice standards established by professional peers from throughout the country.   

The accreditation process starts with a self-assessment against criteria established by CFAI.126 The 

assessment criteria are divided into ten categories, which include Goals and Objectives, and Financial 

Resources. The CFAI assessment criteria describe the categories of Goals and Objectives and Financial 

Resources as follows: 

Goals and Objectives – A strategic plan is in place, and along with the budget is guiding the 

activities of the agency.   

Financial Resources – Agency planning involving broad staff participation activates financial 

planning and resource allocation. The agency’s plan for financing shall reflect sound strategic 

planning and a commitment to its stated goals and objectives. The agency must deem financial 

                                                           
122 District Staff report to Strategic Planning Committee, “Consider and discuss the International Fire Commission 

Accreditation of the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District” prepared by Jon Hitchcock, meeting date August 2, 

2011, http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
123 District Staff report to Strategic Planning Committee, “Consider and discuss the International Fire Commission 

Accreditation of the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District” prepared by Jon Hitchcock, meeting date August 2, 

2011, http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
124 District Staff Report, Board of Directors Meeting, Don Long, Deputy Fire Chief, Informational Report on 

Accreditation Project, agenda item 9, January 17, 2017. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
125 District, Staff Report, Jon Hitchcock, Informational Report Strategic Planning Committee, “Consider and discuss 

the International Fire Commission Accreditation of the San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District” August 2, 2011. 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx  
126 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual (FESSAM), 2015. 
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support for its programs and services adequate to maintain the number and quality of personnel 

and other operational costs.127 

An agency cannot be accredited until it has published a strategic plan.128 The CFAI accreditation standard 

requires the agency develop and maintain external relationships that support its mission, operations, and 

cost effectiveness.129  It also recommends agency’s strategic plan identify relationships with external 

stakeholders and their anticipated impact or benefit to the agency’s mission, operations, and cost 

effectiveness.130    

In 2011, the Strategic Planning Committee established a goal of starting the accreditation process by July 

2011.131 After failing to start the process by July 2011, the committee set achieving accreditation as a goal 

in January 2012. 132  By May 2014, the District was still exploring the accreditation process.133 The 

District began the initial phase (first of four phases) of the process in August 2015.134 In January 2017, the 

District’s fire chief reported to the Board that the initial phase of the accreditation process was 15 percent 

complete. The fire chief reported to the District’s Finance Committee in February 2018 that a division 

chief was “fully focused” on accreditation.135 The 2017-18 budget includes $500,000 for the accreditation 

program. 

The District acknowledged the importance of accreditation in 2011 and set its attainment as a goal every 

year since.136 When asked why such an important goal had not been attained, District officials reported 

unplanned and unanticipated emergency events and competing administrative priorities prevented 

management and staff from completing the project (the same reasons were cited for not completing a 

strategic plan). 

A staff report regarding accreditation to the District Board on January 17, 2017,137 identified the 

following challenges to completing the process:  

 Staff time and commitment to the process. 

 Concern of scrutiny from both inside and out of the organization. 

 The accreditation process does come with direct and indirect costs to the agency.  

                                                           
127 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual (FESSAM), 2015, 

page 120. 
128 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual (FESSAM), 2015, 

page 118. 
129 Center for Public Safety Excellence, Fire and Emergency Service Self-Assessment Manual (FESSAM), 2015, 

page 138 
130 Ibid 
131 District, Staff Report, Strategic Planning Committee, January 4, 2011, Meeting minutes, Item 2,  

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
132 District, Staff Report, Strategic Planning Committee, January 10, 2012, Meeting minutes, Item 4,  

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 
133 District, Staff Report, Fire Chief’s Report, Harold Schapelhouman, Board of Directors Meeting, Item 7, May 20, 

2014. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx  
134 Don Long, Staff Report from the deputy fire chief to the Menlo Park Fire Protection Board on accreditation 

project, District Board meeting (agenda item 9, Informational Report), January 17, 2017, 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
135 District Staff Report, Harold Schapelhouman, “Consider, Discuss and Provide Direction to the Fire Chief 

Regarding Updated Mid-Year Budget Changes Related to Operational Needs, Specifically Increasing the 

Suppression Firefighters from 94 to 97 and Scheduling a Special Study Session District Staff Report”, Finance 

Committee, Item 7, February 6, 2018.  http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx  
136 Menlo Park Fire Protection District representatives: interviews with the Grand Jury. 
137 Don Long, Staff Report from the deputy fire chief to the Menlo Park Fire Protection Board on accreditation 

project, District Board meeting (agenda item 9, Informational Report), January 17, 2017, 

http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx. 
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 Buy-in and reluctance based on fear of what the process will find, resistance to 

change. 

Note: The foregoing list is only a summary description of certain of the contents of the January 17, 2017 

District staff report and is qualified in its entirety by the actual text of the report.  

District Relations with Local Governments 

In 2000 the Little Hoover Commission138 reviewed and analyzed California’s 2,071 independent special 

districts and the State of California’s role and responsibility in overseeing them. The Commission 

examined the relationship between special districts and other local governments resulting in a report139 

that includes the following findings: 

● Special Districts are oftentimes unknown to the people they serve. (Report, Cover letter, 

dated May 3, 2000, page 1.) 

● In the absence of community involvement, the mechanisms for public accountability are 

dulled and the value of public scrutiny is lost.  

● As communities have grown and changed, the districts themselves have been slow to change 

their boundaries, functions and governance to reflect their communities.  

● Many independent special districts have accumulated significant reserves. … These funds are 

a public resource that over the long term should be scrutinized like all public resources to 

determine if they are being put to the highest and best use. (Report, Cover letter, dated May 3, 

2000, page 2.) 

● With scrutiny will come improvement. Where districts need more resources, let the 

community decide. Where districts have too many resources, let the community decide.  

 

Note: The foregoing list is only a summary description of certain of the contents of the 2000 Little 

Hoover Commission report and is qualified in its entirety by the actual text of the report 

http://www.lhc.ca.gov/sites/lhc.ca.gov/files/Reports/155/Report155.pdf  

The 2000 Little Hoover Commission report advocates a cooperative approach between special districts 

and local governments in serving the public. The report includes the following findings and 

recommendations to promote special district transparency, accountability and effectiveness: 

● Independent special districts should annually and publicly present financial information to 

county boards of supervisors and city councils, which represent the broader community of 

interests.  (Report, page v.) Emphasis added 

● Special district visibility and accountability would be enhanced, as would opportunities for 

more effective regional planning, if policy-makers in larger local government agencies 

understood the state of special district finances and activities. (Report, page 26.) 

● Special districts could annually present budgets, audited financial statements and future plans 

to boards of supervisors, city councils and Local Agency Formation Commissions.  Detailed 

information on district reserves, including district policies on the accumulation and use of 

reserves, should be provided. (Report, page 26.) Emphasis added140 

                                                           
138 The Little Hoover Commission, formally known as the Milton Marks "Little Hoover" Commission on California 

State Government Organization and Economy, is an independent state oversight agency created in 1962. 

http://www.lhc.ca.gov/about/history.  
139 State of California, Little Hoover Commission, “Special Districts:  Relics of the Past or Resources for the 

Future?”, May 2000. http://www.lhc.ca.gov/sites/lhc.ca.gov/files/Reports/155/Report155.pdf. 
140 Menlo Park Fire Protection District, District Board meeting (agenda item 27), “Email Correspondence in Regards 

to Agenda Items from the July 13, 2017 Strategic Planning Committee Meeting,” July 17, 2017. A pdf file, attached 

to meeting agenda item 27 contains an email exchange between Peter Carpenter and Robert Silano, dated July 11, 

2017. http://sire.menlofire.org/sirepub/meet.aspx 

http://www.lhc.ca.gov/sites/lhc.ca.gov/files/Reports/155/Report155.pdf
http://www.lhc.ca.gov/about/history
http://www.lhc.ca.gov/sites/lhc.ca.gov/files/Reports/155/Report155.pdf


 

-24- 

 

A review of correspondence, news articles and interviews with District and local officials, reveals the 

District has adopted a, “go-it-alone” approach in its interactions with local government partners, 

especially after February 2016 when the Board asked local governments to consider imposition of impact 

fees.141,142,143,144   This approach has led to a relationship between the District and other local governments 

that was frequently characterized by a majority of those interviewed as strained, contentious and 

unproductive. Local governments and the District should act with a sense of partnership and cooperation 

to ensure that the District has the fiscal resources needed to provide a high level of service to all residents 

and workers within its boundaries. 145 

 

FINDINGS 

Strategic Planning 

F1: The District has operated without a multiyear strategic plan since 2010. 

F2: The District’s Board of Directors established and authorized a Strategic Planning Committee in 

2011.  However, during the subsequent six-year period, 2012-2017, the committee met only 

sporadically and failed to submit a strategic plan to the Board.  

F3: The District's deployment system meets the District's current demands but is becoming strained, 

especially east of Highway 101. 

F4: The District’s Board, despite repeated attempts, has not taken necessary steps to create a strategic 

plan since 2009. 

F5: The District would benefit from developing a strategic plan and the associated financial analysis that 

would demonstrate whether or not future property tax revenues will be sufficient to fund the 

increasing needs of the District resulting from serving the new developments in the District. 

Property Acquisitions 

F6: The Citygate report, commissioned and accepted by the Board in February 2017, recommended 

searching for an acceptable parcel to relocate Station 3 before making a final decision regarding the 

best location for Station 3 and 5. 

F7: Notwithstanding the Citygate recommendation to move Station 3, the District purchased the 

residence adjacent to Station 3 in Atherton reportedly to eventually expand the station.     

F8: In February 2017 the Board directed the fire chief to use data from the Citygate report to create an 

updated fire station location and land acquisition plan encompassing the entire District. As of the 

date of this report, no such plan has been presented to the Board. 

                                                           
141 Letter from Atherton Mayor Mike Lempres to Menlo Park Fire Protection President Peter Carpenter, April 5, 

2017. http://www.ci.atherton.ca.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2491  
142 Menlo Park Fire Protection District Correspondence to City of Menlo Park Planning Commission Members, 

General Plan Updated and EIR/FIA Comments, October 19, 2016, 152-158. 

https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12320/G1---Connect-Menlo-General-Plan 
143 Kevin Kelly,” Menlo Park Fire District to Seek Impact Fees from Developers, not Cities,” The Mercury News, 

May 19, 2017. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/05/19/menlo-park-fire-district-to-seek-impact-fees-from-developers-not-

cities/.  
144 “May 16, 2017 Board Meeting,” You Tube video, 1:35:05, Posted by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 

published on May 17, 2017. Begin viewing at time stamp 1:36:51. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2jHDq8_JeDI&t=7428s 
145 California Special Districts Association, “Special District Reserve Guidelines,” 2013, 9. 

http://www.californiacityfinance.com/2013_csda_reserve_guidelines_special%20districts.pdf 

http://www.ci.atherton.ca.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2491
https://www.menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/12320/G1---Connect-Menlo-General-Plan
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F9: From October 2017 to March 2018, the District spent $21.9 million to purchase five separate 

properties without a comprehensive District-wide land acquisition and station location plan or 

review by the Strategic Planning Committee. 

Impact Fees 

F10: Developments planned and approved for the area east of Highway 101 in Menlo Park, East Palo 

Alto, and in unincorporated County areas, will substantially affect District operations, requiring 

additional personnel, facilities, and equipment to meet increasing demands for service.  

F11: Approved and planned development in Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, and unincorporated County 

areas will have negative impacts on District operational performance as attendant congestion 

lengthens response time to emergencies.  

F12: In the absence of a strategic plan, associated financial analysis, and land acquisition plan, the 

District has not demonstrated to the constituent jurisdictions of Atherton, Menlo Park, Redwood 

City, and the County of San Mateo that the District’s financial resources will be inadequate to 

address the anticipated demand for District services.  As a result, the District was unable to 

persuade constituent jurisdictions to adopt impact fees on new residential and commercial 

developments to fund District operations. 

Donations 

F13: The District has solicited and received donations of cash from Facebook.  

F14: By accepting donations from Facebook, which is subject to inspection and regulation by District 

personnel, the District has created the possible appearance of favorable treatment or disparate 

application of rules and laws. 

F15: The District exercises code enforcement powers and reviews the construction plans of businesses 

located within its boundaries. Accepting donations of cash and services from these businesses can 

create the appearance of favorable treatment or disparate application of rules and laws. 

Accreditation 

F16: The District acknowledged the value of accreditation in 2011 and set its attainment as a goal every 

year since. However, it has not progressed beyond the first phase of the accreditation process since 

2011. 

F17: The District’s management and governance structure has not demonstrated the ability to balance 

competing ongoing emergency response responsibilities with administrative and planning 

functions. This has been an impediment to completing a strategic plan and achieving accreditation. 

District Identity 

F18: The title “Menlo Park Fire Protection District” could lead some residents to conclude erroneously 

that the fire agency is a function of Menlo Park City government and is under the direction and 

control of the city. 

F19: The District website does not contain a description of its status as an independent Special District, 

or its structure of governance as an independent Special District under California law. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

The 2017-2018 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury recommends that the Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District Board of Directors do the following: 

 

Strategic Planning 

R1: Develop a strategic plan that conforms to the standards set by the Center for Public Safety 

Excellence by June 30, 2019. 

R2: Prepare an updated fire station location and land acquisition plan encompassing the entire District 

by June 30, 2019. 

R3: Ensure its administrative functions operate effectively regardless of competing short-term priorities 

caused by emergency response operations, including the establishment of an ongoing management 

process to track progress and results of agency goals and objectives relating to general 

organizational and operational programs. The District board should take these actions by June 30, 

2019. 

Property Acquisitions 

R4: Review the consultant recommendations relative to the location of Station 3 and re-examine the 

basis for purchasing the Atherton property by June 30, 2019.   

Impact Fees 

R5:  Initiate dialogue with local government partners (Atherton, East Palo Alto, Menlo Park,  and the 

County of San Mateo) to evaluate if impact fees on new development are necessary to adequately 

fund District operations in future years by December 31, 2018.   

R6:  If impact fees are determined to be necessary to fund District operations in future years, the District 

should initiate an effort to satisfy local government requirements, such as an independent analysis 

of the District’s fiscal condition, to implement an impact fee program by December 31, 2019. 

Accreditation 

R7: Commit to completing the CFAI accreditation process by December 31, 2019. 

R8: Once accredited, annually budget sufficient funds to cover all costs associated with maintaining 

accreditation, including staff resources, training, and consultant services. Maintenance of 

accreditation should be added to the fire chief’s annual performance evaluation. These policies 

should be formally adopted by the District’s Board by June 30, 2020. 

Donations 

R9: Adopt a policy not to pursue or accept donations from any private entity over which it exercises any 

official powers, such as building or plan inspection, or enforcement of any law or regulation.  This 

policy should be adopted by December 31, 2018. 

District Identity  

R10: Expand its website to include a description of special districts in general and the Menlo Park Fire 

Protection District in particular by June 30, 2019. 
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 
 
Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933.05, the Grand Jury requests responses from the following entities:  

Menlo Park Fire Protection District 

 

The governing body indicated above should be aware that the comment or response of the governing body 

must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda, and open meeting requirements of the Brown Act.  

 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Interviews 

 

The Grand Jury interviewed a number of individuals including current and retired members of the District 

Board of Directors, senior staff of the District, and representatives of the District’s constituent 

jurisdictions, the Cities of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto, the Town of Atherton, and the San Mateo 

County (for the portion of the county that is within the district boundaries. 

 

Documents 

 

We also reviewed many documents including industry standards, District web-based documents, emails, 

and documents from local governments served by the District.  The list of reviewed documents is 

contained in this report’s bibliography.   

 

Note:  Many of the documents reviewed by the Grand Jury were obtained from the District’s public data 

base available through its internet website.  The District employs a dynamic Uniform Resource Locator 

(URL), rather than a static URL to control its documents.  Therefore, this report lists District documents 

by source, such as meeting type (Board meeting, Finance Committee meeting, Strategic Planning 

Committee meeting), meeting date and agenda, or minutes item number.  The URL listed in this report, 

for most documents controlled by the District, will take the reader to the District’s meeting agenda search 

tool.  The reader will have to locate the referenced document by entering the required search information, 

i.e., meeting type and date range.  
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Appendix A: California Urban Search and Rescue Team 3 
 

Member Agencies 

Agency County Agency County 

 Aptos -La Selva   Santa Cruz County San Francisco Fire  San Francisco City 

and  County  

Central County San Mateo County  San Jose Fire  Santa Clara County 

Genentech San Mateo County  San Mateo Fire San Mateo County  

Menlo Fire  San Mateo County  San Mateo County 

Public Safety 

Communications  

San Mateo County  

Milpitas Santa Clara County Santa Clara Fire  Santa Clara County 

Monterey Fire  Monterey County Santa Clara County 

Fire 

Santa Clara County 

Mountain View Fire  Santa Clara County South San Francisco 

Fire  

San Mateo County  

Palo Alto Fire  Santa Clara County SRI International San Mateo County  

Redwood City Fire  San Mateo County  Sunnyvale DPS Santa Clara County 

 

Source:  California Urban Search and Rescue Task Force 3, http://www.catf3.org/participating-agencies   

  

http://www.catf3.org/participating-agencies
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Appendix B: M-2 Area Map 
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Appendix C: Map of District Boundaries with Station Locations 
 

 
 

Source:  Menlo Park Fire Protection District 

 

Figure 7. Facilities and Locations 

Facility Address 

Administration and Fire Prevention 

Building 

170 Middlefield Road Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Annex Building 114 Santa Margarita Road Menlo Park, CA 

94025 

Station 1 300 Middlefield Road Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Station 2 2290 University Ave., East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Station 3 32 Almendral Ave., Atherton, CA 94027 

Station 4 3322 Alameda De Las Pulgas Menlo Park, CA 

94025 

Station 5 4101 Fair Oaks Avenue Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Station 6 700 Oak Grove Avenue Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Station 77 1467 Chilco St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 
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Appendix D: Menlo Park Fire Protection District, 2017 Annual Summary 
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Appendix E: Citygate Report regarding location assessments for fire stations 3, 4, 5 and other 

possible alternative or additional locations for fire stations in the Menlo Park Fire Protection 

District, February 14, 2017.   
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Appendix F: Email communications and staff report related to remodeling and use of District 

owned property at 28 Almendral, Atherton.   
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Appendix G: Properties purchased by Menlo Park Fire Protection District 

2016-2018 
 

Property Location 
Date of 

Purchase 

Purchase 

Price 

114 Santa Margarita, 

Menlo Park 
10/16/2016 $2,800,000  

28 Almendral, 

Atherton 
6/17/2017 $4,300,000  

2470 Las Pulgas, East 

Palo Alto 
9/17/2017 $5,000,000  

320 Middlefield Road, 

Menlo Park 
12/17/2017 $6,600,000  

2110 Valparaiso Ave., 

Menlo Park 
3/18/2018 $3,200,000  

  Total $21,900,000  

   Source:  Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
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Appendix H: Center for Public Safety Excellence Fire and Emergency Service Self-

Assessment Manual, 9th Edition, 2015 
 

Chapter 1 – Introduction 

Chapter 2 – Accreditation Management 101 

Chapter 5 – The Model 
 

(Used with permission from CPSE)  
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Strategic Planning 

F1: The District has operated without a multiyear strategic plan since 2010. 

Districts Response - Agree 

Reason: The Term of that plan extended beyond that stated date but its functionality was 
questionable due to evolving issues surrounding a number of impacting events like the 
worldwide recession and protracted labor issues and difficulties with the Firefighters Union. 

F2: The District’s Board of Directors established and authorized a Strategic Planning 
Committee in 2011. However, during the subsequent six-year period, 2012-2017, the committee 
met only sporadically and failed to submit a strategic plan to the Board. 

Districts Response - Agree 

Reason: The committee met as needed and its primary tasking was never to be responsible for, or 
to develop, a Strategic Plan, but rather to discuss “Strategic” items as necessary. 

F3: The District's deployment system meets the District's current demands but is becoming 
strained, especially east of Highway 101. 

Districts Response - Agree 

Reason: This is the direct result of development, growth, a booming regional economy and 
associated traffic congestion. 

F4: The District’s Board, despite repeated attempts, has not taken necessary steps to create a 
strategic plan since 2009. 

Districts Response - Agree 

Reason: The Board still focused on making strategic decisions but needed to deal with other 
immediate need items like the worldwide recession, labor strife, unfair labor practice charges, a 
Federal FLSA Lawsuit and absence of the Fire Chief due to a debilitating injury. 

F5: The District would benefit from developing a strategic plan and the associated financial 
analysis that would demonstrate whether or not future property tax revenues will be sufficient to 
fund the increasing needs of the District resulting from serving the new developments in the 
District. 

Districts Response – Agree 

Reason: We agree, if relevant and well done, a strategic plan and associated financial analysis 
could demonstrate whether or not future property tax revenues would be sufficient to fund 
increasing needs to the District resulting from serving new developments in the District. 
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Property Acquisitions 

F6: The Citygate report, commissioned and accepted by the Board in February 2017, 
recommended searching for an acceptable parcel to relocate Station 3 before making a final 
decision regarding the best location for Station 3 and 5. 

Districts Response - Disagree 

Reason: Both the 2015 and 2017 deployment studies worked at identifying options for the 
District to consider, in a District where it is very challenging to find infill fire station sites, given 
topography, land expense and that most parcels are developed or have constraints. The 2017 
effort modeled several scenarios designed to offer solutions matching deployment to the realities 
of changing a fire station location. There was no one perfect solution. City gate’s opinion was 
that Station 3 coverage could be better if moved westerly. However, at the time of both 2015 and 
2017 studies, neither staff nor Citygate could find an actual, available and suitable parcel. Thus, 
the Station 3 recommendation was a goal for the District to keep under consideration as land 
options might appear. A consultant’s recommendation is just that – something for leadership to 
strive for, but one that other realities could prevent. 

F7: Notwithstanding the Citygate recommendation to move Station 3, the District purchased the 
residence adjacent to Station 3 in Atherton reportedly to eventually expand the station. 

Districts Response - Disagree 

Reason: The District never stopped looking for a westward parcel for a relocated Station 3, 
however when the parcel at the current location was made surprisingly available, the District 
knew that the current site was too small to rebuild on and that a westward parcel might never 
become feasible. Therefore, the District made the investment to at least protect Station 3 as a 
future site and have the option to rebuild a modern, meeting needs fire station on an expanded 
parcel. 

F8: In February 2017 the Board directed the fire chief to use data from the Citygate report to 
create an updated fire station location and land acquisition plan encompassing the entire 
District. As of the date of this report, no such plan has been presented to the Board. 

Districts Response - Agree 

Reason: The Fire Chief and Board focused on the individual evaluation of a number of evolving 
property acquisitions which created a constantly evolving landscape and opportunities. 

F9: From October 2017 to March 2018, the District spent $21.9 million to purchase five 
separate properties without a comprehensive District-wide land acquisition and station location 
plan or review by the Strategic Planning Committee. 

Districts Response - Agree 
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Reason: Each of these purchase opportunities was evaluated by the Chief, Fire Board and legal 
counsel. All were carefully scrutinized based upon the immediate and future needs of the Fire 
District.  
 
The District has acquired properties directly next to, or behind, five existing Fire Stations and its 
administrative offices. Two of those Fire Stations have been rebuilt strategically using those 
adjoining properties to properly expand and modernize those facilities while keeping costs down. 
 
Impact Fees 
 
F10: Developments planned and approved for the area east of Highway 101 in Menlo Park, East 
Palo Alto, and in unincorporated County areas, will substantially affect District operations, 
requiring additional personnel, facilities, and equipment to meet increasing demands for service. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Reason: The Fire District agrees with this statement.  The planned and approved projects in Menlo 
Park, East Palo Alto, Atherton and unincorporated areas of San Mateo County within the District’s 
jurisdiction will have adverse impacts on the District operations.  The Nexus Study and the 
Citygate Standards of Coverage Report provide evidence to support this statement.  In addition, all 
the environmental impact reports (EIRs) prepared by the local agencies for new development 
within the Fire District’s jurisdictions show unacceptable traffic operations on roadways, including 
the District’s emergency service routes.  These include the EIRs for Menlo Park General Plan 
Update and M-2 Rezoning (ConnectMenlo), East Palo Alto General Plan Update, and individual 
development projects (including Facebook projects). 
 
F11: Approved and planned development in Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, and unincorporated 
County areas will have negative impacts on District operational performance as attendant 
congestion lengthens response time to emergencies. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Reason: See response to F10 above. 
 
F12: In the absence of a strategic plan, associated financial analysis, and land acquisition plan, 
the District has not demonstrated to the constituent jurisdictions of Atherton, Menlo Park, 
Redwood City, and the County of San Mateo that the Districts financial resources will be 
inadequate to address the anticipated demand for District services. As a result, the District was 
unable to persuade constituent jurisdictions to adopt impact fees on new residential and 
commercial developments to fund District operations. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: This is a summary of actions by the Fire District regarding the emergency services and 
fire protection impact fee (Impact Fee).  The primary objective of the Impact Fee is to ensure that 
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new development pays its fair share of the costs of capital facilities and equipment needed to serve 
growth within the Fire District’s boundaries.  The development of an Impact Fee was first 
considered in connection with the City of Menlo Park approval of the Gateway Project in 2010.  
As part of the City’s approval of a Development Agreement for that project, the developer agreed 
to pay $25,000 to fund a nexus study conducted by the Fire District to analyze the adoption of an 
Impact Fee.  In 2012, the Fire District entered into an agreement with a consulting firm (Seifel 
Consultants) to perform a Nexus Study in compliance with State law standards in order to establish 
an Impact Fee.  The Nexus Study demonstrates the relationship, or nexus, between the need for 
capital facilities and equipment to serve new development and the type and amount of impact fees 
that would ensure new development pays its fair share of capital facilities and equipment.  The 
draft Nexus Study was reviewed by the Fire District and District legal counsel.  It was sent to all 
the local agencies within the District’s jurisdiction for review and comment (East Palo Alto, Menlo 
Park, Atherton, portions of unincorporated County of San Mateo (“Local Agencies”)).  The Fire 
District also solicited input from local developers.  After receiving feedback, the Fire District 
modified the Nexus Study and reduced the amount of the impact fee from the legally supportable 
level established in the Nexus Study.  The Fire District Board approved the Nexus Study and the 
revised lower Impact Fee Schedule and Credit Program on February 16, 2016.  The Fire Board also 
directed that the Nexus Study and Impact Fee be forwarded to the Local Agencies for approval.  
The Local Agencies never approved the Impact Fee.  On May 16, 2017, Fire District Board 
adopted a resolution: (1) withdrawing its request that the Local Agencies approve the Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and adopt the Impact Fee; (2) reaffirming its approval of the Nexus Study and its 
adoption of the Impact Fee; (3) reaffirming the principle that new development should pay its fair 
share of the costs of capital improvements and equipment needed to serve new development and 
that the Nexus Study was correctly prepared in accordance with legal standards and provides the 
evidentiary basis for the impacts of new development on the Fire District and the costs associated 
therewith; and (4) affirming the methodology, growth projections, and fee calculation models of 
the Impact Fee Nexus Study, including the conclusion that capital improvements and equipment 
will be needed to accommodate new development. 
 
Donations 
 
F13: The District has solicited and received donations of cash from Facebook. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: – The statement is factually incorrect. We informed the Grand Jury of this incorrect fact 
in the District’s response to their request to review their preliminary factual findings in June 
2018.  All the payments by Facebook to the District are not donations.  The payments are either 
to address impacts of Facebook development, or payment of fees for District services.  They 
were made pursuant to two types of agreements: (1) Agreements, dated April 24, 2012 and 
November 22, 2016, to address the impacts of Facebook development on the District provision 
of fire services (Impact Fee Agreements); and (2) an agreement dated September 2013 
establishing a system for administering Facebook’s payment of fees for the performance of plan 
check, inspections and similar services by the District (District Services Fee Agreements).  The 
Impact Fee Agreements clearly state that the Facebook project would adversely impact fire 
services and the payments under the Agreement are to address these impacts.  The Agreements 
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specify the payments are to be used to pay for enhancements to fire services to address Facebook 
impacts, such as signal preemption devices.  All payments made under the Agreements are 
placed in a separate account to be used to pay for facilities, equipment and apparatus to address 
the impacts of development on services.  Under the District Fee Agreement, the payments for 
plan check and inspection services are in accordance with District regulations and fee schedules 
for the payment of fees for these services.  The Agreement only addresses a means for paying 
these fees given the volume of requests from Facebook.  All businesses in the District pay fees 
for these services.  
 
F14: By accepting donations from Facebook, which is subject to inspection and regulation by 
District personnel, the District has created the possible appearance of favorable treatment or 
disparate application of rules and laws. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: – This statement is incorrect because it is based on incorrect premise that Facebook 
payments are donations (see response to F13 above).  In addition, Facebook has also entered into 
Impact Fee Agreements with other developments in the City.  As stated above, the fees that 
Facebook pays for services are in accordance with the Fee Schedule adopted by the District 
Board of Directors that applies to all entities using certain types of District services.  Facebook is 
treated the same as all other entities in the District – no better and no worse.  Most importantly, 
the enforcement of District rules and laws is done by sworn officers who are bound to follow the 
law in accordance with its terms. 
 
F15: The District exercises code enforcement powers and reviews the construction plans of 
businesses located within its boundaries. Accepting donations of cash and services from these 
businesses can create the appearance of favorable treatment or disparate application of rules 
and laws. 

Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: See response to F14 above. 
 
Accreditation 
 
F16: The District acknowledged the value of accreditation in 2011 and set its attainment as a 
goal every year since. However, it has not progressed beyond the first phase of the accreditation 
process since 2011. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: Accreditation is a lofty goal and worthwhile process but difficult to achieve.  
 
F17: The District’s management and governance structure has not demonstrated the ability to 
balance competing ongoing emergency response responsibilities with administrative and 
planning functions. This has been an impediment to completing a strategic plan and achieving 
accreditation. 

6 of 10



 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Reason: According to the Center for Public Safety Excellence the timeline for achieving 
accreditation can vary.  CPSE suggests that agencies have reported 2,000 hours in preparing 
required documents and importantly up to 13,000 hours addressing issues that must be resolved 
in pursuit of accreditation.  The District is currently developing the necessary draft documents 
and also pursuing development of policies, procedures and other reference sources that must be 
completed in support of 252 Performance Indicators. 
 
Recognizing the complexity and amount of effort to complete the work and apply for candidate 
status for accreditation, in 2017 a Senior Division Chief was reassigned to manage this time-
consuming project.  That Division Chief has been delegated the responsibility to coordinate the 
efforts of staff in addressing the 252 Performance Indicators and development of response and 
reference documents addressing the 10 Categories’ required for accreditation.   
 
1. Governance and Administration 
2. Assessment and Planning 
3. Goals and Objectives 
4. Financial Resources 
5. Programs6. Physical Resources 
7. Human Resources 
8. Training and Competency 
9. Essential Resources 
10. External Systems Relation 
 
District Identity 
 
F18: The title “Menlo Park Fire Protection District “could lead some residents to conclude 
erroneously that the fire agency is a function of Menlo Park City government and is under the 
direction and control of the city. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Reason: This occasionally occurs but is easily explained. The Fire District was officially created 
before the City and enjoys a National and International reputation as a leader in public safety.  
 
F19: The District website does not contain a description of its status as an independent Special 
District, or its structure of governance as an independent Special District under California law. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Fire Districts have found it helpful to link to the Districts Make the Difference website 
created by CSDA to explain what special districts are to the public. There are definitions, 
infographics, fact sheets and videos about special districts, including a fact sheet about fire 
protection districts.  
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CIVIL GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Strategic Planning 
 
R1: Develop a strategic plan that conforms to the standards set by the Center for Public Safety 
Excellence by June 30, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future. This plan will be completed by the end of the year. 
 
R2: Prepare an updated fire station location and land acquisition plan encompassing the entire 
District by June 30, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future. This goal is to have this item prepared for Fire Board review by the end of the year.  
 
R3: Ensure its administrative functions operate effectively regardless of competing short-term 
priorities caused by emergency response operations, including the establishment of an ongoing 
management process to track progress and results of agency goals and objectives relating to 
general organizational and operational programs. The District board should take these actions 
by June 30, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future. We will continue to follow the annual Board and Chiefs Goal setting process and open 
meeting reporting and Annual Reporting Process. Adjusting Board policy and guidance as 
needed.  
 
Property Acquisitions 
 
R4: Review the consultant recommendations relative to the location of Station 3 and re-examine 
the basis for purchasing the Atherton property by June 30, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future as part of an overall updated Standards of Coverage study completed next year in 2019. 
We maintain that this acquisition was both appropriate and strategic. 
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Impact Fees 
 
R5: Initiate dialogue with local government partners (Atherton, East Palo Alto, Menlo Park, and 
the County of San Mateo) to evaluate if impact fees on new development are necessary to 
adequately fund District operations in future years by December 31, 2018. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable, The Fire District already went through this process with the Local Agencies as 
described under Finding F12 above.  The Fire District consulted with the Local Agencies in the 
development of the Nexus Study and proposed Impact Fee.  The Nexus Study and Impact Fee 
Schedule and Credit Program was formally submitted by the Fire District Board to the Local 
Agencies for their approval.  The Fire District’s submittal was never presented to the legislative 
bodies of the Local Agencies for action.  After 15 months of inaction by the Local Agencies, the 
Fire District Board withdrew its request. 
 
R6: If impact fees are determined to be necessary to fund District operations in future years, the 
District should initiate an effort to satisfy local government requirements, such as an 
independent analysis of the District’s fiscal condition, to implement an impact fee program by 
December 31, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable. See Response to Recommendation R5 above.  Since the action in the Recommendation 
is not being contemplated at this time, the Fire District cannot commit to how it will conduct such 
an action – See Response to Recommendation R5 and Finding F12.  In addition, the requirements 
for adoption of a development impact fee are set forth in State law.  The standard of “local 
government requirements” referenced in the Recommendation is unclear and unknown.   
 
Accreditation 
 
R7: Commit to completing the CFAI accreditation process by December 31, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Explanation:  The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future. We expect to be completed by spring or fall of 2020. Currently the project is scheduled to 
have all Performance Indicators and source documents completed by year’s end 2019.  Once 
completed, the District will make application for Accreditation Candidate status and schedule 
mentorship.  Based on review by the CPSE mentor, District staff will redraft any source 
documents and Performance Indicators. On completion of mentorship review and redraft of any 
required documents, a CPSE Evaluation Team will be schedule to evaluate the District’s 
submittal.  If recommended for accreditation the District will then have to submit a review before 
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the CPSE Fire Service Accreditation Board.  That Boards convenes twice a year in the spring 
and the fall. 
 
R8: Once accredited, annually budget sufficient funds to cover all costs associated with 
maintaining accreditation, including staff resources, training, and consultant services. 
Maintenance of accreditation should be added to the fire chief’s annual performance evaluation. 
These policies should be formally adopted by the District’s Board by June 30, 2020. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the 
future. The Board will evaluate policy and budget options and priorities annually and continue to 
support accreditation as is financially feasible and organizationally practical. 
 
Donations 
 
R9: Adopt a policy not to pursue or accept donations from any private entity over which it 
exercises any official powers, such as building or plan inspection, or enforcement of any law or 
regulation. This policy should be adopted by December 31, 2018. 
 
Districts Response - Disagree 
 
Explanation: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable. Public agencies are allowed to accept donations under the law.  It is an accepted 
practice for government agencies, such as sponsorship of public events.  The Fire District does not 
want to foreclose this legally available option.  Furthermore, the Fire District has set up a 
mechanism for how it accepts donations that prevents the issues raised by the Grand Jury. In 
addition, the Fire District strongly objects to the premise of the Recommendation that donations 
would affect the Fire District’s performance of its official duties and powers under the law. 
 
District Identity 
 
R10: Expand its website to include a description of special districts in general and the Menlo 
Park Fire Protection District in particular by June 30, 2019. 
 
Districts Response - Agree 
 
Recommendation: Fire Districts have found it helpful to link to the Districts Make the 
Difference website created by CSDA to explain what special districts are to the public. 
There are definitions, infographics, fact sheets and videos about special districts, including 
a fact sheet about fire protection districts.  
 
Action – The District’s Web-Site has been updated to include this information. 
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