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Å In September 2017, City Council directed the Fire Chief to form a 
study committee to develop a strategic plan for the RFD 

Å hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΥ

Å Re-affirm the department's mission, vision, and core values

Å Assess the departments current capabilities and performance

Å Develop strategic plan that would:
Å 9ƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƛǘΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ

Å !ŎŎƻƳǇƭƛǎƘ ƛǘΩǎ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƛǊŜ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ 
property

Å Meet residents and visitors expectations through quality service 
delivery

Å .Ŝ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴ

Å 9ǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎέ όŀǘǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
vision) 

Å Deliver study findings and recommendations to City Council
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Å The Councils study team consisted of key City employees as well 
as resident stakeholders:
Å Rob Ray ςMayor

Å Blaine Wing ςCity Manager

Å Anthony Moggio ςCity Finance Director

Å Val Gaton - Resident

Å Terry Crockatt - Resident 

Å John Cieslik ςFire Chief

Å Justin Sarna ςGrad student data support

Å Study team approach:
Å Assess RFD current state and future service and community trends and apply  
ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎΣ ǿŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎΣ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ όά{²h¢έύ

Å wŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ  ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ

Å 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ  wC5  ŦǳǘǳǊŜ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎέ 
(insure they are consistent with City future vision and strategic plan)

Å Make recommendations to City Council
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Current operating model:
Å1 Central station location (for personnel and 

equipment)

ÅStaffing consists of 1 Chief (full time city employee), 
and:

ÅEMS/firefighters - full time contract (1 at station 
on duty 24/7)

ÅFirefighters and/or EMS ςάǇŀƛŘ ƻƴ Ŏŀƭƭέ όth/ύ 
volunteers

ÅRFD annual budget = $1.4 mil - from general fund 
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Å Fire call - how does it work? 

Å Chief responds as does the 1 on duty 
EMS/firefighter 

Åth/Ωǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
(including additional EMS personnel)

Å!ǊǊƛǾƛƴƎ th/Ωǎ άǘǳǊƴ ƻǳǘέ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛǾŜ ŦƛǊŜ 
trucks to fire/emergency 

Å Other surrounding community fire assets 
arrive as called for by the Chief (mutual aid)
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ÅEMS call - How does it work

ÅOn duty EMS responds with EMS truck 
(Chief responds as appropriate)

ÅPOC EMS personnel are called and 
drive directly to emergency location

ÅSurrounding community EMS assets 
called to backfill as needed
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Total service calls up 39%:  from 
2010 (1336) to 2017 (1,858)
Å Fire calls up 33% (330 to 

440)
Å EMS calls up 66% (500 to 

836))
Å EMS transportation up 

over 66% (350 in 2014  to 
582 in 2017)
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Fire calls (440 in 2017)
Å 11 major structure 

fires
Åолл άƳƛƴƻǊέ ŦƛǊŜ 

calls
Å 129 Other 

emergency  calls 
(car accidents, 
spills, etc.)
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EMS calls

Å 836 EMS 

Transport

Å 582 transports
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ÅCurrent staffing 

Å(1) Chief  ςfull time City employee 

Å(3) EMS/firefighter ςfull time contract (1 at station 
on duty 24/7)

Å(38) POC volunteers:

Å(25) firefighter/EMS

Å(10) firefighters

Å(3) EMS 

Department Staffing
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History and Trends

Lƴ мфул ǘƘŜ wC5 ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ  му th/Ωǎ ςgrown to 38 in 2017 
(why?)

Lƴ Ǉŀǎǘ Ƴƻǎǘ th/Ωǎ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƻǿƴ ƻǊ ƴŜŀǊōȅ

In past most lived in town or nearby (within 1.5 miles of 
station)

Evolution of City from industry to a downtown and 
άōŜŘǊƻƻƳέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ

±ƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊ th/Ωǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛǾŜ ŀǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ Ŏƛǘȅκǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƴƻǿ 
(costs and job location)

Average POC distance to station has grown from 1.5 mile 
to 3.5 miles 

38 POC pool now needed to achieve sufficient call 
response 

RFD Staffing and Trends
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Å What is performance standard for a volunteer department? 
Å Generally accepted  is National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standard  

1720

Å In support of that Standard, RFD  response standard is engine and ladder with 
staffing of 6 

Å NFPA 1720  9 minutes or less measures from FD alarm to trucks 
stopped at fire
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Å How has department performed to the standard?

Å EMS response = meets standard

Å Response time consistent and significantly enhanced 
due to on duty 24/7 staffing

Å Fire response= Does not meet standard

Å 4 of the 11 2017 structure fires were significant 

Address Distance
from station

Time of 
Day

Fire 
Chief

Engine 
1

Ladder1 Engine 2

454 Romeo 1.4 8:25 pm 5:29 11:35 12:07 16:22

463 Springview 2.2 11:43 pm 5:58 10:13 12:44 13:25

1183 Letica 1.3 7:34 am 7:18 7:18 9:52 11:27

325 Oak .5 8:19 pm 1:28 6:47 6:44 9:50

RFD Historical Response Performance
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Å Current POC homes range from 1.5 to 6.5 miles from station (avg = 3.0)

Å POC drive time to station (A) now averages 5 minutes

Å Variable and unpredictable POC response 

Å Significant portion of City residents live 1.5+ miles from station

Å Northeast area of City  extends drive times (only Tienken & Parkdale 
ingress roads) 

Å Northwest corner of city extends drive times (all residential ingress 
roads)  

Å Fire truck drive time (B) to fire ranges 5 ς8 minutes for these 
locations (non-rush hour) 

START 90 SECONDS A    5 MINUTES 90 SECONDS B   5 MINUTES 120 SECONDS

NFPA 1720 STANDARD 9:00 MINUTES
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Å Established:  Current fire response times do not consistently meet 
standard

Å What other considerations affect RFD response time, current and future?

{ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘǎΣ ²ŜŀƪƴŜǎǎŜǎΣ hǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ¢ƘǊŜŀǘǎ όά{²h¢έύ 

Key SWOT elements are trending worse overshadowing current strengths 
and opportunities

Weaknesses:  turnover,  POC location and participation, skill maintenance, succession
Threats:  experience, retention, service demand, training requirements

Is Current State Viable and Sustainable
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Å Overall RFD performance does not meet standard

Å EMS response meets NFPA standard

Å Fire response does not consistently meet NFPA standard (< or = 9 mins)

Å Performance gap will continue into the future (and expected to trend 
worse)

Å SWOT trends placing negative and growing pressure on RFD performance

Å Increasing service demand

Å POC locations, response and participation levels

Å POC Retention and turnover ( and local area competition for  firefighters)

Å POC Skill maintenance and training requirements (State and OSHA 
mandates)

Å RFD competition for budget dollars $

Å City growth and future vision and strategic plan

Å Current RFD POC staffing and operating model will not be viable or 
sustainable in the future

Current State Conclusions
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Å 2 variable elements impact fire response performance:

ÅPOC arrival time at station (A) (and how many respond and 
when)

ÅTruck drive time to fire (B) 

Å How could you shorten POC arrival time (A) at station?

ÅLƴŎŜƴǘƛǾƛȊŜΣ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΣ ƎŜǘ th/Ωǎ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ

Å Incentivize POC response participation

Åth/Ωǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ όƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜύ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ

Åth/Ωǎ ƻƴ Řǳǘȅ ŀǘ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό! ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ȊŜǊƻ όлύ ƭƛƪŜ 9a{ 
currently)

Å How could you shorten truck drive time (B)?

ÅStation trucks in a more central location

ÅStation trucks in multiple locations to serve edges of city

Possible Actions to Improve 
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Possible Actions (improve A) Feasibility Cost Remarks More Study

Establish dormitory Lo HI Not viablelocations and cost No

POC housing allowance Lo Hi Not viable cost No

POC response bonus Med Hi Only helps participation not 

time

No

Fire fighters at station 24/7 Hi Hi Proven model with EMS Yes

Possible Actions (improve B)

Build second station Lo Hi Not viable locationand cost No

Actions to Consider for Improvement

18



Option 1: Out source firefighting & EMS to adjacent 
city or specialized contractor 

Option 2:  Out source EMS to private ambulance 
service (retain firefighting)

Option 3: Out source firefighting to adjacent city 
department (retain EMS)

Option 4:  Staff RFD station with firefighters/EMS 
24/7 (hybrid of current EMS model) 

Improve (A) Options 
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ÅRFD services (Fire & EMS) out source to adjacent city or 
contractor

ÅRFD would retain code enforcement, inspections, 
and blight duties

ÅRFD Station staffed 24/7 with 6 resourced fire and 
EMS personnel (RFD coordinator needed)

ÅRFD facility, equipment, and vehicles city maintained 
& paid for use by out source service
ÅReduces (A)ǘƻ ȊŜǊƻ όōǳǘ ƴƻ th/Ωǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ 

supplement response) 

ÅSignificant contractual cost for services (and loss of 
EMS transportation revenue - $422k)

Option 1: Out source firefighting and EMS
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Option 1: Out source firefighting and EMS
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ÅRFD EMS services out sourced to private ambulance 
company (retain firefighting)

ÅContracted EMS staff would use RFD ambulances 
(city maintained & paid for)

ÅDaytime (6am ςсǇƳύ ŦƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ th/Ωǎ 
still an issue (as is currently)

ÅLoss of ambulance transportation revenue - $422k

ÅDoes not reduce (A)

ÅSignificant contractual cost for services (more if 
contractor uses own ambulances)

Option 2: Out source EMS to private ambulance Co. 
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Option 2:  Out source EMS to private ambulance Co. 
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Å RFD firefighting out sourced to adjacent city department (retain 
EMS)
ÅRFD Station staffed 24/7 with resourced firefighters (and RFD 

EMS)
ÅRFD facility, equipment, and vehicles maintained & paid for use 

by resource fire services
ÅRFD would retain EMS, code enforcement, inspections, and 

blight duties
ÅDaytime (6am ςсǇƳύ ŦƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀŦŦƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ th/Ωǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀƴ 

issue (as is currently)
ÅReduces (A)ǘƻ ȊŜǊƻ όōǳǘ ƴƻ th/Ωǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ 

response) 
ÅSignificant contractual cost for services (but retains EMS 

transportation revenue - $422k)

Option 3: Out source firefighting to adjacent  dept.
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Option 3:  Out Source firefighting to adjacent  dept.
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Å RFD station staffed 24/7 with RFD firefighters/EMS (hybrid of EMS 
model)

Å6 firefighter/EMS on duty 24/7 (3 full time  & 3 part time POC 
at all times)

Å9 total full time  positions needed

Å9 total part time POC positions needed

ÅPOC pool will be retained to fill out required response manning

ÅReduces (A) to zero 

ÅSignificant budget increase (but retains EMS transportation 
revenue - $422k)

Option 4:  Staff RFD station with firefighters/EMS 24/7
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Option 4:  Staff RFD station with firefighters/EMS 24/7
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