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Objec;ves	  
•  Understand	  and	  discuss	  the	  economic	  
mo;vators	  for	  requests	  for	  efficiencies	  

•  Understand	  and	  discuss	  the	  growing	  poli;cal	  
reali;es	  that	  are	  mo;vators	  for	  exploring	  
alterna;ve	  delivery	  models	  

•  Discuss	  a	  framework	  for	  successfully	  
naviga;ng	  the	  economic	  and	  poli;cal	  
influences	  for	  change	  



Living	  During	  the	  Great	  Recession	  

•  Quick,	  how	  many	  recessions	  has	  the	  United	  
States	  had	  in	  the	  past	  half	  century?	  	  

8	  

•  Since	  1960,	  the	  country	  has	  gone	  through	  one	  or	  
two	  recessions	  per	  decade,	  on	  average.	  Yet	  both	  
voters	  and	  poli;cians	  seem	  to	  think	  economic	  
slumps	  are	  far	  rarer	  than	  they	  actually	  are	  —	  
with	  odd	  effects	  on	  elec;ons	  and	  policymaking.	  



Economic	  Downturn:	  Is	  it	  Over?	  

•  1st	  Quarter	  of	  2015	  was	  a	  downturn	  in	  the	  
economy	  

•  Most	  believe	  that	  the	  US	  does	  not	  have	  a	  
stabilized	  “growth”	  economy	  post	  recession	  

•  Many	  states’	  legisla;on	  has	  limited	  the	  ability	  
to	  recover	  even	  if	  the	  economy	  was	  
experiencing	  double	  digit	  growth	  





A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Economies1	  

•  S&P	  500	  Up	  200%	  
•  NYSE	  up	  165%	  
•  NASDAQ	  up	  260%	  
•  Down	  Jones	  Industrial	  Average	  up	  165%	  
•  Unemployment	  6.1%	  
•  Top	  1%	  earnings	  growth	  of	  more	  than	  30%	  



A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Economies1	  
•  Since	  December	  2007,	  bofom	  99%	  had	  earnings	  growth	  of	  

0.4%	  
•  Popula;on	  receiving	  food	  stamps	  has	  doubled	  in	  this	  ;me	  

frame	  to	  1/6th	  of	  the	  total	  popula;on	  
•  Income	  gap	  has	  slowed	  growth	  to	  an	  es;mated	  2.5%	  

annual	  GDP	  for	  the	  coming	  decade	  
•  70%	  of	  the	  workforce	  s;ll	  has	  infla;on	  adjusted	  wages	  

lower	  than	  2007	  
•  Underemployment	  rate	  s;ll	  12.6%	  
•  Real	  estate	  values	  s;ll	  20%	  lower	  than	  pre-‐recession	  
•  First	  ;me	  home	  buyers	  are	  at	  28%	  -‐	  where	  40%	  is	  

considered	  healthy	  and	  is	  the	  30	  year	  average	  



Local	  FD	  Expenditures4	  



Public	  Safety	  Propor;on	  of	  General	  
Fund	  Expenditures	  

Public	  Safety	  

All	  Other	  



Long-‐Term	  Sustainability?	  
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A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Services2	  



A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Services2	  



Growth	  in	  Career	  Firefighters3	  



Decline	  in	  Volunteer	  Firefighters3	  



A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Services2	  



A	  Tale	  of	  Two	  Services2	  



Public	  Percep;on	  
•  “I	  think	  the	  firefighters	  do	  a	  good	  job,	  but	  I	  wish	  they	  
would	  stop	  telling	  me	  how	  great	  they	  are	  long	  enough	  
for	  me	  to	  tell	  them”	  

•  “Why	  are	  we	  sending	  three	  and	  four	  units	  to	  a	  simple	  
ambulance	  call?”	  

•  “Why	  are	  we	  paying	  them	  to	  digest	  lasagna?”	  
•  “How	  many	  fires	  did	  we	  have	  last	  year?”	  
•  “I	  called	  for	  the	  paramedics,	  why	  is	  the	  fire	  
department	  here?”	  

•  “Could	  they	  take	  a	  smaller	  truck?”	  



What	  Do	  Firefighters	  Do?5	  



Well….Yes….But…?5	  



The	  Economics	  Don’t	  Make	  Sense	  
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Correla;ng	  The	  Value	  Proposi;on	  
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How	  Does	  This	  Apply	  To	  Public	  Policy	  
Decisions?	  

Indifference 
curve 



Compe;ng	  Demands	  
High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  Low	  Priority	   High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  High	  Priority	  

Low	  Sa;sfac;on	  /	  Low	  Priority	   Low	  Sa;sfac;on	  /	  High	  Priority	  
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Compe;ng	  Demands	  
High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  Low	  Priority	  
	  
	  
	  

High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  High	  Priority	  
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Compe;ng	  Demands	  
High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  Low	  Priority	  
	  
	  
Unnecessary	  Strengths	  

High	  Sa(sfac(on	  /	  High	  Priority	  
	  
	  
Organiza(onal	  Strengths	  

Low	  Sa;sfac;on	  /	  Low	  Priority	  
	  
	  
Low	  Priori;es	  

Low	  Sa;sfac;on	  /	  High	  Priority	  
	  
	  
High	  Priority	  for	  Improvements	  
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Crea;ng	  the	  Framework	  



What	  are	  the	  funding	  streams	  and	  
revenue	  projec;ons	  for	  next	  5	  years?	  

Trim 	  	   Haircut	  



Borderless	  Service	  Delivery	  

•  How	  much	  collabora;on	  with	  adjoining	  
communi;es	  do	  you	  desire?	  

•  Can	  we	  aggressively	  use	  automa;c	  aid?	  
•  Are	  we	  willing	  to	  u;lize	  closest	  unit	  
dispatching?	  

•  Do	  we	  need	  to	  go	  it	  alone!	  



Community	  Expecta;ons 	  	  

•  What	  are	  our	  community’s	  expecta;ons	  for	  
service?	  

•  How	  did	  you	  evaluate	  and/or	  measure	  
community	  expecta;ons?	  

•  What	  was	  the	  process?	  



ISO	  Ra;ngs	  

•  Would	  it	  be	  acceptable	  if	  changes	  resulted	  in	  a	  
“higher”	  ISO	  ra;ng	  (or	  equivalent)?	  

•  What	  is	  the	  community’s	  understanding	  and	  
expecta;ons	  regarding	  our	  ISO	  ra;ng?	  



Is	  the	  Community	  Willing	  to	  Assume	  
More	  Risk?	  



Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
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Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
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Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
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Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
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Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
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Performance	  And	  Resources	  Is	  There	  A	  
Rela;onship?	  

Response Times by Available Vehicles
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Sta;on	  Overlap	  at	  6	  Min	  Travel	  Time	  



System	  Example	  with	  6	  Minute	  Travel	  
Time	  

Rank	   Sta(on	  Number	   Sta(on	  Capture	   Total	  Capture	   Percent	  Capture	  

1	   BUR1	   3620	   3620	   21.83%	  

2	   SOU1	   3314	   6934	   41.81%	  

3	   EAG5	   2751	   9685	   58.40%	  

4	   EAG2	   1683	   11368	   68.55%	  

5	   BUR2	   1649	   13017	   78.49%	  

6	   SOU2	   1395	   14412	   86.90%	  

7	   EAG4	   282	   14694	   88.60%	  

8	   APP1	   135	   14829	   89.42%	  

9	   INV1	   44	   14873	   89.68%	  

10	   MEN0	   36	   14909	   89.90%	  

11	   LAK3	   25	   14934	   90.05%	  
40	  
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System	  Example	  with	  8	  Minute	  Travel	  
Time	  

Rank	   Sta(on	  Number	   Sta(on	  Capture	   Total	  Capture	   Percent	  Capture	  

1	   BUR2	   6339	   6339	   38.22%	  

2	   INV3	   4797	   11136	   67.15%	  

3	   EAG3	   3126	   14262	   86.00%	  

4	   BUR1	   1546	   15808	   95.32%	  

5	   SOU1	   510	   16318	   98.40%	  

6	   EAG4	   72	   16390	   98.83%	  

7	   EAG5	   71	   16461	   99.26%	  

8	   LAK3	   40	   16501	   99.50%	  

9	   MEN0	   24	   16525	   99.64%	  

10	   LAK4	   8	   16533	   99.69%	  
42	  
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Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
No.	  of	  Sta;ons	  –	  5.5	  Minutes	   Sta;on	  Capture	   Total	  Capture	   Percent	  Capture	  

1	   41023	   41023	   38.85%	  

2	   26897	   67920	   64.33%	  

3	   13551	   81471	   77.16%	  

4	   8667	   90138	   85.37%	  

5	   5304	   95442	   90.39%	  

6	   3088	   98530	   93.32%	  



Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
No.	  of	  Sta;ons	  -‐	  6.5	  Min	   Sta;on	  Capture	   Total	  Capture	   Percent	  Capture	  

1	   48788	   48788	   46.21%	  

2	   31551	   80339	   76.09%	  

3	   10692	   91031	   86.21%	  

4	   6073	   97104	   91.97%	  

5	   5984	   103088	   97.63%	  

6	   593	   103681	   98.19%	  



Risk	  Tolerance	  and	  Public	  Policy	  
No.	  of	  Sta;ons	  –	  8	  Min	   Sta;on	  Capture	   Total	  Capture	   Percent	  Capture	  

1	   68249	   68249	   64.64%	  

2	   32964	   101213	   95.86%	  

3	   2124	   103337	   97.87%	  

4	   1030	   104367	   98.84%	  

5	   796	   105163	   99.60%	  

6	   256	   105419	   99.84%	  



Dispropor;onately	  Emphasizing	  
Prospec;ve	  Risk	  

48 



Employee	  Condi;ons	  

•  What	  is	  your	  posi;on	  or	  preference	  on	  
employee	  work	  weeks?	  

•  Shiu	  schedules?	  
•  Perceived	  or	  real	  challenges	  to	  
implementa;on?	  

•  What	  workload	  is	  too	  high?	  
•  Is	  the	  City/County	  willing	  to	  incen;vize	  the	  
firefighters	  for	  finding	  new	  efficiencies?	  



Staffing	  Configura;ons-‐Example	  
Work-‐week	   Daily	  Staffing	   Staffing	  

Mul(plier	  
Total	  ShiR	  
Employees	  

Delta	  in	  Costs	  
from	  42	  Hour	  
Work	  Week	  

42	   50	   4.75	   238	  

48	   50	   4.06	   203	   $3,500,000	  

56	   50	   3.41	   171	   $6,700,000	  
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Service	  Levels	  	  

•  Are	  you	  willing	  to	  adjust	  service	  levels?	  
•  What	  is	  the	  poli;cal	  tenability	  for	  reduc;ons	  
in	  force?	  

•  Are	  you	  willing	  to	  explore	  alterna;ves	  to	  
current	  delivery	  model?	  



Commercial	  Sprinkler	  Ordinance	  

•  Are	  you	  willing	  to	  promote	  or	  support	  a	  
sprinkler	  ordinance?	  

•  Benefits	  system	  performance	  
•  Long-‐term	  sustainability	  
•  Befer	  return	  on	  investment	  than	  response	  
forces	  



Mortality	  Risk6	  



Evidence-‐Based	  Clinical	  Research	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Author	   Density	   Sample	  Size	   Response	  Time	  
Threshold	  

Does	  Response	  Time	  Impact	  
Pa(ent	  Outcome	  

Blackwell	  
(2002)6	  

ALS	  Urban	   5,424	   5	  minutes	   Yes	  <	  5	  minutes	  
No	  >5	  	  

Pons	  	  
(2005)7	  

ALS	  Urban	   9,559	   4	  minutes	  &	  	  
8	  minutes	  

No	  <	  8	  minutes	  
Yes	  <	  4	  minutes	  in	  intermediate-‐
high	  risk	  of	  mortality	  

Blackwell	  
(2009)8	  

ALS	  Urban	  
BLS	  MFR	  

746	   10:59	   No	  >	  or	  <	  10:59	  

Blanchard	  
(2012)9	  

ALS	  Urban	   7,760	   8	  minutes	   No	  >	  or	  <	  8	  minutes	  

Weiss	  	  
(2013)10	  

Metro	  –	  
Urban	  and	  
Rural	  

559	   N/A	  Con;nuous	  
Variable	  

No	  rela;onship	  between	  ;me	  
and	  clinical	  outcomes	  



Evidence-‐Based	  Trauma	  Research	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

Author	   Density	   Sample	  
Size	  

Response	  Time	  
Threshold	  

Does	  Response	  Time	  Impact	  
Pa(ent	  Outcome	  

Pons	  	  
(2002)11	  

ALS	  Urban	   3,490	   8	  minutes	   No	  >	  or	  <	  8	  minutes	  auer	  
controlling	  for	  severity	  of	  injury	  

Newgard	  
(2010)12	  

ALS	  Urban	   3,656	   4	  minutes	  &	  	  
8	  minutes	  &	  
Golden	  Hour	  

No	  ;me	  intervals	  were	  sta;s;cally	  
related	  to	  mortality	  including	  
response	  ;me,	  on-‐scene	  ;me,	  
transport	  ;me,	  or	  total	  EMS	  ;me	  

Band	  
(2014)13	  

ALS	  Urban	  
BLS	  MFR	  

4,122	   N/A	  
Con;nuous	  
Variable	  

Adjusted	  for	  severity	  of	  injury,	  no	  
significant	  difference	  between	  PD	  
and	  EMS.	  
	  



City/County	  Manager	  Expecta;ons	  

•  Effec;ve	  services	  to	  the	  community	  
– As	  determined	  by	  the	  	  public	  
– As	  ar;culated	  by	  Elected	  Officials	  

•  Efficient	  services	  to	  the	  community	  
– As	  determined	  by	  the	  Budget	  Office	  
– As	  endorsed	  by	  the	  Elected	  Officials	  



What	  Mafers	  ?	  

•  What	  does	  the	  public	  care	  about?	  
– You	  are	  there	  fast	  
– You	  do	  a	  good	  job	  

•  What	  is	  the	  Fire	  Service	  trying	  to	  convince	  
them	  is	  important?	  
– A	  specific	  response	  ;me	  
– A	  certain	  #	  of	  FFs	  on	  the	  truck	  



Big	  Ques;ons	  for	  the	  Manager	  

•  What	  is	  the	  most	  important	  outcome	  you	  
desire	  for	  the	  fire	  department?	  	  	  
– Benchmark	  favorably	  against	  others?	  
– Meet	  na;onal	  standards?	  
– Accomplish	  as	  much	  as	  possible	  within	  the	  
allocated	  budget?	  

– Define	  and	  meet	  a	  set	  of	  strategic	  goals?	  



Thank	  You	  
Dr.	  Steven	  Knight,	  EFO,	  CFO	  
sknight@fitchassoc.com	  	  
Fitch	  &	  Associates,	  LLC	  	  

	  
Michael	  Despain,	  MA,	  EFO,	  CFO,	  MIFirE	  

Fire	  Chief	  –	  City	  of	  Clovis	  
miked@cityofclovis.com	  	  

	  
Robert	  Woolley,	  MPA	  

City	  Manager	  –	  City	  of	  Clovis	  
robw@cityofclovis.com	  	  
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