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Recommendation: That the Board:

Receive and file the Controller's “Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Depariment's
Response Times."

Summary:

Aftached for your review and consideration by the Board of Fire Commissioners is the
. Controller's “Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Department’s Response Times.” The
overall cbjective of the report, dated May 18, 2012, was to independently compute and
cormpare the Fire Depariment's actual response times for four distinct time periods to
established criteria and goats, i.e., the standards set by the National Fire Protection
Association Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression
Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by
(areer Fire Depariments {NFPA 1710).

Conclusion:

On May 15, 2012, a draft report was provided to the Fire Department. The Confrollers
Office held an exit conference with LAFD management on that same day to discuss the
contents of the report. LAFD management generally agreed with the issues and results
noted in the report.

Board report prepared by Norina Tom, Senior Management Analyst [, Emergency
Operations.
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Pay 18, 2012

Honorable Antonio R, Villaraigosa, Mafnr
Honorable Carmen Trutanich, City Alfoney
Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council

" Today, | am releasing an analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Department's (LAFD) Incident
Response Times. My analysis found that although LAFD has been able to maintain pre-
reduction standards for fires and non-medical incidents, there has been an increase in-
the response timss for medical first responders. As compared to the full deployment
period, between January 2007 and July 2008, average response times for turnout and
iravel for Emergency Medical Services (EMS) incidenis have increased by 12 seconds,
from 4 minutes and 45 seconds fo 4 minutes and 57 seconds. The percentage of EMS
aevents responded o in 5 minuies or less decreased from 62% fo 57%.

i contrast to EMS times, response times for iurnowt and fravel for fire and non-EMS
incidents have aciually decreased since the end of full deployment, from an average of
5 mintes and 18 seconds to 4 minutes and 57 seconds. The percentages of under-5
minute and 20 second responsas stayed essentially the same, at 63% during full
deployment and 64% currently. Average Advanced Life Supper First Resource
response times have decreased by 16 seconds, from 5 minutes and 21 seconds to 5
minuies and 5 seconds, since full deployment. Structure fire response times have
stayed refatively flat, going 3 minutes and 38 seconds io 3 minutes and 37,

Cur independent analysis and review of LAFD response fimes noted that public
perception and trust was compromised due to the Department’s poor communication of
revising their standard of performance measurement and their vse of inconsistent
methodology in calcutating reported results.

Even though the LAFD presented its data in comparison fo the National Fire Protection
Association (NFFA) standards, my review found that LAFD's performancs cannot be
comparad io those standards. Nearly 850,000 of the 1.8 million incidents we reviewed
were coded unclearly, as they could be categorized as elther an emergency or non-
emergency, at the discretion of the dispaichers. As a result, there s no way to
determine whether the LAFD has met its 80% goal, because emergency incidents were
not cleatly identified.
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Honorable Anfonio R, Villaraigosa, Mayor
Honorable Carmen Trutanich, City Attorney
Honerable Members of ihe Los Angeles City Council
May 18, 2012

Pags 2

This analysis shines a light on all parts of the response, not just turnout and travel, but
aiso the call processing time. It calcutated both the actual response tirmes, which inciude
turmout and fravel, and the real response fimes experienced by the ealfer, which include
call processing, Since the full deployment period, real response times for EMS have
increased by 20 seconds, from 6 minutes and 48 seconds to 7 minutes and 8 seconds.
Mearly half of this increase is atfribuiable to a 9 second increass in call processing time,
_ which has increased from 95 seconds during full deployment to 104 in the current
deployment period.

The effects of the new deployment pfan varied across the different parts of Los Angeles.
EMS responzse {imes in the San Fernando Valley were the most significantly impacted
by the changes ir depleyment, with average response fime increasing by over 20
seconds. East Los Angeles, [3an Pedro, and the Melro area each had response times
increase by an average of 18 seconds.

The attached analysis confirms what response times have been and what they are now
for all incidenis - the next siep is to sciutinize the LAFD deployment pfan to determine
how hest to deploy our scarce City resources. it is imperative that LAFD implement the
recommmendations of this analysis o improve the use of tracking resources sg that there
will always he an honest assessmeant of how well the Fire Department is doing.

| would Jike to thapk the hard-warking men and women of the LAFD for doing their best
and working as hard as they have during thiese difficult times with fewer resources. Our
ity counts on them every day, and | know that they wiil continue doing their best to get
to emergencies as fast as possible, despite resource cutbacks. Through this analysis, |
want to ensure that they are appropriately eqguipped to furiher improve response timss.

WENDNY GREUEL
City Contrailer
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Brian Cummings, Fire Chisl

Los Angeles Fire Department .
200N, ain Strest, Room 1800
Los Angeles, CA G002

Dear Chief Cumimings:

Enclosed is a report entiled "Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Deparfiment's Response
Times". A draft of this report was provided to your Department and comments made by your
execlUiive staff and Mr. Jeff Godown, LAFD consuitart, 2t the exit canferenca held on May
15, 2012 were considered prior to finalizing the report,

This report presents our independent analysis of the LAFD's response fimes for all EMS and

~ FiredNon-EMS incidents compared acrass four defined ims pericds with specific deployment
changes. YWe did nof audit LAFD's previously reported Response Times, nor did we audit or
comrmert an the sffectiveness of specific deployinant strafegiss. '

Pleasa review the final repori and advise the Controller's Office by June 18, 2012 of the
_ actions planned fo mplement the reports three recommendafions.  If you have any quastions ar
comments, pleases contact me at (213} 978-7382.

Sincerely,
W

FARID SAFFAR, CPA

Birector of Auditing

Enclosure

oG Gaye Willlams, Chief of Staff, Office of the Mayor
Janelle Erickson, Depuly Chief of Staff, Office of the Mayor
WMiguel A. Santana, City Administrative Officer
June Lagmay, City Clerk
Geny F. iiller, Chief Legisiative Analyst
Geneihia Hudley-Hayes, President, Board of Fire Commissioners
Independent City Audifors
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Wendy Greuel
City Controller
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Coniraller's Office has completed an analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Depariment's
(LAFD/Fire Department) response times. The overall abjective of the analysis was to
independently compute and compare the Fire Department’s actual response times for
four distinct time periods fo established critera z2nd goals, i.e., the standards set by the
National Fire Protection Association Standard for the Organization and Deploymeant of
i ire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Cperations
io the Public by Career Fire Departments (NFFA 1710).

Backgmund

The LAFD responds to fire and medical emergencies throughout the City's 470 square
miles, sending the necessary equipment and persannel to aid the public. As of January
2012, LAFD staffs and equips 108 fire stabons located throughout the City on a 24/7
basis. The Department responds to emergency incidents with the following resources:

« 90 Engine Companies

« 42 Truck Companies

e 34 Ambulances (plus an additicnal 24 ready reserve ambuiances)
e 89 Paramedic Ambulances

s 72 Assessment/Paramedic Engine Companies

in the City of Los Angeles, all calls to 9-1-1 are received by the Los Angeles Police
Depariment (LAPDY. When the LAPD representative defermines it is a fire or medical
emergency, the call is transferred to the Fire Department's Metro Communications.
{AFD Dispatchers then determine what resources should he deployed to address the
emergency. Standard terminology, such as afarm handiing fcall processing), tumout
and fravel is used by fire departments to define distinct segments of the emergency
response process, 50 thal response {imes can be measured and compared fo NFPA
goals and benchmarks. The respense time process is depicted in Exhibit 1:

Exhibit 1: LAFD Call Processing and Unit Responsea

Call Processing Time Turncut Time Travel Time




Incident, dispatch and responsse information is captured and recorded in the Computer
Aided Dispatch (CAD) system. The incident is typically created during cali processing,
when unit dispafch information is recorded. Fire Deparfment emergency units are
equipped with a Mohile Data Computer (MDC) which transmits a time stamp and status
to the CAD system once a button s pushed. Fire personnel are expacied to push the
button at the time the unit is leaving the siation {o record the start of travel time, and
again when the unit arrives at the incident.

As a result of the City's budget deficii, beginning in FY 2009-10, the Deparment’s
operating budget was reduced. From FY 2009-10 through FY 2011-12, the Depattment
has implemeantad different deployment strategies to achieve budgetary savings.

n March 2012, the Departiment's response time siafistics came under scrufiny when
media reporis indicated that response fime performance had significantly dropped due
to budgetary reductions. LAFDYs explanation that some reported response times being
cited had been based on computer modeling projections, as well as a Department
Initiated change in parformance time standards, resulted in further coniroversy as to the
accuracy and reliability of the Department’s reported response times.

Scope

This review was performed in accordance with Generally Accepied Governrent
Auditing Standards, The review, analyzed all response time data capturad by CAD for
incidents from January 1, 2007 through March 26, 2012, Fieldwork was conducted
between March 27 and May &, 2012. The review examined the accuracy and reliabiity
of the Beparimeni’s incident daia and calculated actual response imes for the four
distinct time periods related to significant changes in the deployment of Fire resources.

— Resouirce Coverage Time Period
Full Deployment (Pre MCP} Prior to July 2009
Modified Coverage Plan (MCP) August 2009 through December 2010 |
Expanded Maodified Coverage Plan (EMCP} | fanuary 2011 through June 2011
Deployment Plan (GP) July 2011 to Present [

We did not audit nor compare the response times reporied by the Department
throughout these periods, because the Depariment applied difierent criteria over the
entire time period, and for some periods uliized computer modeling soffware to
detarmine the impact on response times. Rather, this review was an independent
analysts of the data fo delermine actual response times, as measured by LAFD for
turnout and travel, as well as the full response time as understood by the public, (i.e.,
from initiaf 9-1-1 contact) for each of the four periods using the same criteria and
benchmarks, as well as a consistent calculation methodaology for all Emergency Medical
Service (EMS) incidents and all Fire/Non-EMS incidents. We also determined response
times for the first Advanced Life Support (ALS - Paramedic) unif to an EMS incident,
first response to structure fire incidents, and responsea times for ambulance fransports.




This review did not include an assessment of the underlying causes for the changes in
response times between the four perieds, and did not assess deploymeni plans or
whether the Department dispatched a sufficient number or type of units o the incidents.

Summary of Analysis Results

Cur analysis found that LAFD’s response time performance cannot be compared fo
NFPA standards because we cannot rely on the Deparment's defermination of
emergency and non-emergency incldents.  NFPA standards are established for
measuring response petformance for emergency incidents. While LAFD assigns all
incidents with a detailed incident type code, that in tum specifies if it is an emergency or
non-smargency, one of the letter codes assigned to the data nofes “emergency, can
be non-emergency.” For the 1.8 milion incidents subject o cur analysis, we noted
this non-definitive code was used for 646000 incidents, while morg than 24,000
incidenis had no such code assigned. Therefore, the Department's data cannot be
used to determine emergsncy response timas, as measured against NFPA standards.
Ctur analysis piesents response times for EMS and Fire/Mon-EMS incidents without
differentiating between an emergency and non-emergency incident. Based on our
review, we noted the following key results:

n comparing the urnout and travel times for LAFD responses over the four periods, -

= For all EMS incidents, the average response time has increased 12 seconds
from the Department’s full deployment to the most current Deployment Period, to
4 minutes 57 saconds.

» In contrast, our review results indicate that LAFD's response times for first ALS
Resource {paramedic} on scene have improved over fime, reducing the average
response fime by 16 seconds, to 5 minufes 5 seconds.

« For Fire/Non-EMS incidents, the average response time has also impiroved and
has been reduced by 21 seconds in the moest current Deployment Period to 4

minuies 57 seconds.

« [AFD's average structure fire response timas has increased 1 second from full
deployment to the current Deployment Period, fo 3 minutes 37 seconds,

We also calculated the average total response fimes from the constituent's call to 8-1-1
to the first unit on-scene for all incidents. By comparing the resulis between full
deployment (Pre-MCP) to the current deployment plan, iofal time has increased for
EMS and Structure Fire incidents by 20 seconds, but it has decreased for FirefNon-
EMS incidents, by 19 seconds. In addition, the average tofal response time from the
911 call to first ALS resource {paramedic) on scene has decreased by 26 seconds.



More detail on these and other resulis of our analysis, including the breakdown by
segment for the entire average rasponse times experienced by the public for emergency
and non-emergency incidents both cifywide and hy Community Code, and other
performance measures over the four periods, are prezented in the remainder of the
report and Appendices.

Cur independent analysis and review of LAFD resbonse times noted that public
perceplion and trust was compromised due to the Department's poor communication of
revising their standard of performance measurement and their use of inconsistent
methedology and in caloulating reported results. We also noted the limitations of an
aging information systemn, and the inherent risk of the systemn not capturing some fravel
fimes due to possible hueman error related to the necessary action of pushing a buiton
on the dispatched unit fo irigger a time stamp. Based on our review, we recommend

the folfowing:

LAFD Management should:

1. Adopt a consistent methodology for differentiating and coding emergency and
non-emergency incidents in the CAD dalabase and for reporting actual response
imes measured against NFFA standards, and clearly communicate this method

ta all interested stakeholders.

2. As it would be mare meaningfuf to constituents, consider periadically reporting
the Total Responsa Time for all emergency incidents, which includes the relative
time segments of LAFD's call processing, turnouwt, and fravel.

3. In order to improve data reliability, validation, and flexible reporiing, defermine
feasible and cost benaficial scluticns to improve system technologies used io
measure and report actual Response Times. Such solufions could nclude
expanding the capability or replacing the Computer Aided Dispaich System,
mstalling a Global Positioning System within all fire uniis for direct inferface with
CAD, and other software solutions.

Review of Report

On May 15, 2012, a draft report was provided fo the Fire Deparfment. We heid an exit
conference with LAFD management on May 15, 2012 to discuss the contents of the
report. LAFD rranagement generaily agreed with the issues and resuits noted in the
report. LAFDYs comiments were evaluated and considered as we finalized the repot.
We would like to thank the management and staff from the Fire Departiment, Information
Technology Agency and Los Angeles Police Departrent for their cooperation and

assistance during the review.



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

LAFD's Budget Reductions and Besource Plans

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD/Depariment) responds fo fire and medical
emergencies throughout the City's 470 square miles, sending the necessary eguipment
and personne! to aid the public. LAFD's 2011-12 budget fotaled over $472 million, and
the Deparimeant has over 3,500 sworn and civilian employees.’ As of January 2012,
LAFD has 106 fire stations located throughout the City. The Depariment responds to
emergency incidents with the following resources:

« 50 Engine Companies

« 42 Truck Companies :

» 34 Ambulances (plus an additional 24 ready reserve ambulances)
« B89 Paramedic Ambuiances

» 72 AssessmentParamedic Engine Companies

According to LAFDYs November 22, 2011 report to the Board of Fire Commissioners
(Fire Commission}, prior to FY 2009-10, the Depariment’'s budget was approximately
$561 milion with daily field stafiing of 1,071 personnal. Beginning in FY 2008-10, the
Department's operating budget was reduced. In August 2008 the Department
implemented a Meodified Coverage Plan (MCP} that reduced on-duly daily sfaifing -io
achieve budgetary savings. The MCP resulied in closing, on a rotating basis, various
types of companies (personnel and fire equipment assighed fo a fire station}, Under
MCP, daily on-duty stafiing dropped frem 1,071 to 976 firefighters. To generate
additional savings, in January 2011 LAFD implemented an expanded MCP (EMCP} that
resulted in additional closures, and the daily on-duty staffing dropped to 933 firefighters.
The closures under MCP and EMCP were designed as short-term solutions to meet
budgstary consiraints. On July 3, 2011, LAFD implemanted a new Deployment Plan
(DP} which reptaced the rotating reductions by area with permanent closures of some
fire companies. However, these deployment changes actually resulted in increasing the
number of daily on-duty staffing to 986 firefighters.

LAFD informed the Fire Cormmission that the "Deployment Plan was designed te
preserve the Department's EMS response capacily while minimizing impacts fo non-
EMS response.” EMS is defined as emergency medical senvices while FirefNon-EMS
Cincludes structure fires, small fires, rescues, hazards, public assistance, atc. Exhibit 2
shows what LAFD reported as the times and percentages towards meeting the goals for
the first response (regardless of unit {ype) for EMS and Fire/Non-EMS incidents, and
first Advanced Life Support (ALS) response only, between two deployment periods.

! City's size, and LAFDY's budget amounts from EY 2011-12 Budgst. _ .
2 Advancad Life Svpport {ALS) iz defined by the Mations! Fire Profection Associalion (NFFPA) as

“Ernergency medical treatment beyond basic iife support that provides for advanced ainway management
inchading irdubation, advanced cardiac monitoring, defibriflation, establishment and maintenance of

o



Exnhibit 2
ILAFD Response Tirmnes as Reported
to the Fire Commission in November 2011

EMS 1% Resouice 300 sec.f 291 secs 298 secf 3 4%,
fseconds/minuigs) 5 min. 4min. §1sec. | 4min. 58 sec. ’
EMS 1* Rasource (%) 90% 63% | 61% -2.0%
940 secf 328 sect 350 sec.f .

EMS 1¥ ALS {seconds/minutes) 9 min. 5 min. 28 sec. | 5 min. 50 sec. 6.7%
EMS ALS (%} g0% - BE% ] O%

RS M SyrdRirefNGh-EMS i i SERA L
FirafNon-EMS 1% Resource 300 sec./ 317 secf 313 sec. +1 3%

| {seconds/minutes) _Smin 5 min. 17 sec. | Smin. 13 sec. e
FirafNon-EMS 17 Rasourca (%) S0% ; 58% 59% +7.0%

Source, LARD Doployment Plan Anslysis and Repor [0 Board of Fire Commissionars gated November 22, 2011

Response Time Controversy

In early March 2012, a concern was made public ragarding 2 slowdown in LAFD
responsa times from 2008 fo 2011, aiter budgetary cuts. It was reporied that LAFD's
response times for medical emergencies were within S minutes, 86% of the time prior io
budgetary cuts, while in 2011, LAFD's response times dropped to within 5 minutes only
59%> of the time for medical emergencias.

- Subsequenrtly, LAFD explained that the statistics being cited could net be compared
because the time standard followed by the Department changed from 2008 to 2011. In
2008, the Department used a 6-minute standard, while as of 210, the Department uses
a 5-minute standard. Other staiements made by LAFD officials seemed confusing as to
how the response times were calculated and being reperied to various City officials (i.e
Fire Commissicn, Mayor and Council} when changes to the Department's budget were
being considered.

Saveral recent Council motions have called for various actions, such as:

+ the Depariment should repert on the methodology used io calculate
emergency response times and the facters that confributed te any
changes in the methodology;

intravenous access, and deug therapy.”  For LAFD, ALS is synonyrnous with emergency medical
treatrnent provided by a Paramedic — firefighters ralned ko the level of paramedic.

* This appears to be from the LAFD website, Fire Facts which showed EMS respanse times for 2011 as
59% of calls responded lo in less than 5 minutes and 59% of all emergencies [Emergancy Madical
Services and non-EMS) wera respanded to in l2gs than & minutas.

&



« the Depariment should seek an independent third parly review and
analysiz of the Deparment’s emergency response time statistics;

« the Chief Administrative Officer and Chief Legislative Analyst should
confract with an appropriate third-party to analyze past and currenf Los
Angeles Fire Depariment response fimes, including during full deployment,
modified coverage (MCP), and the current deployment plan. This analysis
should include an accurate accounting of response times, a report on how
these numbers measure against best practicas throughout the nation, and
recommendations on how to improve response times, specifically through
equipment, fechnology, personng! and changes in management praclice;

+ the Department should report fo the Public Safety Committee in 60 days on
the capabilities of tachnology platiorms currently being used by the LAFD,
an analysis of the solutions that would be necessary fo meet the
operationat objectives of the Department in the context of “FIRESTAT" a
COMPSTAT-style management sysiem, an operational plan for frequent
management meetings, and a timeline for implementation;

+ the Deparment should repert on the potential implemeantation of automatic
vehicle location technology for all fire and emergency resources, including:
(1} an assessment of the system’'s costs, (2} how the system woould be
overseen ahd managed by Fire personnel, (3} and how the system would
be used io enhance emergency sperations; and,

« ihe Depariment and Information Technology Agency should report back
with a comprehensive review of the technology issues lzading to the LAFD
dispatch problems experienced recently and provide Tecommendations fo
remedy the notification deficiencies.

At both the March 20, 2012 Board of Fire Commissioners meeting and the March 23,
2012 Public Safety Committee meeting, the Fire Chief explained the chronology of the
various stafistics that were reported to the Fire Commission and Councit and the
methedelogy that was vsed to calculate the statistics. The Depariment expiained that
the time standard changed frorm prior years to the present (froim a 6 minute standard to
a 5 minute standard), so the Department's reported perfermance measured as
percentages meeting that standard also varied. LAFD had previously reported the total
response fime which included call processing time by LAFD dispatch, and measured
this fotal to a six-minute goal. The current five minute standard followed by LAFD refers
only to turnout and travel time, which measures the time from a fire department unit
-receiving an alarm or radio notification of an emergency, to when the first unit arrives on
scene at ‘the incident location. According fo LAFD management, response time
calculations and reporting focused on turnout and travel times because deployment
changes did not impact call precessing staff.

The Fire Chief further expfained that the significant difference in the percentage of
incidents that met the fime standard were initially reported based on computer modeling

7



software that projected responss times from prior years to the present. The “higher
projected response stafistics {e.g., 86%) were being compared to lower “actual
response statistics {e.g., 58%). The Fire Chief conceded that the Departmeant shoufd
have done a better job at explaining what information was being eommunicated to the
Fire Commission and Gouncil during prior years' budget hearings.

Response Time Benchmarks for Fire Departments

The National Fire Protection Association {(NFPA}Y is a veluntary association of fire and
emergency sefvice organizations. NFPA seeks to establish standards by consensus for
fire departments ic use as organizational, deployment and eperaticnal standards, and
as recommended practices and benchmarks.

MFPA Standard 1710 esiablishes timeframes for fire deparments to respond to fire and
medicai emeargency incidenis. This Standard focuses on fime standards for two key
segments of the process for incident response, tumnout and fravel. Twrnoof is defined
as sfarting from the time a fire station unif recewves the alarm/radio nofification of an
emergency and the unit's personnel preparation for the incident {e.g., putfing on
protective gear) up fo the unit personnet boarding the fire engine, truck, ambulance, etc.
to travel to the incident location. Travel is defined as the elapsed time from the unit
being en route {the unit has =tarfed its travel to the incident) until it is actually on scene

{arrived at incident location).

NFEA 1710 sets the standard for turnout time for fire incidents at 80 seconds®, and 50
seconds for emergency medical services (EMS). Travel fime for the first resource to
afrive on scene for both firg and EMS incidents is 240 saconds {4 minutes). The travel
fime for the first Advanced Liie Suppor {ALS) resource {(with paramedic) is 480 seconds

{8 minutes)®.

Exhibit 3

NFPA 1712 Response Time Sfandard

el T ;
) (Secon dsf NI mu‘t&s} . f'{%e [l ndsf Miliufes)s

Emergency Medical 50 secondsd 240 secondsf 380 seconds/

Services — First - - )

Resouice 1 mirLe 4 minutes or less 5 minufes or leas
20 seenndss

Fire — First Resource _Bﬂtsecondsf zxij seconds/ Hminttes 20 seconds

1 minute 20 seconds 4 mindes or [ess ar less

Emergency Medical

Senvices — First B0 seconds! 480 secondsB minutes 540 seconds/

Advanced Life Suppart 1 minute of [ess g minutes or less

Resodrce

* NFPA 1710 was revised in 2010 and increased the tumeut time for fire incidenis from 60 seconds to 80
seconds to allow more tima for firefighters to put on protective gear.

* NEPA 1710 provides this longer travel time standard for the amival of an ALS unit for an EMS incident
whera this service i3 provided by the firs departrment, provided that a first responder with capability to
provide basis life support arrived in 240 seconds or lass travel time.
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NFPA 1710 also indicaies that fire de;;}artments should establish a performance
objective of not less than 24 percent for the achisvement of each turnout time and travel
tire objective.

LAFD Response Process

In the City of Los Angeles, all cails to 9-1-1 are received by the Los Angeles Police
Department {LAPD), at either the Metro Communications Division Center or the Valley
Communications Division Center, which are considered the Public Safety Answering
Point (F3AP). LAPD’s 911 coperators determine from the cailer's information whether
the emergency is police related or fire/medical related. All fire and meadical emergency
calls are transferred fo LAFD Metro Communications.

At LAFD Metro Communications, located in downtown Los Angeles at the Cify's
Emergency Operations Center, Fire Dispaichers determine what {ype of assistance is
needed and wheather it is an emergency (e.q., life threatening) or nen-emergency call.
LAFD has a scftware sysiem to help assess EMS calls by asking pre-established
quesiions. The LAFD dispatcher stays on the ling with the caller for EMS calls fo give
CPRE guidance, if necessary, while a unit is en route to the incident location.

The LAFD Dispatch Resource Confroller uses the Computer Assisted Dispatch Systemn
{CAD) io dispaich uniis. Based on the location of the incident, the dispatch order is
fransmifted to the closest fire station. Algorithms programmed into CAD determine the
fire station and unit types {e.g., an engine with basic fire fighting apparatus or a triick
with a 100 foot aerfal ladder) that should be sent to the incident. If the unit that needs fo
be dispatched to the incident is in radio status {ie., the unit is not “in quarers™), a
Fesource Controfler nofifies the unit of the dispatch orders through the radio. A
Resource Controller follows up on all CAD-dispatched orders with radio confact fo the

unitfs).

Fire Department emergency unils are equipped with a Mobile Data Computer (MDC)
which is capable of transmitting a time stamp and status o CAD, once parsonnel push a
hutton. For response time purposes, Fire personnet are expected to push the buiton at
the time the dispatched unit is leaving the station fo record the en roufs fime (sfart of
travet time}, and again when the unit arrives at the incident to record the on-scene time.

If a unit ordered 1o an incident does not respond to a dispafch within 80 seconds for
EMS calls or 80 seconds for fires, the incident goes into overdue status.  Several
attempis are made to conisct the unit by radic. If there is no response, the next closest
unit may be dispatched based on a CAD algarithm.

The full process for handling and responding fo 811 calls, through LARD Call Handmg,
LAFD Call Procassing and Unit Response is fltustrated in Exhibit 4.



Exhibit 4

LAPD 211 Call Handling

Ring Time LAPD Call Processing Time Transfer Tims

LAFD Call Processing and Unit Eesponse

Call Processing Time Tumaouk Time Travel Time

IS

Computer Assisted Digpateh information System -

LAFD's Computer Assisted Dispatch (CAD) system, also known as the Fire Gommand

and Control Sysiem, is maintained by the Information Technology Agency (ITA). The . ..

CAD system is used to record all incidents handled by the Fire Depariment from the
time a 911 call is received by the LAFD Mefro Communications Center to the mitigation
of the emergency, and return of Fire Department units to their quarers. LAFD's CAD
system has been in use for approximalely 20 years. CAD captures and records data
related io LAFD call processing, dispatch, en route, and on scene times.

The dafa within CAD's production environment is available anly to ITA; LAFD has no
acress o the CAD system or CAD data while it is in production. According to ITA staff,
until approximataly October 2011, ITA would provide a replica of CAD data to LAFD on
a monthly basis. |n the last & months, ITA has provided up to the minute CAB data fo
L AFD's Management Information Systemn (MIS). CAD data is now "pushed” o LAFD's
MIS every minute. Incident information populates a database comprised of three {ables
— Incident Table, Response Table (ITA refers to this as Incident Unit Table} and the Unit

Status Hisfory Table.

LAFD's MIS staff generate reports for the Deparment's Planning Section that
summarize incident response -times. These reports calculated response timeas for
Fire/Non-EMS and EMS incidents and included negative fimes but excluded incidents
with time starnp intervals of greater than 20 minutes. The MIS repors were used by
Planning staff for perdormance reports submitted 1o LAFD management and the Board
af Fire Commissioners from approximately 1998 through September 2005.

In Movember 2010, LAFD. acqguired Deccan Infernational softwarse that aillowed fhe

Department to model various deployment plans and determine their impact on response
times. The Deccan software has three modules — CAD Analyst, Apparatus Deployment
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Apalysis Module (ADAM) and Optimizer. The sofiware utilizes the Fire Deparment’s
actual data from CAD to caiculate response times (CAD Analyst) and to modei
coverage scenarios based on response times, call frequency and incident types within
each fire station disirict (ADAM). LAFD uses ADAM to model varicus deployment
configurations to maximize effectiveness and public safety. ADAM provides “what it
scenarios Uusing historical data and determines the impact of different deployment
models {e.g., what would be the response time if a certain number of fire engines or
trucks were reduced). The Optimizer is used io provide a prospective analysis of given
certain resources, where should the resources be deployed. Due fo reductions in the
Department's MIS staff, the CAD Analyst moduls of the Deccan system has generally
bean used fo compute and report response times since 2011, The mathod used by the
Deccan software does not include negative responze times and excludes incidents with
time stamp intervals of more than 30 minutes. '

FPrior Controller Report

The Coniroller's Office issued a report on January 31, 2002 that noted the response
time data being used by the LAFD fo analyze response times could nrot be completely
validated, because some steps in the process relied on mechanical intervention that is
subject to human error.  This observation was based on fha fact that some actions used
to compute response times rely on a person pushing a button to time stamp the
initfation of an action, instead of a system-generated time sfamp being recorded. As
previously described, Fire Department uniis responding to emergencies are equippad
with a Mobile Data Computer {MDC) which fransmifs a fime stamp and status to CAD
once parsonngl push a button. The 2002 report noted that LAFD managerment was
very inferested in having the ability to validate response time information, and was In the
process of determining if implementing a Global Positioning System {GFS) for LAFD
units was a feasible and cost-beneficial solution. s

During our current raview, LAFD indicated that standardized procedures and training
have been provided o Fire parsonnel, instructing them when to push the buiton on the
MDC with the objective of minimizing human error. However, thera remains a risk that
during an emergency a bufton may be pushed before or after the prescribed time. For
-example, the recorded on scene time could be significantly later than the actual op
scene time during a fire incident, if personnei neglecied {o push the button upon arrival,
since their pricrity was {o mitigate the emergency. As a result, human errors or defays
in pushing the button may result in Inaccurate response times being recorded.

The prior audit observation describes an inherent sk to ideniifying actual response
times, based on the process used to enter some data elements, which continues
through today. We performed this analysis based on the system-capiured data. Our
methodology intended to mitigate the effects of anomabkies caused by human error, i.e.,
not recording the correct fime stamp, by: a) excluding response times that were beyond
wo standard deviations of the mean; b} excluding any incidents where the fime stamps
were blank; and ¢) excluding incidents where the calculated response time resulted in a
“negative time". It should be noted that the percentage of excluded incidents due o
incomplete or inaccurate data due to human error was determined to be insignificant,
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and did not materially affect the response fimes noted in this report. However, there
remain concerns that data reliability may be compromised dues to human error.

QBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The overall objective of this review was to independenily calculate and compaie the Fire
Cepartment’s response imes to established criteria, such as NFRPA 1710 Standard for
the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical
Operations, and Spectal Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departmenis or
equivalent criteria as approved by the Fire Commission. LAFD management indicated
that the Department's criteria for reporing and measuring response times foflowed
NFPA 1710, which primarily addresses furnout and travel fime.

The review examined the accuracy and refiability of the Department’s incident data and
calculated actual respense fimes for the four distinct time pericds related to significant

changes In the depioyment of Fire resources.

Exhibit &
Time Periods W|th Deployrﬂent Changes
FEEE S Résource’ E:r:-verage vl ernsd o Time Period H
| Full Dep[ﬂyment forPre MCP} = F‘rmr to J u[}r 2009
Modified Coverages Fian MO August 2008 through December 2010
Expanded Modifizd Coverage Plan (EMCF) | January 2011 through June 2011
| Deployment Plan {DF) Juty 2011 through March 2012

We did not audit the response times reporied by the Depadment for these periods
because the Department did not use the same criferia consistently for each of the
periods, and computer modeling software was also utilized for some of the reported
response times. Rather, this review was an independent analysis of the incident data to
determine actual response fimes for each of the time periods for all Emergency Medical
Service (EMS) incidents and alt Fire/Non-EMS incidents. We also determingd response
times for the first Advanced Life Suppori {ALS) response to an EMS incident, first
response to structure fire incidents and ambulance transport.

The review also did not include an assessment of the underlying causes for the
changes i response iimes between the time periods, and did not assess fhe
Department's deploymant plans, including the number and type of units dispatched o

the Incidents.

This review was performed in accordance with Generally Accepted Government
Auditing Standards for Attesiation Engagemenis, December 2011 Revision by the
Comptreller of the United States. To achieve the review objectives we met with LAFD
management to confirm the criferia used for our analysis of response times, obtained a
complete database of CAD data and conducted fests to ensure completeness and
infegrity of the data, periormed extensive data analysis using our audit software (IDEA),
and summarized our results in a drait report that was submitied to LAFD for their review
and comment prior to transmitfal of the final report.
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Data integrity & Completeness

Our response fime analysis was based on incident data provided by LAFD from its MIS
database of CAD data. Incidents are categorized as efther EMS or Fire/Non-EMS and
then further defined as to a specific incident type such as poisoning, trafiic atccidend,
industrial accident, etc. The Depariment has defined 1,156 incident type codes which
are then tied to a dispatch code classifying the incident as an EMErgency or non-
emergency. However, one of the codes is defined as “emergency, can be non-
emergency”, and we noted this non-definitive code was used for approximately
646,000 incidenis, while more than 24,000 incidents had no code defined at all- As a
result, the Department's data cannot be used fo determine emergency response times.
Instead, we included the entire population of incidents that were defined as either EMS
or Fire/Non-EMS in our response time analysis.

We confimned that CAD data was accurately and completely fransmitted from |ITA's
production environment to LAFD MIS, to ensure the integrity and completeness of the
data used in our analysis, Specificaily, we selected cerizin dates within the last 30 days
of our review period, which comprised over 18,000 individual records and compared
ITA’s unit stafus history file for the selected sample fo verify accuracy and
completeness. We found no significant exceptions.

We also obfained radio transmission logs for the same sample of selected dates o
determine whether the CAD systemn captures dispatch nofifications and ynit
transmissions compleiely and accurately. The radio transmission logs document when
a Fire unit receives an alarm/fradio notification of a dispafch order, and when the Fire
unit presses the MDC button fo indicate it is en royte fo, and on scene af, an incjdent.
We confimed that radio fransmitted time stamps generally update the Unit Status
History Table and Response Table. However, we noted a number of fransmitted time
stamps did not update the Unit Status History Table. In these cases, the time stamps
were recorded only in the Response Table. To ensure we had a complete set of
incident data, we compared the Response Table file to the Unit Status History Table file
and identified approxirmately 35,000 records (0.29%]) in the Response Table {these are
individual time stamp records for irdividual units} that were not included in the over 12
miltion records in the Unii Sfatus History Table, Although the number of time stamp
records was Insignificant to the population of Unit Stafus History records, we used these
Response Table records along with the Unit Status History Table as source data for our
response fime calculations.

Our analysis considered alf incidents where LAFD units had noted an ‘on scene” time
data element. Because we were interested in calculating response: times for each
segment in the process (call processing, turnout, and fravel} and overall, each of these
were analyzed as a separate population. [ncidenis that wers missing a time stamp for
either the sfart or end of a relevant segment, or that resulted in a negative time for that
segment, were excluded from the analysis. For the turnout and travel segment
populations, the exclusions were insignificant. For call processing, the exclusions
averaged 27%. Qur review resulis provide verifiable performance measures based on
the available data, and fairly represents calculated averages and %s as applicable for
each segment. :
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Basad on the tests we conductad, for consideration of all incident data that was coded
az either an EMS or Fire/Non-EMS incident, and after applying consistent criteria for
excluding some incidents for some segments, we are sufficiently confident that the
LAFD response times presented in this report provide accurate measures of
performance, based on the system data.

Criteria fo Calculale Response Times

According to LAFD, tumnout and travel times are the response components that are
most relevant to the Department. We compared the actual response times based on
when the units received the alarmiradio nofification of dispatch (start of turnout time) to
the on scene time (end of travel fime) for each of the time periods in our review.

However, from the general public's perspective, response time is generally considered
to be the elapsed time from their call to 9-1-1, up to the arnival of Fire personnel and
equipment at the incident location. [AFD's reported iurnout and travel time does not
account for the total response time experiznced by a caller. Therefore, for purposes of
informing the public and City leaders of the average time for LAFD to respond to an
incident from their call to 9-1-1, we also calculated call processing times ior LAFD
dispatch (call is transferred to LAFD Communications and dispatch orders are sent fo
units) and considered average call processing times as obtained from the LAPD

Communications Division.®

These average iotal response times are reported for each of the four periods of
resource deployment strategies, as well as by community code. LAFD's. incident data
identifies the community code where the incident is Iocaled. There are seven
community codes used by LAFD Dispatch to help deiermine the dispatch orders based

on incident location. These include:

v East Los Angeles

= Harhor City

e Meiro

o San Fernando Valley
s Sania Monica’

o San Pedro

s West Los Angeles

The response times calculated in our review included all incidents identified as either
EMS or Fire/Non-EMS from January 1, 2007 through March 26, 2012.% In accordance
with LAFD criteria, response fimes for First Resource on Scene included 10 unit fypes,

as listed below:

8 y\fz did not audit LAPD's 911 call processing limes.

7 In prior years, the LAFD provided dispatch sarvices for Santa Moniea; this service is no onger provided.
* Our analysis included all incidents classified In these two broad categortes by LAFD because the data
provided and related classifications did not censistently differentiate betwean emergency and non-

emergency incidents,
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1. Assessmeni Engine 6. Paramedic Engine
2. Assessment Truck 7. Rescue Ambulance
3. Engine 8. Squad

4. Light Force 9. Truck

5. Paramedic Ambulance 10. Task Force

All LAFD fire and EMS units are staffed with personnel frained as Emergency Medical
Technicians (EMTs). This enables any LAFD unit responding io an EMS meident to
provide Basic Life Support services. Firefighters trained to the level of a Faramedic
provide Advanced Life Support {ALS) and may be assigned o an Assessment Engine,
Assessment Truck, Paramedic Ambulance, or Paramedic Engine.

Our response time calculations for the specific segment of response time {ie., call
processing, turnout, and travel) exciuded incidents where one of the related time
components was blank. We also excluded incidents where the calculated time for a
specific segment resulted in a negative time. These can sesult when on scene time
starmps are nofed as having occurred before a unit received the alarm/radio notification
of dispatch. According to LAFD, this could oceur for “still alarms™ when g unit could be
flagged down by someone and the unit armives on scene for the emergency prior fo the
typical dispaich process through LAFD Metro Communications {or a person seeking
help comes directly to the fire station). In these instances, the unit will radic Metro
Comumonications to report the incident and their location, and this information is' then
recorded into CAD with the fime stamps for 811 call, dispatch and en route heing noted-
as the same or later than the on scene time noted for the unit.

QOur analysis also excluded outlier respense times for each time segmeni. In statistical
terms, we included all incident response times for each of the three segments {(call
processing, turnout, and travel) that fell within two standard deviations from the
calculated mean. By applying two standard deviations, we considered more than 95%
of the population of each incident's segment data being analyzed. This adjustment,
which is an accepted practice in stafistical analysis, provides for consideration of
virtually the entire population, and provides a more meaningful adjusted average time,
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Review RESULTS

SecTION |: RESPONSE TIME TRENDS

Based on the incident data in our analysfs, the number of incidents handled by the
LAFD has remained consistent over the four periods under review. LAFD responds to

approximately 360,000 incidents on an
annual - basis, and EMS3 account for LAFDInCidentg Reviewed

approximately 85% of this fotal. B Fire/Non-EMS - 15.3% 3@ EMS - 84.7%

As  previously  described,  NFPA
Standard 1710 defines furnouf as
starting from the time a fire depariment
unif  receives  the alarmfradio
‘nofification  of dispatch, and the
assigned unit's personnel prepares for
the incident {e.g., putling on protective
gear) up to the unit personnel getting
on the fire engine, truck, ambulance,
mte. ready fo travel fo the incident - '
location. Trave! time is defined as the elapsed time from the unit being en route (start of
travel to incident location) until it is on scene {arrived at incident lecation). LAFD has
reported their emergency response timeas that include these fwo defined segments of
the process, in comparizon to NFPA standards.

Observation #1:  LAFD incident Code data does not clearly and consistentiy
define response incidents as either “Emergency” or “Non-
Emergency”, making any attempt to compare actual
performance to NFPA standards problematic,

The NFPA Standards apply io the deployment of rescurces by a fire depariment
specifically fo emergency sifuations, when operations can be implemenied io save
lives and property. LAFD, consistent with most fire departments, deploys resources in
response to a wide varisty of events including fires, rescues, alarms, investigations,
hazard mitigation, and EMS. Some incidents are considered emergency situations that
would be subject to NFPA criteria, while others are not. Based on mformation received
from the @11 caller {or other request for service}, LAFD Dispatch assigns a detailed
incident type code to the event®, which determines whether the dispateh is considered

an emergency or NoN-emaergency. -

¥ LAFD's Computer Assisted Dispatch System uses 1,158 unique incident typa codes, which are further
defined by eleven additional daseriptive criteria, including an Emergency Dispatch Code.
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The incident data provided for our review, afler excluding cancelled events and
considering only those that were classified as either EMS or Fire/Non-EMS, included
more than 1.9 million incidents that resulted in & LAFD response. By analyzing the
specific incident code assigned to each, we noted that a significant partion (646,000 or
33%) were classified as incident fypes that LAFD further defines as "emergency, can
be non-emergency”. According o LAFD, for these incident types, dispaichers may
use their discretion to designate the notification o responding unils to be in emergency
status or not, depénding on their interaction” with the caller. However, the final
determination is not coded in the system as either-an emergency or nen-emergency.
Instead, the dispatchers determination would be noted as a lext narrative in a
subordinate "comrments” field within CAD. The "comments field” was not included with
the incident data files provided to the Confroller's Audit staff for this analysis, nor would
_this fleld be easily searchable by LAFD or others to determine whether such incidents
were handled as an "emergency” or not.  Further, more than 24,000 incidents had a
blank field for incident type, and therefore lacked any classification as to whether & was
AN SMargency or a non-emeargancy.

Therefore, for more than one-third of all incidents subject to our analysis, we could not
assess whether it should have been subject to the NFPA standards as criteria, or not.
The high percentage of incidents in this category raises quesfions regarding the
accuracy and raliability of coded information.

It could be reasonably argued both wayrs thaf these should or should not, be included
in calculating response times for measuremant against NFPA standards. As a result,

we are net able to definitively canclude on a significant portion of the incident pepulation
that should be used for a comparison to benchmarked standards,; therefore, we present
na such compariscn in our report.  Rather, we petformed our independent analysis
considering the population of aff EMS and FirefNon-EMS incidents that LAFD
responded fo during the relevant periods under review. [t should also be noied that the
classification of "emergency” or “non-smergency” is made by LAFD Dispatch based on
their understanding of the incident noted by the caller. Therefore, while the caller may
belisve heishe fruly needs “emergency assistance” and expects LAFD 1o amive within
the quoted NFPA standard of five to six minutes, the Depariment may not have
classified nor escalated the incident as an "emergency”.

It alsc appears that LAFD may have used inconsistent methods for considering which
incidents were classified as emergencies in their analyses of response times far
different reporting periods. While the "emergency” classiiication on the dispafch code is
linked fo the incident type code within CAD, LAFD MIS personnel stated they consider
onby cerain codes but not all for classifying emergency versus non-emergency
incidents. In addition, for reports produced using the Deccan software system we
noted that many inconsistencies where incident types noted as “non-emergency” were
used by Deccan’s CAD Analyst queries to produce reported performance stafistics for
gmergency incidents through Beccan.
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Observation No. 2: LAFD unit response fimes from alarmfradio nofification fo
first unit on-scene has had mixed results, with some

response times increasing and others decreasing from full
deployment to the current Deployment Plan.

For all incidents identified as EMS or Fire/Non-EMS from January 1, 2007 through
March 268, 2012, we calculated the time interval between alarmfradic nofification times
and on scene times. We determined the citywide average response times for each of
the four fime perfods to demonstrate any change in response times potentially due to
resource deployment changes.. We applied the same criteria for each penod to allow
comparisons 1o be made of the data over the four time periods.

The four time periods used for our analysis are as foliows:

Lt = Resource Coverage ~ it [L 0 ranul Time Peried.: &1 i x| Months: |
FuFl Depioyment for Pre-MCP)Y Januar:.r 2()0? through Julyr EDGE 31
Modiiied Coverage Plan (MCF) Aunqgust 2008 through December 2010 | 17 |
Expanded Modifled Coverage Plan (EMCF) | January 2071 through June 2011 5]
Beployment Plan July 2011 through March 2612 9

Table 1a summarizes LAFDYs overall calculated average respense times for all EMS
and Fire/Mon-EMS incidents. For EMS incidents, the first responding unit can be any
type of LAFD fire or EMS unit. All fire and EMS units are stafied with personnel trained
as Emeigency Medical Technicians (EMTs). This enables any unit responding fo an

EMS incident to provide Basic Life Support io a persen in need.
Tabkle 1a

Average Time from Alarm/Radic Notification to First Unit Arriving On-Scene
{Turnout & Travel)

Our analysis indicates that the average response time has increased. 12 seconds from
the Department's full deployment to the most current Deployment Period.

The resulis are slightly better for Fire/Non-EMS response times. The average response

‘time has also improved over fime and has been reduced by 21 seconds in the most

current Deployment Period from 5 minutes, 18 seconds fo 4 minutes 57 seconds.
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Cur review does not present a camparison of the reviewed response times to the
Department's reporied response times, due to LAFD's applying different criteria and
methodology to different ime periods. In our analysis, we excluded response times that
excecded two standard deviations from the mean for that specific time segment's
population {.g. turnout or travel). In contrast, LAFDYs criterla excluded incidents from
response time caleulations if the interval between fime stamps is 20 minutes or more.
In addifion, our review scope included more current response data, up fo March 26,

2012

Table b provides response times for first Advanced Life Support {ALS) resource and
sfructure fire incidents. These are additionat classifications of incident types previously

reported by LAFD.

First ALS Resource refars to those EMS incidents where an Advanced Life Support unit,
which includes a LAFD paramedic, arrived on scene. Our analysis nofed that 84% of all
EMS incidents had an ALS Rescurce response, and ALS Resources were deployed for
71% of intal LAFD response incidents reviewesd.

Structure Fires are a sub-classification of all Fire/Mon-EMS incidents.  Our analysis
noted that structure fires accounted for 7.3% of all Firg/dNon-EMS incidents, and
Structure Fires were 1.1% of all LAFD response incidents reviewed.

Table 1b

Average Time from Alarm/Radio Dispatch to First Unit Arriving On-Scene
(Turnout

5 min. & min
9 sen. b sen

3 min. 3 min.
29 mee. | 37 sen.

COur review resulis indicate that LAFDYs response times for firsst ALS Resource
{paramedic} on scene have improved over time, reducing the average response time by
16 seconds. LAFD's structure fire average response time has increased 1 second from
full deployment Pre-MCP o the cuirent Deployment Perod.

Cur review did not assess the impact on public safety for those cases where the
reviewed response times demonstrated a longer response time. ‘Whether these
differences can be considered significant or can be attributed to deployment changes
requires a specific analysis by expers knowledgeable In emergency services, which
was not parl of this review. Appendix | presents a frequency distribution of the
calculaied times from alarmfradio notification fo on scene for the four perfods, by

incident type.
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SecTION II: ToTAL RESPONSE TIMES

Prior to 2010, LAFD analyzed emergency response times using a sbxminute standard
that included call processing time. Curmently, LAFD analyzes response fimes in
accordance with NFPA Standard 1710 for turnout and travel ime only. NFPA 1221
defines standards and performance related to call processing/afarm handling. While
turmout and travel times are impartant components for operational decisions regarding
citywide resource deployment, the fotal response time ~ from the time a 9-1-1 call is
received to when the LAFD units arrive on scene — is fundamentally important from the
public’s perspective.

NPFA Standard 1221 Section 6.4.3 defines the alarm handling {call processing) time
standard and goal for fire department call processing where there Is a separate Public
Safety Answering Point (PSAP — a facility in which 911 calls are answered directly’.
Tha LAPD is the City's PSAP.

Exhibit' e
NFPA 1221 Time Standa_rd_ _& Goals
e tanda - —

u i _.(Séi:é’ﬁ’tlélhﬂihl’jtés ;| Goal g

1 minute orless 90%% ai 60 seconds
All EMS Incidents

1 min; 20 sec or less 99% at 40 seconds
All Eira/Man-EMS i minute ar less 0o at 6 seconds
Incndents,_ 1 min; 30 s2c or less 09% at 90 seconds

Sineca the average total response fime may be more informative for the general public,
we have also calculated and compared the average tofal responze times, by response
segment and averall, for the four classifications of incidents (EMS, Fire/Non-EMS, ALS
and Structure Fire) over the four deployment periods under review. However, as noted
in Ohservation No. 1, we have not comparad LAFD's overall fotal response times, nor
by segment, to NFPA standards, due to the fact that all incident data could not be
clearly defined as either “emergency” or “ron-emergency”, and subject to NFPA criterfa.
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Obsarvation No. 3: The average {otal response time from 911 call processing to
first unit on-scene has increased for most incident types
from full depioyment {Pre-MCFP} to the current Deployment

Plan.

The following fables and charts present the result of our analysis and calculated
citywide averages for each segment of LAFD's response, based on incident type:

2a — EMS incidents; First Resource on Sceng

2h — EMS incidents; First ALS on Scene

2¢ — Fire/Non-EMS incidents; First Resource on Scene
2d — Siructure Fire incidents; First BEescurce on Scene

The calgulated results for each segment prasented here were based on separate data
populations from CAD, each with its own standard deviation that was used to eliminate
relative outliers for the population segment being measured. |n addition, our analysis
excluded incidents that were missing a time stamp for either the start or end of the
process, or if the elapsed fime between time stamps was negative. While the total of all
axcluded incidents for the turnout and fravel populations were insignificant, the excluded
incidents for call processing averaged 27% of thatl segment’s population. There may be
a reasonable explanation for this high number of what appear to be atypical processes;
however, this may warrant a further review by LAFD management regarding adherence
to esiablished proceduras, andfor inauiries renarding any necessary upgrade or
replacement of the CAD sysfem.

It should also be noted that because we analyzed each process segment as a separate
popllation, the sum of two segmenis for furmout and travel, which are noted separately
in this Section, may not be equivalent to the outcomes noted in Section | for average
time from alarm/ratio notification to first unit arriving on scene.

We also caloulated average toial response time by segment for all EMS and Fire/Noen-
EMS incidents by Community Code over the four periods; these results are presented in

Appendix 1L

LAFDY’s response time performance for citywide incident types, for call processing,
turnout, travel, and ambulance franspait over the four periods is presented in Appendix

. :
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Tahle 2a

Average Time from 9-1-1 Call made to LAPD to First
LAFD Resource on Sceneg — All EMS Incidenis
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Table 2b

Average Time from 9-1-% Call made to LAPD to First ALS
Resource {Paramedic) cn Scene for EMS Incidentis

- Deplaymen

Peripd

Pre- MCP 23 116 &1 288 ¥ min 48 sec

MCP 25 113 &t 248 7 min 27 sad
EMCF - 24 _ 116 82 . 251 7min 33 sec
Dp 24 108 65 l 245 7 min 22 sec
Chart 2b J
i
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Table 2¢

Average Time from 9-1-1 Call made te LAPD to First LAFD
Resource on Scene — All Fire/Non-EMS

285 T min 8 sec
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i 200 & Travel Time
>0 ZTurnoutTime
;
200 & LAFE Receivrs B ;
Processes 911 call
150 ; ,
T B EAPD Receives &
-;:'égé{?},rg Frocesses911 call
140
50
a
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Table 2d

Average Time from 9-1-1 Call made tc LAPD o First LAFD
Hesource on Scene — Siructure Fires

LAFD:receives

Pre NP 25 33 32 185 4 min 55 sac

MCP _ 35 53 31 181 4 min 50 se¢
ENICP 24 FE: 29 - 180 S min 11 sec
DE 24 74 31 186 & min 15 sec
r C
E Chart 2d :
S rnln 15 see
350 & min 11 sec . o
4 min 55 sec
A min 50 see
v 300
250
2 Travel Time
¢ 200
& TurncutTime
150 8 LAF[FReceives &
PFrocesses 111 call
i B LAPD Racelves &
00 Processas 311 caft
a0
o
Pre-MCP MCP EMCE CH*
- - — :




Pased on the information presented in the fables and charts 2a through 2d, the fotal
response time from the call to 9-1-1 to the first LAFD resource oh scene has genetally
followed the same trend as depicted in Tables 1a and 1b. Tumnout and Travel times for
all EMS, EMS — Advanced Life Support (Paramedic) and Fire/Non-EMS incidents are
fairly simitar to one another; while the Turneut and Travel times for Structure Firas were
less than the other incident types. LAFD Call Processing Times are greater for £MS
than FirafNan-EMS incidenis and may be the result of LAFD Dispatchers asking more
detailed guestions to assess the patients’ medical condition.

Additional information related fo response fimes is presented in the Appendices that
follow. Appendix | shows the frequency distribution of the Alarm/Radic Notification to
On-Scene {ime data for each incident fype, In meafing diffierent infervals of time.  This
information provides more speciicity than average response fimes and clearly incicates
the ratio of incidents meeting different time intervals.

Appendix 1l shows the Averags Total Response Timss for EMS and Fire/Non-EMS
incidents by Community Code for each of the deployment periods reviewed.

Appandix ! shows other Response Times for EMS and Fire/Nan-EMS incidents.

Respectfully submitted,

o b, et

Ray Ahsén, CPA Rahaof Oyewole, CPA, GlA, CISA
Internal Auditor internat Auditor iV

%W " /g»hﬂw 7

Ricky Deguchl, CPA, CIA, CISA LCyrithia Varela, ClA

Chief Imternal Auditor Chief Internat Auditor

. v @’M

//Z/g,f’ %ﬁ/ e

Sirnt Khalsd, GPA Farid Saffar, CPA

Deputy Directorof Auditing Director of Auditing

May 9, 2012
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Appendix |

Frequency Disfribution of Alarm/Radio Notification fo On-Scene Times
by Incident Type'®

RESF'GN_EE '_FI_MES_ _—-T_urnnut & Travel

ALL EM5S

fice ep:
Ranges
D tD 1 2% L] [} I, =] a [u}
- 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 32,
- :'? ™ an 5% 3% 5% 3% 50, 2%, 5%
;23{'”' T a1 | 6% 0% | 15% gu; 14% 9% 13%
- ir:;’lf‘n 22% 5% 29%, 35% | 21% 359 20% 33%
;‘fj MR | 2ew% | 2% | 23% | eo% | 24w | so% | ozew | 57w
;58‘:;‘1’?” 17% | 78% 17% | 76% | 18% | 76% 18% | 76%
SO\ apn | oss% | 0% | oBs% | 10% | 88% | t1% | eev
tzgﬂ:?ﬂ 504, 53% 5% a1 av 92% 5% 529,
- %r[l':j 3% 96% 3% a5% 9%, 5% 3% 5%
=8 min
T 2% 98% 2% 87% 247, 97% 2% 98%
rmin
=10 min .
015 2%, 100% 3% 100% | 3% 100% 2%, 100%
min
=15 min
in 20 0% 100% 0% | de0w | 0% 100% 0% 100%
min
“=20min | 0% 100% 0% 100%, 0% 100% 0% 100%

" “rhere may be immaterial differances noted in the cumulative percentages as a result of munding the frequency
distibution percentages to the nearast whole number.
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AlL FIRE/NON-EMS

MCP

.~ RESPONSE TIMES — Tumout & Travel

M

=5 min

S . 825, g% 24% 10% 849, 10%, 85%,
t:"'“'ﬁ”l;’;: BY% 88%, 62 90% 5% B0% 6% 91%
;E'gmh 4%, 1% 304 93% 4% 94% 4% 944,
=8 min
to 10 2%, o4, 2%, 055 2% 5%, s 86%
1T
=t0min
16 5%, 05% 4%, 99% 4%, 0% 4% 100%
min
=15 i
t0 20 19, 95%, % 100% 0% 100% 0% 100%
miE
=30 min | 1% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 1600%
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Atl ADVANCED LIFE SUPPORT RESQURCE (PARAMEDIC}

_ RESFDNSE TIMES — Turnaut & Travel

EAE:
”r*n?n1 2% 2%, 2% 2%, 7% 2% 2% 2%,
tz 12 ’r‘:_.'“”_t 294 4%, 2t 4% 2% A% 20 A%
tf;gj?ﬂ 8% 12% 3% 12% 8% 12% 8% 12%
t: i”;’::l 186% 30% 20% 30% 159% 30% 19% 319
ti?ﬁl?n 20, BD% 23%, 5% 23% £3% 24% 54%
;55";'?” 18% 7O% 18% 73% 19% 73% 195 73%
t;% ':::'1 §29% B1% 11% BAY, 129 3% +2% A5%
i;?a‘"g,::“n 7% 88% 7% 81% 7% 50% 7% 1%
t;E'QTI:?n 4% a0% 4% 05% 4% 95% 4% 955,
=3 rin
to 18 3% 55% 2%, 07% 3% 57% 2% 97%
min
=10 min
to 15 4% ag% LA 100% 39, 100% 3% 100%
TTLre
=15 min
to 20 18 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100%
min
>20min | 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 100%
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ALL STRUCTURE FIRES
RESPONSE TIMES — Turno_u_t_ﬁf Travel

i Pre WGP MCE EME

4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3%
t;; nr:ﬂ % 13% 8% 12% 8% 12% 8% 11%
J2mm 1 o2i% | oaa% | 23% | 35% | 24w | 3w | 22% | 32%
;:-; r:f;:‘] 31% | es% | 32% | 66% | % | 7% | 32% | €5%
>4 min

to & min 25% B9Yh 23% 8% 24%, 9% 25% 80%
20 sec

=5 roain
20 sec 5% 4% 5% S4% 5% o7 % S% Chte
to & min

SOMn b gy ogs% | 3% | 97% | 4% | 100% | 4% [ 9%
to ¥ min

=7 min
o 8 i
=8 min
ka9 min
>0 min _
to 10 0% 100% 0% 106% 06 100%% 0% 100%
f1in
=10 min :
to 15 0% 100% 0% 100%, 0% 100% (M5 180%%
rhire
=15 min
to 20 0% 1005 5% 100% 0% 180% % 1004%
| N
=20 min 0% 1005% 085 . 100% 1% 100% 0% T00%

150 a95% 2% §9% (EE 1005 2% 10

1% 100% % 99% 0% 100% 0% 100%
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Appendix I

Response Times by Community Code

LAFDs CAD dafa idenfifies the community code where the incident is located. There
are seven community codes used by LAFD Metro Communications to help defermine
the dispaich orders, based on the incident location. These inciude:

East Los Angeles
Harbor City
Metro

San Fernando Valley
Santa Monica {note: while LAFD praviousiy provided dispatch services to the City of Santa
denica, it po longer does, as indicatad by the very low numberss noted in subsequent tables)

»  3an Pedro
= West Los Angeles

- & + 4 =

While these classifications indicate the general geographical area of the incidents that
required a response by LAFD, the Department dees not possess g map showing the
relative boundaries of these communities within the City, or the specific fire stations
included therein. As noted in the pig chars following, for a significant number of
incidents there was no cammunity code assigned. This further brings inte question the
accuracy and reliability of incident data noted in CAD. '

The following tables and charis provide a breakdown of the total incidents by community
code, for both EMS and Fire/Mon-EMS, as recorded in the Computer Aided Dispatch
system that we considered in our analysis. Using the methodology described in the
body of this report, each of these were separately analyzed to determine the total
response times for both EMS and Fire/Non-EMS incidents, by cach of the seven
community codes tdentified, which are provided as bar charts in subzeguent pages of

this Appendix.
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+-z%: AllEMS Ingidents {RA) By-Community Codd; . 3 1ty
Pre MCP | EMCP DP T iTatal
NoCode | 22,395 | 17,747 | 5048 | 6278 | 45318
ELA | 42,583 | 24,417 | 8571 | 32,892 | #8463
HEC 772 424 175 273 1,644
MET | 294,914 | 216,043 | 77,068 | 116,247 | 794,272
SV | 224,643 | 127,338 | 45431 | GL,GAD | 467,072
s | 23234 | zam ) g 26,548
D | 31491 | 17,716 | 6290 | 8,715 | 6€5241
TTWLn | 79587 | 45,671 | 16,477 | 24,544 | 185278
Total | 809,569 | 447,633 | 157,943 | 239,637 | 1,654,837

All Eifé/NOT-EMS Inéidents By Commuhity Coide
R R e
2348 | 2,519 755 1,240 5503
ELA 9003 | 4282 | 1629 | z884 12398
RBL 75 | 34 11 15 135
MET { 67,130 | 35536 | 12,133 | 19630 | 135403
i~ <rv | 43703 | 23,335 | BOGE | 12,124 | 85730
BETT T 842 1 ] 7,078
5P GE63 | 35446 | L1192 | 1,751 | 12890
WIA | 24404 | 13,388 | 4,559 | GI17 | 49269
Totel | 161,583 | £4,951 | 28349 | 44583 | 318512
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Al EMS Incidents by Community Code

B Mo Code - 2.7%
BLELA - 5.3%

= HEC - 0.104%
=|MET - 48%
SEFY- 2B 2%
LKA - 1.6%
mEPD -39

5 WES - I0%

All Firef/Nan-EMS Incidants

by Community Code

B Mo Code - 3%
M ElA- 5.8%

= HEC - 045
B [ET - 42.4%
LRy - 27 1%
EEMA- 22K .
ELD-4.1%

BWLA- L%



East Los Angeles EMS Incidenis
(Time in 5econds)

0 FLL 200 00 400

B Call Processing B Turnout Time B Travel Time

. 1

i %ﬂ:"‘ﬁg % ‘;w o 7 mi

op : -Ft‘*fﬂ-'*ﬁ ,}E_m ST miq

P .@51 '-'-5“‘ g 1 sac

7 i

EMCP e
DACP 7 min

B min
PRE-hCP 43 see

a 108 200 300 400
B Call Processing & Turnout Time = Travel Time
East Los Angeles Fire/Mon-EMS Incidents
{Fime In Seconds)
7 min
op

B min .

56 sac

ERICP

& min

RACE 55 5ec

7 min

PRE-hCE 3 coc
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Harbor City EMS Incidents
{Time in Seconds)

B min
BP 33 sec

AP & min

28 5eC

rCPE & min

48 sp¢

FRE-MCF B min

51 sec

(r 100 200 a0a 400
& Cafl Processing BTUrnowt Time & Travel Time
Harbor City Fire/Nan-EMS Incidents
{Tirne in Seconds}

H 1
np e 5 min 40 sec |
I !
! |
£MCE .5
7 rin
MeP 23 58
PRE-MCH 7 mn
20zec

a 100 200 300 4041

B Call Processing . B TurnoutTime 3 Travel Time
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Metro EMS Incidants
{Tirme in Seconds)

B @l
57see

& min
58 ger

& mln
56 sec

& min

PRE-MCP
39 cer

- B Call Processing BTurpout Time & Travel Time

Metro Firef/Non-EMS Incidents
{Time in Seconds)

G min
2isre

Dp

b min
22zec

Ay i )
T ¥

T,

EMCP

B rin

BCFP 25 580

B min

PRE-MCE 35 sere

1] 100 200 300 200
B Cailf Processing & Turnout Time B Trave| Time
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PRE-MLCF

San Fernando Yalley EMS Incidentis
{Time in Seconds)

oo 200 30 100

& Call Processing BTurnoutTime & Travel| Time

7 min
14 sep

7 mein
15 sec

T min
1% sec

B min
52 sog

P

ERACP

BCF

PRE-}CHK

San Fernando Valiey Fire/Non-EMS Incidents
{Time in seconds}

sETEveenE

ST,
i é
e N R e

100 200 300 A00

A Call Processing @ Turnout Time % Travel Time

7 min
3 cac

7 min
20 se

7 min
Ssec

T min
17 sec
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5anta Monica EMS Incidents
{Time in seconds)
I I ;
op Irsufficient data (fawer than 10 incidents) 1o caloulate 2verages |
1
! ; ; : :
. ! : ! !
EMCE Insaffigient data fewer than 10 incldents) (o catoulate averages :
2
r
WICF .
1
|
l
FPRE-MCF :
é ' !
1
a 144 200 200 400
8 Caff Processing B Turnout Time B Travel Time ;
RO |
5anta Monica Fire/Mon-EMS Incidants
{Time in seconds}
| ) 1 ; :
b
9] Insulfleend, dala fewer than 10 Incldents) 1o caloulate averages ' !
1
1 i ! Fl
| : | : |
EMCE Imsarificien] data (fewsr than 10 incidenls) 1o matcuiale averages :

PRE:MCP

o 100 200 200 A00

B Call Processing  BTwnowtTime B Travel Time

NOTE: in previous years, LAFD provided dispatch services for the City of Santa
Mornica. This service Is no longer provided.
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San Pedro ENS Incidents
{Time in seconds)

3; Fmm
BF 14 sec
i
.E ERCP 7 min
i 12 seC
! MCE 7 min
| 10 sec
| :
1: 3B ser
100 200 300 400
,I 5 Call Processing BTurnaut Time 2 Travel Time
I
S5an Pedro FirefNon-ERS Incidents
i (Time in Seconds)
i : !
i : & min
R 58 sec
ERACH 7 min
2 sen
MACE 7 min
15 sec
{PRE-MCP 7 min
i 16 sec

& Call Processing Turnout Tine

300 a0

M| Travel Time
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West Los Angeles EMS Incidenis
{Time in secands)

104 200 300 400

Call Frocessing Turnout Time & Travel Time

39

: op 7 min
27 sar
EMCP 7 min
3 ser
L L 7 min
MCE L
- :I':'_' 1"- 30 sae
7 min
i PRE-MCP
15 5ee
1a0 200 200 400
; 8 Call Processing B Turnout Tirme & Travel Time
L . H
) . ) |
West Los Angeles Fire/Non-EMS Incidents ;
{Time in seconds)
7 mtin
oF 9 sec
EbACP 7 min
23 sec
BICE 7min
22 sec
PRE-MCP 7 min
44 sec




LAFD Average Turnout Time (in seconds)

Appendix I
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Farcentage of First Ambulance Arrival Meeting LAFD Internal Goal

o0% at@
min, &r 205% S0% 0% 0%
[ess

LAFB avg. | 5mind0 | 5mindl | 5 min | 5 min 47

time see sEC 42 sec sac * 7 sec.
o0% at 8 :
R R e min. or T4t 72% T0% T8%
irst BL3 Transport,. less
ul;
] LAFG avg. | 7min11 | Tmin22 | Fmin | 7min3
-8 sec.

time =T SEC 24 sec ser

Percentage of First Ambulance Arrival Meeting LAFD Internal Goal
and Average Arrival Time for Fire/Non-EMS Incidents '

pib.
nCP
a0%h =t 9
mir. ar 88% BE% 084 B9,
less
| LAFD avg. [ 5min. { &min22 | Smin &min .20
time 41 see SEC 12 sec 21 sec set.
o0oh at9
min. or a83% 81% 52% 32%
bess
LAFD avg, | &mim. B min. 6 min B min B sec
time P9sec | A7 sec | 22 e 23 sep ) '

" As with the ather response times presented in the report, these gvarage times are based on all
incidents, emergency and non-emergency.

"* The LAFD established performance metrics for ALS and BLS transport arfival for EMS incidents. The
performance metric is the same for Fire/fNon-EMS incidents, alihough it does not distinguish bebweaen
ALS or BLS transpaort. For comparison purposes, we followed the same ALS and BLS disiinction for
Fire/Mon-EMS Incidents.
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