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Mr. Michagl C. Madden
Director of Public Safety
City of St. Johns

109 E. State Street

PO Box 477

St. Johns, M1 48879-0477

Dear Mr. Madden,

We have completed the Analysis of the Potential for Fire Services Consolidation focusing on the
City of St. Johns and several neighboring townships. This final report contains the findings and
conclusions resulting from this analysis and suggestions for future operations and fire services
consolidation.

We appreciate the cooperation extended to us by representatives of each of the fire, or other agencies
contacted for this study. In most cases we found these individuals to be cooperative, candid and
willing to offer suggestions for improving the provision of fire and emergency services to the greater
St. Johns and Clinton County area. However, in other instances, we were unable to obtain a high
level of cooperation or accurate and complete operational data. Unfortunately, this has limited our
analysis — particularly as pertaining to Clinton Area Fire and Rescue. Despite this limitation, we are
confident that our report findings and recommendations will be of value to the City of St. Johns in
considering future options for the provision of fire services.

We have sincerely enjoyed this opportunity to work with the City of St. Johns. Should you have
guestions concerning this report, please do not hesitate to contact me at 517-841-4912.

Very truly yours,

REHMANN ROBSON

T 7%

Mark W. Nottley, Principal
Governmental Consulting Division

675 Robinson Road  P.O. Box 449 Jackson M| 49204 Phone517.787.6503 FAX 517.788.8111  www.rehmann.com
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SECTION |

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

In June 2007, Rehmann Robson was retained by the City of St. Johns to conduct an analysis of
the potential for consolidating fire services with those of surrounding townships. In conducting
the review, it has been our intention to provide the City with a thorough assessment that will
facilitate future decision making on thisimportant issue. Toward this end, the evaluation has
considered:

The service area and service scope

The operations of the St. Johns Fire Department (SJFD) and Clinton Area Fire and
Rescue (CAFR)

Opportunities for improving SJFD’ s operational systems
The issues and obstacles pertaining to consolidation and/or service contract

The most reasonabl e and feasible approach for combining fire operations.

QUALIFICATIONSOF OUR CONSULTING TEAM

To conduct the study, we assembled a consulting team with the requisite consulting and technical
experience. Project consultants included:

Mark Nottley, Principa for Governmental Consulting for Rehmann Robson’s
Governmental Consulting Division performed the bulk of the consulting work. He has
performed more than one-hundred fifty management studies for Michigan®
municipalities including extensive experience in evaluating:

- Fire, police and emergency medical operations
- Police and fire scheduling

- Overtime occurrence and reduction

- Public safety contracts and Act 312 strategies

- Dispatch systems

- Motor pool and vehicle maintenance operations
- Emergency medical upgrades and conversions
- Fire output measures.

Aslead consultant, he was responsible for the fieldwork portion of the project, the
evauation of study findings, development of recommendations and final report
preparation. A listing of his prior experienceisincluded in Appendix A.



Paul Trinka, Subcontract Consultant to our consulting team provided technical input in
the areas of fire workload, equipment, and facilities and procedures. Mr. Trinkaworks
frequently with our lead consultant on fire operations analyses and brings a professiona
fire perspective to the overall analysis. Heisthe Fire Chief for the City of Adrian, past
Fire Chief for the City of Sturgis and isinvolved in many fire professional activities such
as grant evaluation for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

METHODOLOGY

In conducting the study, we have obtained information from a number of sources, including:
On-site interviews with firefighting personnel in both fire departments

Interviews with elected officials of the City and numerous Clinton County
townships

Interviews with CAFR board representatives
Interviews with representatives of other areafire agencies

Interviews with representatives of the ambulance authority and private ambulance
company

Ongoing data gathering intended to gain afull understanding of the two fire
departments and the Clinton County emergency system more broadly

Collection of benchmark data from other Michigan fire departments

Research related to specific issues and concerns.

MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on information obtained from these sources, we have compiled this final report document.
The report is organized as follows:

Section 11: A summary of the background issues surrounding the study.
Section I11:  Findings and conclusions related to five key areas including:
— Overview of the Service Area
— City of St. Johns Fire Department
— Clinton Area Fire and Rescue
—  Summary of Issues and Obstacles Related to Service Consolidation
— Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority.

Section I'V: A suggested course-of-action.



In regard to Section |11, specific conclusions are asfollows:

A. Overview of the Service Environment
1. THE POPULATION OF THE SERVICE AREA ISCONTRACTING.
Since 2000, population has declined in St. Johns and neighboring townships
Future community growth will likely be static

2. ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, AND IN TURN, FINANCIAL WHEREWITHAL IS
ALSO DECLINING.

Building activity has also declined markedly

Incentives are strong for considering a mor e efficient system of fire services

B. City of St. Johns Fire Department

1 SIFD APPEARSTO BE A WELL STRUCTURED AND RESPONSIVE FIRE
SERVICE.

Responsetimes are typically 4-5 minutes

Turnout isstrong —a problem in many other fire agencies

2. SIFD’'SCALL VOLUME ISLOW. THISCAN BE PROBLEMATIC FROM
BOTH BUDGETARY AND OPERATIONAL PERSPECTIVES.

Comparisonsare provided, SIFD hasa very low call volume
With such alow call volume, economy-of-scale is poor

3. SIFD’SPAY LEVELSARE COMPARATIVELY HIGH.
Compared to a benchmark sample
‘Stand-by” pay increases compensation significantly

4. SIFD WOULD BENEFIT FROM SOME UPGRADESIN OPERATING
PRACTICES.

A succession plan should be developed and implemented
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Standard operating procedures should be developed
SIFD'SEQUIPMENT APPEARSTO BE MORE THAN ADEQUATE.
Capital replacement has been morethan satisfactory

Some suggestions are made regar ding replacement and usage

C. Clinton Area Fire and Rescue

THE CAFR OPERATION ISEXPENSIVE, IN PART, DUE TO ONGOING DEBT
OBLIGATIONS.

Debt obligations comprise 44% of the FY 2007-08 budget

Fire expenses account for 35% - 40% of each communities’ General Fund

CAFR HASBEEN LOOSELY ADMINISTERED FROM ITSINCEPTION —
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES ARE APPARENT.

A number of administrative and equipment deficiencies ar e discussed

It would be difficult to consider service consolidation from a “level playing
field” dueto CAFR’s current condition

DATA REGARDING CAFR RESPONSE |S SPARSE. TURNOUT MAY BE A
CONCERN.

Turnout may beageneral problem, and for Victor Township particularly

Medical first response may not be needed at current levels

D. Summary of |ssues and Obstacles Related to Consolidation

IF A FIRE CONSOLIDATION AND/OR SERVICE CONTRACT OCCURS, IT
SHOULD NOT INCLUDE VICTOR TOWNSHIP.

St. Johnswould be the primary response base for a consolidated operation

Victor istoo distant and would be better served by Laingsburg or others



2. A JOINT SERVICE AGREEMENT SHOULD ALSO NOT INCLUDE THE
MAPLE RAPIDSOR DALLASFIRE DEPARTMENTS.

The service areas are too distant
Each agency isstructured in a cost effective manner
3. THE ISSUE OF CAFR DEBT OBLIGATION WOULD NEED TO BE RESOLVED
PRIOR TO ANY CONSOLIDATION WITH BINGHAM AND GREENBUSH
TOWNSHIPS. THIS, AND OTHER FINANCIAL ISSUES, SUPPORTSTHE

CONTENTION THAT A SERVICE CONTRACT WOULD BE A BETTER
OPTION.

A dissolution process would be lengthy and possibly contentious
St. Johnswould lose decision making power in a new authority

A return to a contract arrangement would be morerealistic

E. Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority

1 THE ISSUE OF THE CAASFACILITY LOCATION SHOULD REMAIN
SEPARATE FROM ANY DECISIONMAKING REGARDING FIRE SERVICES.

The CAASfacility issueis separate, unrelated to fire
It should be considered and resolved within that context

2. LONGER-TERM, CAASSHOULD NOT BE INTEGRATED WITH SIFD, CAFR
OR ANY FIRE SERVICE.

The ambulance authority has a defined and manageable mission

An expansion into medical services may jeopardize the paid-on-call system
In regard to Section 1V, our suggestionsfor the future are asfollows:

1 THE CITY SHOULD OFFER THE CONTIGUOUS COMMUNITIESA SERVICE
AGREEMENT.

Bengal, Bingham and Greenbush Townshipsto contract for services

A hybrid system could be developed to alleviate response time concer ns
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THE SERVICE MODEL COULD INCORPORATE ADDITIONAL FACILITIES
AND RESOURCESPROVIDED BY THE RESPECTIVE TOWNSHIPS.

One satellite facility could be located in each township

General response could be supplemented by satellite response as needed

Thefire department could berenamed the St. Johns Area Fire Department
IFINSTITUTED, THE SUGGESTED SERVICE MODEL SHOULD BE
ACCOMPANIED BY ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGESAND SOME ADDITIONS
TO STAFFING.

Each satellite facility would require dedicated staffing

Overall staffing could beincreased by 10-12 firefighters from CAFR pool

MEDICAL FIRST RESPONSE COULD BE CURTAILED OR PROVIDED AS A
SEPARATE TOWNSHIP SERVICE AND COST CENTER.

Optionsare presented for curtailing MFR service

If serviceisdesired, satellite facilities could provideit

THE PRIOR FUNDING FORMULA WOULD BE AN EQUITABLE METHOD
FOR ASSIGNING FIRE DEPARTMENT COSTS.

All communities, except Bengal Township, would see a cost reduction
Township serviceswould be morereliable and consistent

Greenbush and Bingham Townships could reduce futur e expenses
considerably
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SECTION Il

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

The City of St. Johnsis the established city for central and northern Clinton County. In this
situation, other more rural communities have historically looked to the City for municipal
services provision, through contract or other agreement.

Prior to 2002, this was the case for fire services. Related, the St. Johns Fire Department (SJFD)
provided fire suppression services to three contiguous communities including the Townships of
Bingham, Greenbush and Bengal. In regard to Bingham and Greenbush, this relationship
effectively ended with the establishment of Clinton Area Fire and Rescue (CAFR) in June 2001;
though SJFD continued to service the communitiesin 2002.

During its short existence, CAFR has been the center of a number of ongoing controversies
related to grant administration, purchasing practices, capital acquisition and overall management.
The agency has experienced repeated turnover in the Fire Chief position and is currently
undergoing a significant level of scrutiny regarding financial practices. Essentially, CAFR has
struggled to return the high level of cost benefit and service continuity envisioned by its
founding communities: Victor, Bingham and Greenbush Townships.

Concurrently, the St. Johns Fire Department has continued to provide a consistent and adequate
level of fire protection to the City of St. Johns and a portion of Bengal Township. However, the
loss of the contracted municipalities has reduced SIFD’ s economy of scale. Fire runs are much
less frequent and fire operational costs are now fully borne by the City (net of a modest service
fee charged to Bengal Township). Essentialy, a positive, cost sharing agreement has been
disrupted — at a particularly challenging point-in-time.

Related to this, many Michigan cities and townships are aggressively looking at methods for
reducing costs through intergovernmental service agreements. The motivations for this are
numerous and include shrinking tax bases, rising employee costs, the property tax limitations
imposed by the Headlee Amendment and Proposal A, and the continuing reductions in State of
Michigan revenue sharing. All of these factors have created a negative financial trend at the local
government level. Like other communities, the City of St. Johns and its neighboring townships
are affected by these financial pressures and are continually challenged to “do more with less.”

Recognizing this situation, the St. Johns City Council commissioned a study focusing on the
potential cost advantages and feasibility of combining the operations of SJFD with those of the
neighboring townships. This might include areturn to a contract arrangement or the
establishment of afire authority. Selected to perform this study, we proceeded to conduct a
thorough analysis of the issues pertaining to fire services consolidation. The results of this study
are contained in the following sections of the report.

In regard to the presentation of the study’ s findings, we have attempted to create a readable
document that summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of the current system and specifies the
various obstacles that must be addressed if afire services consolidation was to move forward.
Thisanaysisis contained in the following Section I11. Our conclusions and recommendations are
then formulated from this analysis and presented in Section V.
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SECTION I11

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this section of the report we present our findings and conclusions pertaining to the
organization and operations of the St. Johns Fire Department (SJFD), and the operations of
Clinton Area Fire and Rescue (CAFR), Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority (CAAS) and
other agencies. An overview of the service areais aso provided and the various issues and
obstacles related to service consolidation are examined. To facilitate review of the report we
have divided the discussion into the following subsections.

Overview of the Service Environment

City of St. Johns Fire Department

Clinton Area Fire and Rescue

Summary of 1ssues and Obstacles Related to Service Consolidation
Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority.

moowz

Each areais discussed separately in the following pages.

A. Overview of the Service Environment

Exhibit 1, contained on the following page, provides an illustration of the network of fire
agencies that service Clinton County. With afew exceptions, fire suppression services are
performed exclusively by paid-on-call or volunteer firefighters. Many of the agencies also
provide medical first response (MFR), and a number either provide service to, or have fostered
cooperative working arrangements with communities and/or fire agencies in neighboring
counties.

Essentially, Clinton County is comprised of many rural areas and the fire districts and response
systems support thismodel. Exceptions include the more densely popul ated service areas —
mostly located in the southern tier of townships or the City of St. Johns.

In regard to this study, our primary focusis the City of St. Johns, and its contiguous communities
(i.e. Bingham and Greenbush Townships, and, to alesser extent, Bengal Township). We have
also conducted interviews and site visits with elected officials from other communities and fire
agencies (including Maple Rapids Fire Department and Fowler Fire Department) and have
concluded that these agencies, while valuable for mutual aid, are not viable candidates for
consolidation or service contract with St. Johns in the immediate future. As discussed in the
report, both appear to operate professional, committed, low-cost fire agencies, while successfully
serving the residents of their assigned geographic areas. However, distance and population
density dictate against the creation of a combined fire department that could service such alarge
area of Clinton County in amanner that would be cost-effective and responsive.

In this subsection of the report we examine several features of the service environment that apply
to all fire departments in Clinton County. Our objectiveisto build on this base to determine the
viability and potential advantages of a combined fire service that would serve the City of St.
Johns and its contiguous communities. Key findings are included in the following pages.
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THE POPULATION OF THE SERVICE AREA ISCONTRACTING.

During the period 1990-2006, Clinton County experienced afairly significant population
increase of approximately 20%. Thisisillustrated in the following Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2
Historic and Estimated Population Growth for Clinton County
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Source: US Census Bureau

The mgjority of this growth occurred in the southern tier of the County, reflecting an
outward migration from the Lansing area.

However, as seen, in Exhibit 3, the greater St. Johns area a so shared in this growth spurt,
realizing a population increase of nearly 12% during the period 1990-2000. However, as
also seen in the exhibit, since 2000, the communities listed in Exhibit 3, in aggregate, are
estimated to have lost population in each succeeding bi-annual period.
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Exhibit 3
Historic and Estimated Growth
City of St. Johns, Bingham Township and Greenbush Township
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The loss of population is not unexpected, and in fact mirrors the trend in most rural areas
throughout the State. However, in evaluating fire services, it does provide some
indication that future community growth will be static or declining — indicating a need to
curtail future service scope, and if possible, consolidate current assets to achieve amore
efficient economy-of-scale.

Essentially, alesser or static service base is a factor that should be considered in planning
for, and evaluating the future of fire services provided to the greater St. Johns area. Costs
related to equipment, facilities and personnel should all be considered within this
equation — as the communities consider designing a model that will service the areain the
most progressive and cost efficient manner.

ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, AND IN TURN, FINANCIAL WHEREWITHAL IS
AL SO DECLINING.

As seen in the following Exhibit 4, Clinton County experienced steady building activity
throughout the period 2000-2004. However, a decline in new construction beganin
2004, with a precipitous (and continuing) decline in new residential building permits.
Related to this, it is apparent that Clinton County, and in turn the St. Johns area, is, and
will likely continue to be, affected by the decline in the financial and housing markets
that has impacted the State of Michigan so heavily.
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Exhibit 4
Historic Residential Building Permitsfor Clinton County
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Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission

The recovery from this economic downturn is expected to be slow, with the total impact
still unknown. In regard to the local area, population and economic projections prepared
by the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission are being revised, and many
economists are predicting a continuing economic stagnation into the next decade.

As previously mentioned, the continuation of this trend will negatively impact the St.
Johns' area governments in several ways, including:

Reduced property valuations and related tax receipts.

A continuation of State of Michigan revenue shortfals, and corresponding
loss of state-shared revenue payments.

Reductions in other revenue streams ranging from building fees to utility
connections.

A growing inability to generate the revenue streams necessary to finance
increases in operating costs.

In this situation, the City of St. Johns, Bingham Township, Greenbush Township and
other area communities have strong incentives for considering the consolidation of fire
services. A static service environment, coupled with the likelihood of a challenging
fiscal environment, dictate a more prudent approach to resource alocation. A
consolidated service, properly conceived, could assure the most efficient use of area
resources directed toward fire suppression and rel ated services.
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B. City of St. Johns Fire Department

The St. Johns Fire Department is a paid-on-call fire operation with a current staffing level of 20.
The organization of SIFD isillustrated in the following Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5
St. Johns Fire Department
Current Organization

Source:; St. Johns Fire Department
Key findings regarding SJFD include the following.

1 SIFD APPEARSTO BE A WELL STRUCTURED AND RESPONSIVE FIRE
SERVICE.

SJFD isatraditional fire suppression operation with some fire prevention programming.
Medical first response is not provided — due largely to the in-city location of the Clinton
Area Ambulance Service Authority and Clinton Memorial Hospital.
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As abasic fire suppression operation, SIFD appears to be well structured and responsive.
Response times to service calls are typically in the 4-5 minute range* and turnout is more
than adequate.

In regard to the latter, acommon problem for paid-on-call agenciesis the uncertainty
regarding firefighter turnout. Some departments simply have insufficient levels of
personnel responding on one or more shifts, while others have problems motivating
employees to respond to a high percentage of calls. Thisis particularly problematic for
daytime response for some departments, asillustrated in Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 6
Comparison of Average Response
Average manpower responseto a call
City/Township Day Afternoon Night
City of St. Johns 10-15 15 10-15
Clinton Area Fire and Rescue 55 Unknown Unknown
Swartz Creek Area Fire 7-12 15-23 12-20
Clio Area Fire Authority 10 - 13
Davison-Richfield Fire Authority 5-7 6-12 8-15
DeWitt Area Fire 6-10 6-10 6-10
DeWitt Township 3-6 312 4-12
City of Fenton I 7 15
Fenton Township 6 6 20
Flushing Area Fire 5 5 10-15
Genesee Township Central Fire Dept. 12 12 14
L SW Emergency Services Fire Division 11 11 17
Milford Township 7 13 4
Mundy Township 10 15 10-15

* Response problems cited by former Fire Chief
12 hr shift: 6am-6pm; 6pm-6am

12 hr night shift: 6p-6a

Source: Rehmann Robson survey

As seen in Exhibit 6, SIFD does not experience turnout problems — and generates
sufficient turnout strength across all shifts. This can be generally attributed to three
factors:

1 It must be noted that actual response times cannot be established for SIFD or CAFR due to the ongoing practice
of having a command vehicle respond independently. E-911 records only the first arrival (typically the command
vehicle) — not the fire suppression unit. Thus, response time statistics are not reliable as currently reported.
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Virtually all SIFD personnel either reside or are employed in the City, and, as
such, are readily available for service.

A significant portion of compensation is dependent upon achieving ahigh
turnout rate (an issue discussed later in the report).

Morale, and in turn, commitment, appears to be high among firefighters
interviewed for this report.

Essentially, the City has provided the backdrop for a successful paid-on-call operation.
Equipment is high-quality, administrative and records management support is strong and
compensation is more than equitable. In turn, the firefighting cadre has performed in a
more than satisfactory manner.

SIFD’'SCALL VOLUME ISLOW. THISCAN BE PROBLEMATIC FROM
BOTH BUDGETARY AND OPERATIONAL PERSPECTIVES.

As seen in the following Exhibit 7, SIFD’ s total call volumeis significantly lower than
any of the twelve fire agencies surveyed for this study.

Exhibit 7
Comparison of Total Call-Outsin 2006

City/Township Fire-related M edical Other | Total Callsfor Service
City of St. Johns 47 0 15 62
Clinton Area Fire and Rescue 111 184 0* 295
Swartz Creek Area Fire 141 0 72 213
Clio Area Fire Authority 192 0 117 309
Davison-Richfield Fire Authority 216 47 82 345
DeWitt Area Fire 20 223 34 277
DeWitt Township 169 754 75 998
City of Fenton 84 216 242 542
Fenton Township 60 422 194 676
Flushing Area Fire 108 0 160 268
Genesee Township Central Fire Dept. 243 0 7 250
L SW Emergency Services Fire Division 98 328 0 426
Milford Township 109 654 327 1,090
Mundy Township 83 508 159 750
AVERAGE 127 263 122 512

* Statistics not provided by CAFR
Note: SIFD and CAFR are not included in average
Source: Rehmann Robson survey
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Some of this can be attributed to the fact that SIFD does not respond to medical calls.
However, some agencies included in the survey group aso forego this service, yet still
record asignificantly higher cal level. Infact, SIFD’s lower call volume can be
generally attributed to two factors, including:

SJFD services avery limited geographic area of four square miles of city
proper. The contract with Bengal Township expands this areato atotal of 19
miles, however, call volume in the Township is extremely light (i.e. four fire
callsin 2006).

SJFD’s call volume has been reduced in recent years through the assignment
of some duties to on-duty police personnel, or simply curtailment of response
activities.

In regard to the latter point, the Public Safety Director has sought to reduce call-out costs
associated with fire response by assigning responsibility for some non-emergency or low
risk duties to police personnel. Asexamples, some calls-for-service related to electrical
lines or illegal burns are now handled by on-duty police officers. Additionaly,
firefighters no longer automatically respond for all routine washdowns and/or traffic
accidents.

As seen in Exhibit 8, the eimination of these, and other service calls, has reduced call
volume (as reported by Clinton County E-911) by more than 40% since 2003.

Exhibit 8
St. Johns Fire Department
Historic Service Calls Dispatched By E-911

107
~.
. 62 62
il o1 *
2003 2004 2005 2006

Source: Clinton County E-911 Annual Reports
Note: Includes Police Department responses
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For al practical purposes, the Director should be recognized for his successful effortsin
reducing unnecessary service call volume and associated costs. Whilethisis our
position, it can also be seen that the reduction in service calls has reduced the workload
of the Fire Department to an extremely low level. In turn, cost benefit has been reduced.

By way of explanation, Exhibit 9 provides a comparison of budget and cost ratios
between SIFD and other surveyed fire departments.

Exhibit 9
Comparison of Budget and Cost Ratios

Cost Per
Population Annual Cost Per | Total Service | Call for
City/Township Served Budget Capita Calls Service
City of St. Johns 8,004 $252,277 $31.52 62 $4,069
Clinton Area Fire & Rescue 7,863 $401,812 $51.10 295 $1,362
Swartz Creek AreaFire 13,000 $282,472 $21.73 213 $1,326
Clio Area Fire Authority 25,000 $425,880 $17.04 309 $1,378
Davison-Richfield Fire Authority 35,000 $600,000 $17.14 345 $1,739
DeWitt Area Fire 9,500 $273,150 $28.75 277 $986
DeWitt Township 13,144 $600,000 $45.65 998 $601
City of Fenton 18,000 $636,434 $35.36 542 $1,174
Fenton Township 25,000 $600,000 $24.00 676 $388
Flushing Area Fire 19,000 $160,000 $8.42 268 $597
Genesee Township Central Fire Dept. 16,000 $165,000 $10.31 250 $660
L SW Emergency Services Fire Division 8,000 $180,000 $22.50 426 $423
Milford Township 16,500 $1,032,478 $62.57 1,090 $947
Mundy Township 14,600 $500,000 $34.25 750 $667
AVERAGE 17,729 $454,618 $27.31 512 $949

Notes: SIFD and CAFR are not included in average.
SJIFD run total differs from Exhibit 8 — total runs reported

Source: Rehmann Robson survey

As seen in the exhibit, SIFD isfairly close to the twelve agency average in regard to
budget cost per capita, while CAFR is nearly double. However, dueto itslow call
volume, SJFD’ s per call cost is more than four times that of the average. Essentially,
there is not sufficient call volume to realize a reasonable economy of scale.

One option for reducing this cost imbalance would be to reduce operating costs. Wages
are the most significant variable cost, and would be the most likely areatargeted for cost
reduction. However, awage reduction could also make the firefighting assignment less
desirable — thereby risking areduction in personnel and associated response strength.
Thisissueis discussed in the following finding.
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SIFD'SPAY LEVELSARE COMPARATIVELY HIGH.

As discussed above, SJFD can be seen as arelatively expensive fire operation —if
measured by cost per service call. In regard to budgetary cost, the majority of
expenditures (as in other fire departments) are associated with personnel. Related,

SJFD’ s personnel budget was $111,665 in FY 2006-07 — roughly 44% of the budget total,
or $1,084 per service call.

One method of evaluating the reasonableness of personnel costsisto compare wage
levelsto those of other fire agencies. However, the comparison of pay levels between
fire classifications can be difficult due to the differences in hours, assignments,
perquisites and other factors. While recognizing this, we have collected information
related to pay and included this information in several following exhibits.

Exhibit 10
Comparison of 2007 Fire Chief and Assistant Chief Wages
Fire Chief Assistant Chief
Per Per
City/Township BasePay | Stipend | Run/hr. | Training Base Pay Stipend | Run/hr. | Training
City of St. Johns $3,500 $1,735 | $16.00 $16.00 | $2,600 - $3,200 | $1,735 | $16.00 $16.00
Clinton Area Fire &
Rescue $5,160 $8.00 8.00 $2,800 $8.00 $8.00
Swartz Creek Area Fire $29,211 $14.68 | $14.68 $4,860 $14.98 | $14.98
Clio Area Fire Authority $17,825 $600 $13,368 $600
Davison-Richfield Fire
Authority $49,000 $800 $14,000 - -
DeWitt AreaFire $15,600 $2,000 $12.00 $12.00
DeWitt Township $61,000 $2,652 - $14.97 $14.97
City of Fenton** $56,000 - $3,500 | $15.00 $15.00
Fenton Township $59,000 - - -
Flushing AreaFire $28,100 $2,100 | $1144 | $11.44
Genesee Township
Central Fire Dept. $4,641 $11.47 $11.47 $3,646 $11.47 $11.47
L SW Emergency
Services Fire Division $6,000 $12.00 $12.00 $4,000 - $12.00 $12.00
Milford Township $67,600 $3,900 | $14.00 | $14.00
Mundy Township $60,000 $5,628 | $13.77 $13.77
North Oakland County
Fire Authority $55,000 $19.00 $20.00 $4,000 | $19.00 $20.00

Source: Rehmann Robson survey

As seen in Exhibit 10, the Fire Chief and Assistant Chief positions may receive several
forms of compensation. Moreover, some Fire Chiefsin our sample are full-time, or

dedicated half-time, and accordingly receive a higher base wage.
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In addition to the above, Exhibit 11, below, summarizes information regarding run pay
and vehicle use among the Fire Chiefs. These factors should also be considered in
evaluating relative compensation for the Fire Chief’ s position.

Exhibit 11
Comparison of Fire Chief Run Pay and Vehicle Use

Doesthe Fire

Doesthe Fire Chief

If yes, isthe use of the

Chief get per run get a personal vehicle limited or

City/Township pay? vehicle? unlimited?
City of St. Johns Yes No -
Clinton Area Fire & Rescue Yes No -
Swartz Creek Area Fire Yes No -
Clio Area Fire Authority No Yes Limited
Davison-Richfield Fire Authority No Yes Limited
DeWitt Area Fire No No -
DeWitt Township No No -
City of Fenton No Yes Limited
Fenton Township No Yes Unlimited
Flushing Area Fire No No -
Genesee Township Central Fire Dept. Yes No -
L SW Emergency ServicesFire
Division Yes No -
Milford Township No Yes Unlimited
Mundy Township No Yes Limited
North Oakland County Fire
Authority Yes Yes Unlimited

After hourscalls
Source: Rehmann Robson survey

Reviewing the information contained in Exhibits 10 and 11 can be burdensome, due to
the lack of standardization. However, having collected and reviewed this data at some
length, we have summarized the following, as pertaining to the SJFD positions.

At first glance, the SIFD Fire Chief appears grossly underpaid. However,
other factors must be considered. Specificaly:

- The SJIFD Fire Chief works very limited hours (though the Chief is on-
call oneweek in every three). The mgority of the other Chiefsin the
survey are full-time or work a 20-hour or greater work week.

- The SJIFD Fire Chief appears to be lower-paid than other limited-duty
Chiefs such asthose in CAFR, LSW and Genesee Township.
However, the SIFD Fire Chief recelves alarge stipend that effectively
boosts the base wage to a comparable level.
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Similar to the three other Fire Chiefs noted above, the SIFD Fire Chief
receives pay for run and training time, abeit at higher levels. The Fire
Chief does not receive a personal vehicle —a perk more often granted

to full-time Fire Chiefs.

SJIFD’s Assistant Chief pay appears generally comparable and is above
average when the stipend is considered. Like most other Assistant
Chiefs, SIFD’ s Assistant Chiefs receive run and training pay.

Exhibit 12 continues the comparison of pay for other Officers and the Firefighter rank.

Comparison of 2007 Captain, Lieutenant and Firefighter Wages

Exhibit 12

Captain Lieutenant Firefighter
Base Per Base Per Per
City/Township Pay Stipend | Run/hr. | Training | Pay | Stipend | Run/hr. | Training | Stipend | Run/hr. | Training

City of St. Johns $300 $1,735 | $16.00 $16.00 $600 | $1,735 | $16.00 $16.00 $1,735 | $16.00 $16.00
Clinton AreaFire &
Rescue $250 $8.00 $8.00 $150 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00

$1,860- $9.04- $9.04-
Swartz Creek AreaFire $3,600 $14.23 14.23* | $1,560 $13.16 13.16* $14.98 $14.98
ClioAreaFire Authority | $1,023 $14.06 $14.06 $569 $14.06 $14.06 $14.06 $14.06
Davison-Richfield Fire
Authority $3,000 $13-$17 | $13.90 | $3,000 $13-$17 | $13.90 $13-$17 | $13.90
DeWitt Area Fire $1,500 $12.00 $12.00 - = > $12.00 $12.00
DeWitt Township $2,122 = $16.14 $16.14 | $1,591 = $16.14 $16.14 $16.14 $16.14
City of Fenton - $2,500 | $15.00 $15.00 - $2,000 | $15.00 $15.00 $15.00 $15.00
Fenton Township $2,400 - $19.00 - $1,625 - $19.00 - $13-$19 | $13-$19
Flushing Area Fire = $900 $10.86 $10.86 - $600 $10.50 $10.50 $9.87 $9.87
Genesee Township
Central Fire Dept. $2,984 $11.47 $11.47 | $2,271 $11.47 $11.47 $11.47 $11.47
L SW Emergency
Services Fire Division $600 - - $12.00 $400 - - $12.00 $12.00 | $12.00
Milford Township = $3,000 | $16.00 $16.00 - $2,100 | $16.00 $16.00 $8-$16 $8-$16
Mundy Township $2,814 | $13.77 $13.77 $2,252 | $13.77 $13.77 $13.77 $13.77
North Oakland County
Fire Authority $3,500 | $19.00 $20.00 $1,700 | $19.00 $20.00 $12-$17 | $20.00

* Average of multiple wages
Source: Rehmann Robson survey

Based on our review of Exhibit 12, we have noted the following:

SJFD’ s hourly rate of $16 per run is near the top of the range.

The $1,735 stipend, awarded to the vast mgjority of the SIFD firefighters, isa

perquisite not received by firefightersin any of the surveyed agencies. It
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could be argued that the stipend (i.e. stand-by pay) is SIFD’s method of
equalizing total compensation to that received by firefighters in other higher
call volume agencies. Conversely, it could also be argued that it isan
excessive outlay, essentially representing the equivalent of 108 unworked
hours at arate of $16.

In considering the legitimacy of SIFD pay levels, there will always be conflicting views
of what isfair and equitable. What is apparent is that the lack of call volume has placed
the City in adifficult position regarding firefighter compensation. More specifically:

Asnoted, SIFD is astable, well performing fire suppression operation. This
isdifficult to achieve, especialy in alow volume department where
opportunity for financial remuneration is limited.

In this sense, some level of compensation adjustment/perquisite is definitely
in order —simply as the price of doing business and assuring operational
stability.

The question revolves around what is excessive. Thisisnot a matter of
benevolence, but a business decision. Essentialy, the City of St. Johns needs
to determine at what point asalary reduction (if deemed warranted) would
affect commitment, staffing, recruitment and departmental performance. In
this sense, the Fire Department is similar to any other operating department.

From our perspective, the issue of compensation isonethat is closaly linked to the issue
of service consolidation. A larger department would increase call volume and the
opportunity for run pay. Thiswould in turn lessen the rationale and need for expensive
stand-by pay. Further, alarger firefighter base (achieved through consolidation) would
create a more competitive environment and lessen the impact of any losses resulting from
the institution of anew, more cost efficient pay system.

SIFD WOULD BENEFIT FROM SOME UPGRADESIN OPERATING
PRACTICES.

The current Fire Chief has served the City of St. Johns as afirefighter since 1969.
Moreover, histenure as Fire Chief is nearing 20 years. Similarly, the two Assistant
Chiefs have more than 60 years of combined service.

Essentially, SIFD has awell seasoned, but aged command structure. 1n a profession
requiring stamina and physical prowess, it should be recognized that the professional
careers of current top command cannot be sustained indefinitely. Many communities
deal with this situation in a pre-emptive, rather than reactive, manner. The City of St.
Johns would be wise to consider asimilar course. More specifically:

The Fire Chief and Assistant Chiefs should be consulted regarding planned
retirement dates. At the least, an estimated time period should be established
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for each incumbent. These timelines should than be incorporated into a
process of succession planning.

Using the planned retirement dates as a baseline, aformal succession plan
should be developed. Related, officer candidates should be identified for each
top position and developmenta plans should then be jointly determined and
implemented. Professional training should be clearly specified and tied to
specific timetables.

It should be noted that some jurisdictions adopt mandatory retirement ages for
firefighters. Under federal law, a municipality may institute a mandatory retirement age
of no lessthan 55 for firefighters or other emergency personnel. Going forward, this may
be an option that the City may wish to adopt.

An added benefit to command turnover can be the institution of new, more innovative
methods for fire service. Aspreviously discussed, SIFD is aresponsive and well-
managed fire agency. However, there are areas that would benefit from upgrade, and
should be addressed with a more technical and forward-thinking management style. As
examples:

Standard operating procedure and guidelines are not documented. Proper
documentation would provide the basis for a more agency-specific training
curriculum, and possibly lower firefighter risk during engagement.
Additionally, it may serveto limit the City’ sliability in the event of litigation
regarding the Department’ s actions.

Basic fire prevention programming is currently more than satisfactory for a
paid-on-call department. Business inspections are performed and fire
education is ongoing. However, the Department has not developed a
comprehensive set of fire preplans for commercial and industria properties.

A more compl ete preplanning program would assure that the firefighting force
could address suppression situations in a more strategic fashion.

SIFD’'SEQUIPMENT APPEARS TO BE MORE THAN ADEQUATE.
SJFD currently utilizes the following equipment apparatus:

2007 GMC Y ukon — command vehicle

2006 F550 Ford Chassis — compressed air foam system
1990 Spartan Motor — engine

1984 Hendrickson — ladder truck

1983 Ford pickup —light and air truck

1986 Ford pickup — grass truck.

The fire equipment is well maintained and the City of St. Johns has been diligent
regarding ongoing capital replacement.
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In regard to response protocol, SIFD currently uses the compressed air foam system
(CAFS) truck as afirst-out apparatus. While foam systems have become increasingly
popular, they are not without problems. Class A foam is corrosive and apparatus and
foam appliances must be carefully maintained. Related, some (though infrequent)
malfunctions have been documented with CAFS used in conjunction with a small
apparatus, such as SIFD’s F550 Ford Chassis. Consequently, for maximum safety, we
would suggest that SIFD use the Spartan pumper to follow closely to all structure fires,
thereby providing an added assurance of firefighter safety in potentially hazardous
situations.

Other equipment pieces that should be considered for replacement in the near future
include the 1986 grass truck and the 1983 light and air truck. Though still in fair
condition, the grasstruck is showing age. However, should SJFD remain a separate
department, thereis limited opportunity to use this apparatus. Hence, turnover should be
delayed as long as the truck remains mechanically sound.

The 1986 light and air truck will also be due for replacement in the near future. This may
be an opportunity for resource sharing and joint purchase in the event of consolidation.
Either way, it will require a capital outlay of roughly $150,000, likely within 5-7 years.

* * * * * *

In summary, the St. Johns Fire Department is a responsive agency, providing excellent service
coverage to the city proper and one-half of Bengal Township. SJFD should develop a succession
plan and institute some upgrades as detailed in the preceding pages — however, it isawell
functioning fire agency.

The larger issue confronting the City and SJFD isthe cost of the Fire Department and its
inability to achieve a productive economy of scale. Essentially, SIFD needs more calls for
service and corresponding workload.

Consolidation or service contract with one or more (additional) neighboring communities could
facilitate the realization of this outcome. However, it must be emphasized that the City should
not be seen as being in a desperate situation. Related, current fire services are very satisfactory,
and the cost is not overly prohibitive — simply an area of concern within the larger budgetary
context. In this sense, any consolidation options must be closely scrutinized and only pursued if
seen as truly advantageous to the City. The potentia for achieving thisis examined later in this
report.

C. Clinton Area Fire and Rescue

Clinton Area Fire and Rescue (CAFR) was created as a public authority in 2002 under provisions
of PA 7 of 1967. Prior to thistime, the member entities had contracted for fire services.

Bingham and Greenbush Townships had contracted with the City of St. Johns, while Victor
Township received coverage from the Laingsburg Fire Department.
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In the case of Bingham and Greenbush Township, elected officials interviewed for the study
cited the desire for improve response time to their jurisdictions as a prime motivation for
supporting the creation of CAFR. Apparently, it was also expected that CAFR would be fiscally
prudent as well as operationally sound.

In conducting the study, we requested operational datafrom CAFR as ameans of assuring a
thorough understanding and analysis of operations and finances. Related, the CAFR Board was
cooperative during the study process, but unable to provide the operational detail that we
required. Datarequests made to the CAFR administrative assistant were, for the most part
ignored and the Fire Chief position was in transition. Consequently, we were unable to complete
the depth of analysisthat we had envisioned. Retrospectively, it isour opinion that CAFR
administration was not uncooperative as much as unable to provide the requested data. This
included specific information regarding service runs, resource management, certifications,
maintenance, SO upgrade analysis, debt use, grant funding and other issues. Essentially,
records management systems appear to be poorly designed, or in other cases not properly
maintai ned.

The data provided to our team by the Board was helpful as a starting point, and was | ater
supplemented by financial statements obtained from the Department of Treasury, service call
summaries obtained from E-911 dispatch and the input of two former Fire Chiefs. Based on the
accumul ated data we have devel oped the following findings and conclusions.

1 THE CAFR OPERATION ISEXPENSIVE, IN PART, DUE TO ONGOING DEBT
OBLIGATIONS.

At itsinception in 2002, CAFR was required to begin the process of formulating a new
fire agency, including acquisition of facilities, equipment and rolling stock —and the
institution of administrative and operational systems. As noted, the objective wasto
create amore responsive fire suppression system; operated in a cost efficient manner.

In actuality, CAFR has become a very expensive proposition for the three townships,
with adubious level of cost benefit. Must of this problem can be associated with the debt
load related to equipment purchases and other capital outlays. As seen inthefollowing
Exhibit 13, CAFR’ s debt obligation comprises more than 44% of the authority’s FY
2007-08 budget.

[1-17



Exhibit 13

FY 2007-08 CAFR Budget
Breakdown of Debt and Operating Cost

$177,783

$224,029

Total Budget: $401,812
Source: CAFR FY 2007-08 Budget

O Operating Budget

O Principle and Interest on Debt

The debt load borne by the Authority can be traced in large part to questionable

equipment purchases made by a prior Fire Chief. Unfortunately, it represents an ongoing
financia burden with more than $1,000,000 in debt still outstanding and due over the

next six fiscal years.

The impact on the member communitiesis significant. Asseen in Exhibit 14, the largest
share of budget is borne by Victor Township due to alarger debt share, expended for the

purchase of a 2002 HME engine housed in Victor Township.

Exhibit 14

Allocation of FY 2007-08

CAFR Budget Between Member Communities

$120,981
$172,748

$108,083

Total Budget: $401,812
Source: CAFR FY 2007-08 Budget
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Bingham and Greenbush Townships also have significant outlays (i.e. $229,064) —
particularly if considered in comparison to the total amount paid to the City of St. Johns
for fire protection in 2001 (i.e. approximately $80,000 combined). Essentially, Bingham
and Greenbush Townships are realizing nearly three times the level of expenditures for
fire protection under CAFR. With a continuing debt load, this will continue to be the
case well into the next decade. Moreover, lacking a capital budget to finance future
purchases, CAFR may experience asimilar debt dilemma on areoccurring basis.

In atime of fiscal constraint it can be expected that fire service expenditures will prove to
be particularly chalenging for CAFR’ s three member communities. While Victor
Township has a dedicated fire millage of approximately 1.5 mills, Greenbush and
Bingham Townships must fund their CAFR shares from limited General Fund resources
without an earmarked levy. Asseen in Exhibit 15, these expenditures are consuming a

significant portion of General Fund total in each of the three communities.

Exhibit 15

Comparison of Fire Expenditures as a Per centage of
Total General Fund Expenditures

$600,000

$500,000 -

$489,040

$400,000

$314,805

$300,000

$261,311

$178,706

O Fire Expenditures
O General Fund

$200,000

$100,000 -

$129,761

$99,748

Bingham Township
41.2%

Greenbush Township*
38.2%

* FY 2005-06 totals used, others are FY 2006-07

Source: Audited Financial Statements, Department of Treasury

Victor Township
36.5%

CAFR'’sfinancia problems are further compounded by allegations regarding the
improper expenditure of grant funds, unpaid equipment debt and other financial concerns.
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Should repayment or settlements be required, CAFR will face additional financia
challenges.

From this study’ s perspective, the financial condition of CAFR isthe business of its
member communities. However, when considering the potentia for fire consolidation, it
servesto limit the opportunity for more immediate action on this matter. Essentialy, in
the short term, CAFR must focus on the issue of resolving its financial problems. At the
proper point in time, the City of St. Johns, with awell administered and financially
solvent fire operation, would need to place conditions on any joint venture, thus limiting
itsfinancial liability. In addition, there are anumber of operational issues that may prove
problematic. These are discussed in the following pages.

CAFR HASBEEN LOOSELY ADMINISTERED FROM ITSINCEPTION —
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES ARE APPARENT.

The organization of CAFR isillustrated in Exhibit 16.

Exhibit 16
CAFR Conceptual Organization*
CAFR
Board
Fire
Chief
[
[ [ I | I I I |
£ Deputy Deputy Safety Deputy
¢ Chief Captain Chief of EMS Captain Chief
Captain Captain Captain Captain
Lieutenant @ Lieutenant @
Station #1 Stations #2 & #5 Stations #3 & #4

* A number of positions are currently vacant
Source: CAFR

As seen in Exhibit 16, we refer to the CAFR organization as conceptual. It is presented
in this way to contrast the “present” organizational structure (in flux during the course of
the study) with what is presumably considered the ideal. The organizationa staffing
roster lists 50 members — though we estimate the total to be closer to 40 at thistime.
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In conducting the study, we have heard much anecdotal information regarding CAFR’s
initial Fire Chief. We have sought to distance our study from much of this feedback,
considering it to be immaterial to the issue of future consolidation.

However, it appears that many operational systems within CAFR are ssmply not well
grounded. And, when considering the issue of consolidation, the relative operational
condition of each participating fire agency is very pertinent. Related, in reviewing the
CAFR operation we have noted the following issues:

Administrative deficiencies, including the following:

A lack of hiring guidelines and job descriptions
The lack of apurchasing policy and standard procedure

Standard operating procedures that are the “boilerplate” of another
agency, rather than personalized for CAFR

Thelack of consistent recordkeeping practices regarding department
workload, response times and other management information

Reportedly, atraining program that lacks focus or follows a consistent
curriculum

A lack of fire officer training

Reportedly, failure to consistently complete required data entry for
State reporting for 2005 and 2006

Reportedly, no personnel policies manual and incomplete safety
programming.

Deficiencies in equipment practices, including:

A wide variety of equipment pieces spread throughout the fire stations;
anumber of which are inoperable, obsolescent or simply inappropriate
for arural department.

A limited vehicle maintenance budget (i.e. $26,500 per annum) with a
strong emphasis on in-house maintenance. While well intentioned, the
safety factor may be given insufficient weight with this approach.

Questionable strategies regarding 1 SO upgrade, include:

A lack of documentation regarding 1SO objectives, requirements and
related upgrade strategy.
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- Questionable equipment acquisitions intended to support the undefined
SO upgrade requirements.

- A dry hydrant grant program initiated to support this upgrade that
could prove problematic dueto alack of follow through regarding
installation.

Some of these deficiencies are due to the lack of administrative continuity resulting
from turnover in the Fire Chief position. Others can be seen asinevitable for a
relatively new and still evolving operation. Additionally, some appear to have resulted
from poor management — possibly coupled to a self-serving agenda. In either event,
these are deficiencies that must eventually be corrected. In regard to consolidation, it is
unlikely that the City of St. Johns would wish to adopt any particular operating
practices currently used by CAFR. Asisthe case with financial matters, the issue of
consolidation could not proceed from a“level playing field” without recognition of
these issues by the CAFR communities.

DATA REGARDING CAFR RESPONSE IS SPARSE. TURNOUT MAY BE A
CONCERN.

As previously mentioned, E-911 dispatch is not able to provide accurate response time
datafor SJIFD or CAFR. Thisisdue to the practice of sending acommand vehicle
directly to the scene. In turn, E-911 consistently records only thisinitial response, not the
response of the firefighting or emergency contingent. In CAFR, response times were
further skewed by the first Fire Chief who required the responding truck to wait until the
command vehicle actually arrived. Lacking good response data, we have relied on our
observations and the input of former CAFR command to formulate several conclusions
regarding CAFR response.

From an overview perspective, Exhibit 17, contained on the following page, illustrates
the location of the five CAFR fire stations. Asillustrated in the exhibit, Station 1 isthe
main station for the Bingham and Greenbush Townships area with ready accessto US
127. Stations 2 and 5 are satellite stations serving Bingham and Greenbush Townships
respectively. Station 3 isthe main Victor Township facility with Station 4 serving as a
satellite facility at the Shiawassee County border.

In our estimation thisis too many facilities bunched too closely together. However, we

do not have response data by fire house, limiting our ability to definitively conclude on
thisissue.
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Exhibit 17
CAFR Fire Station L ocations

111-23



120

100

80

60

40

20

In regard to call volume by Township, Exhibit 18 lists 2006 calendar year calls-for-
service for each of the three jurisdictions served by CAFR.

Exhibit 18
2006 CAFR Service Calls by Community
69 50 65 OEMS
O Fire
N 36 43 32
Bingham Township Greenbush Township Victor Township
105 93 97

Source: Clinton County E-911 dispatch

As seen in the exhibit, MFR calls are frequent in all three jurisdictions, totaling 63% of
callsin aggregate. The provision of MFR service has been questioned throughout the
study, in regard to timeliness. More specifically, many interviewed individuals contend
that the ambulance arrives before the MFR in alarge percentage of cases. E-911 dispatch
isnot able to support, or dispute this contention with hard data, but estimates that this
may be the case for amagjority of calls, possibly 60%. The CAFR interim Fire Chief
quoted a similar number, estimating upwards of 50% of calls.

The lack of hard data to establish the true percentage is unfortunate. SJFD does not
provide MFR and has no plansto do so. Should the CAFR communities also consider it
to be unnecessary, the consolidation of services, in regard to service scope, would be
seamless. Conversely, a combined operation providing MFR to only certain regions
would be more difficult to achieve in regard to funding formula, deployment, response,
training and many other conditions.

Another potentia option for a combined department would be to provide MFR on a
selective “astruly needed” basis. As seenin the following Exhibit 19, severa surveyed
agencies limit their involvement to these less frequent responses. However, this would
still require at least a portion of the firefighting force to be MFR trained and certified.
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Exhibit 19
Comparison of Medical Certification and Medical First Response

Do you providefirst
Level of medical response to all
City/Township certification medical occur rences? If yes, list and explain
City of St. Johns N/A - -
Clinton Area Fire &
Rescue MFR No Priority | and Il only
Swartz Creek Area Fire N/A - =
Clio Area Fire Authority N/A - -
Respond to Tier 1 only if transport
Davison-Richfield Fire or medic is more than 5 minutes
Authority MFR No from the scene.
In Olive and Riley Twns., only
DeWitt AreaFire MFR No Priority | and 11
DeWitt Township MFR No Tier | and Tier Il only
Only Tier | when no ambulanceis
City of Fenton MFR No in town.
Fenton Township MFR No Tier | only
Flushing Area Fire N/A - -
Genesee Township Central
Fire Dept. N/A - -
L SW Emergency Services
Fire Division MFR Yes All ambulance calls
Respond to any medical
emergency, PIA, or Citizen Assist,
patient priority 1-3 calls. Do not
Basic Life Support - respond to Psych commitment
Milford Township Transport, EMT-B Yes cals.
Mundy Township MFR No Tier | only
North Oakland County
Fire Authority ALS Transport Yes AL S transport to al medical runs.

Source: Rehmann Robson survey

In regard to CAFR’ s response strength, we have based our findings on interview results.
As previously mentioned, CARF s employment roster includes 50 firefighting personnel.
Due to reductions in staffing occurring during the study, we estimate that this number
may be nearer forty. Interviews suggest that of these forty, a much lower number
respond on aregular basis. Related, the former Fire Chief estimates that 8-10 firefighting
personnel are responding to the bulk of service calls. Further, that call turnout has been
an ongoing concern in Victor Township.

In the event of consolidation, it would be necessary to reduce the personnel roster to
those that could actually maintain a high percentage of response. As seen in Exhibit 20,
many departments, including SJFD, do this by enforcing a minimum response percentage
that must be maintained.
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Exhibit 20

Comparison of Paid-on-Call Minimum Turnout

Isthere a minimum per centage of If yes, please If yes, is
annual callsthat paid-on-call specify it
City/Township must respond to? per centage: enforced?
City of St. John Yes- for stipend over 75% Yes
Clinton Area Fire & Rescue No - -
Swartz Creek Area Fire Yes 25% of available Yes
Clio Area Fire Authority Yes 50% Yes
Davison-Richfield Fire Authority Yes 60% Yes
DeWitt Area Fire Yes 70% of training Yes
DwWitt Township No - -
City of Fenton Yes 30% Yes
Fenton Township Yes 30% Yes
Flushing Area Fire No - -
Genesee Township Central Fire Dept. Yes 25% Yes
L SW Emergency Services Fire Division No - -
Milford Township Yes 15% per month Yes
Mundy Township Yes 45% Yes
North Oakland County Fire Authority Yes 33% Yes
Source: Rehmann Robson survey
* * * *

In summary, CAFR is an organization beset by a number of issues and challenges.
Administratively and operationally the department is not on par with SIFD, and a number of
outstanding issues must be resolved prior to any consideration of service consolidation. In
regard to fire service, it would appear that SIFD’ s service model would be an upgrade over what
is currently provided to the CAFR service population. In thissense, it isour opinion that in the
event of a combined service, SIFD must, by necessity, be the nucleus of the combined operation.
Further, that the City should not dilute its autonomy by entering into a consolidation agreement.
These issues are further discussed in the following subsection and in Section V.

D. Summary of Issues and Obstacles Related to Service Consolidation

As discussed in the preceding pages, the City of St. Johns and the CAFR communities arein two
distinct positions regarding the provision of fire services. While St. Johnswould ideally like to
increase the cost efficiency of fire protection, this does not need to be done reactively in response
to apressing financial need. Intheinterim, the City can feel generally confident that fire service
provision will continue at avery acceptable level. Moreover, operations can be further improved
through institution of the suggested changes contained in this report.

In contrast, CAFR is an organization with more immediate needs. Financial issues are apparent
and may worsen. Further, the ability of the member communities to support the agency may
lessen as economic conditions worsen. Most importantly, from an operational perspective, the

member communities are compelled to take immediate actions to assure the provision of
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acceptable fire protection services. First and foremost, competent leadership is required.
Following which, the myriad of operational deficiencies noted in this report must be addressed.

Conseguently, it would be our suggestion that St. Johns proceed cautiously and prudently with
any plans for combining the two fire services. CAFR isfacing some significant issues and must
come to some consensus regarding short- and longer-term strategies. Until thisis achieved, St.
Johns would be ill-advised to involve itself in the political discourse that will be required.

At the appropriate point-in-time, a service contract would be the more feasible and beneficial
option. Our recommendations pertaining to this are included in Section IV. Before proceeding
to Section 1V, we have framed the discussion with several suggestions regarding the conditions
for combined fire service. These include the following:

1.

IF A FIRE CONSOLIDATION AND/OR SERVICE CONTRACT OCCURS, IT
SHOULD NOT INCLUDE VICTOR TOWNSHIP.

As seen in the previous Exhibit 17, Victor Township islocated in the lower half of
Clinton County, a significant distance from CAFR Station 1 and the remaining CAFR
service area. To meet its fire service needs, Victor Township has two facilities.

However, the Township has apparently been challenged to maintain a sufficient local
call-out for service response. Related, general CAFR call-outs are often required to assure
an adequate turnout.

Based on our study results, we would suggest that any consolidated operation utilize
SJIFD (and its strong, consistent firefighter turnout) as a primary responder to fire calls.
Related, the majority of SIFD firefighters (and possible most reliable CAFR responders)
arelocated in or near the City of St. Johns. Should SIJFD be used as the primary
responder, response time to Victor Township would be excessive. More specificaly we
have calculated the following estimated times from SJFD’ s facility to several locationsin
Victor Township.

Google Map SJIFD Fire Chief

L ocation Estimate Estimate
Cutler and Hollister 33 minutes 30 minutes
Alward and Shephardville 22 minutes 25 minutes

It should also be noted that these time estimates do not include the time required for
firefighters to actually respond to the firehouse. With such excessive response times, a
consolidated department with the primary response force stationed in (or near) St. Johns
could not adequately serve the Victor Township area. As an option, these services could
be performed by the Laingsburg Fire Department — either through consolidation or
contract. Other options may also be available, such as service agreements with the Ovid-
Middlebury and Dewitt Area Fire Departments.
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A JOINT SERVICE AGREEMENT SHOULD ALSO NOT INCLUDE THE
MAPLE RAPIDSOR DALLASFIRE DEPARTMENTS.

As part of the study process, we have also visited the Dallas and Maple Rapids Fire
Departments facilities and interviewed representatives of these jurisdictions as well as
other communities that they serve. Our conclusions regarding these neighboring fire
departments are as follows:

Maple Rapids Fire Department (M RFD):

MRFD isafully volunteer fire department serving all of Essex Township, a part
of Lebanon Township and portions of contiguous Gratiot County. The Village
uses contract and service fees to fund the fire operation and capital purchases.
The Fire Fund isfinancially healthy with an FY 2006 ending fund balance of
$74,735.

Interviewees praise the Department for its service and volunteer commitment.
MRFD hopes to expand servicesin the near future with the provision of MFR
services to Essex Township. The Department will also be upgrading equipment
with the purchase of a new pumper/tanker.

In regard to the potential for consolidation with SIFD, the Maple Rapids service
areais simply too far removed from SJFD’s main facility. Related, Mapquest
estimates atravel time of approximately 21 minutes from SJFD to the Village
proper, not counting the additional time required for firefighter response to the
station house. Moreover, service appears extremely cost effective in its current
state. Periodic turnout problems provide a challenge, but these can continue to be
solved by mutual aid, rather than a consolidated operation.

Dallas Township Fire and Rescue (DTFR):

DTFR isapaid-on-call fire department serving its home township and portions of
other townships on a contract basis. DTFR and SJFD jointly service Bengal
Township with each responsible for roughly one-half of itsarea. DTFR isfunded
by atax levy aswell as various contract and servicefees. Like MRFD, DTFRis
financially healthy, with an FY 2006 ending fund balance of $75,868.

In regard to service consolidation, the DTFR service areais also fairly distant
from SIFD. While the Village of Fowler isonly 10 miles distant, it sits on the
eastern extreme of the Township with other locations being much more remote.
Additionally, the bulk of DTFR’sworkload is related to MFR, a service not
provided by SJFD.

In considering the distance and service mix of the DTFR operation, we have

concluded that it would not be an ideal candidate for service consolidation with
SJFD. Thetwo agencies do work well together, with an informal automatic aid
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arrangement for Bengal Township fires. However, we do not see the cost or
service advantage of moving beyond the current arrangement.

Summarily, both service areas are too distant from St. Johns to benefit from a contractual
arrangement with the City. Certainly, some type of consolidated model could be
developed, but this option would seem to have no advantage for the City. Moreover, from
the Village' s and Township’s perspective, current operations are relatively cost effective
and any new arrangement would need to exceed this threshold — a dubious outcome.

THE ISSUE OF CAFR DEBT OBLIGATION WOULD NEED TO BE RESOLVED
PRIOR TO ANY CONSOLIDATION WITH BINGHAM AND GREENBUSH
TOWNSHIPS. THIS, AND OTHER FINANCIAL ISSUES, SUPPORTS THE
CONTENTION THAT A SERVICE CONTRACT WOULD BE A BETTER
OPTION.

As previously discussed, the three CAFR communities have a significant debt obligation
resulting from equipment and other purchases. We have not been provided with debt
schedules, and consequently, have only been able to estimate debt obligations from
budgetary spreadsheets. With this caveat, we have estimated CAFR’ s remaining debt, at
the conclusion of FY 2007-08, separated by jurisdiction, as follows:

Victor Township Bingham Township Greenbush Township

$502,496 $252,848 $252,848

In the event of fire service consolidation, CAFR would need to first dissolveits lega
status as an authority. This would include the following actions:

Following dissolution of the authority, each CAFR community would assume
responsibility for its debt portion.

Victor Township would assume ownership of the 2002 HME, for whichitis
paying a dedicated debt obligation.

CAFR assets would then be apportioned to the three jurisdictionsin
accordance with the agreement creating CAFR. The actual terms of
apportionment could prove to be somewhat complex due to language in the
agreement related to percentages and location. Moreover, the agreement
stipulates that asset values must be obtained through appraisal — not actual
saleprice.

From the City of St. Johns perspective, al of these actions would ideally be completed
prior to the formation of anew authority — should that option be desired. Decisions
would also need to be made by St. Johns and other participants regarding equipment and
facilities. Specifically:

111-29



Would SIFD’ s current assets be segregated or valued and purchased by the
new authority?

Which of CAFR’s current capital assets would be purchased by the new
authority and at what price?

In regard to the above, it is apparent that consolidation would require significant
negotiation, conciliation, and ultimately the loss of some autonomy for the City of St.
Johns —for an unproven and uncertain service model. In this sense, the simplest and most
workable solution may be a service contract with Bingham and Greenbush Townships.
These two entities could then retain certain facilities and equipment in satellite stations,
and costs and financial responsibilities could be clearly segregated within contractual
conditions. Thisisthe primary option examined in Section IV.

E. Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority

The Clinton Area Ambulance Service Authority (CAAS) isapublic entity providing ambulance
services at an advanced life support (i.e. paramedic) level to the northern half of Clinton County
(with only limited service to Ovid and Duplain Townships). CAAS isfunded through a $2.50
per capita fee assessed on an area-wide basis, and is housed in two adjacent facilities contiguous
to Clinton Memorial Hospital in the City of St. Johns. The CAAS organization isillustrated in
Exhibit 21.

Exhibit 21
CAAS Organization

%

Source: CAAS Director
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Though not a primary focus of this study, issues related to CAAS have surfaced during the
course of our evaluation. Consequently, we have provided some related discussion in the
following findings and conclusions.

1.

THE ISSUE OF THE CAASFACILITY LOCATION SHOULD REMAIN
SEPARATE FROM ANY DECISIONMAKING REGARDING FIRE SERVICES.

Based on our visit to the CAAS facility, we concur that a new facility would be desirable;
and may be necessary in the not-to-distant future. However, having reviewed CAAS's
financial statements, we are also aware that facility financing will be achallenge.

In regard to location, CAAS apparently prefers alocation near US 127 that may serve to
quicken access to some more rura locations. The land adjacent to CAFR Station 1 has
apparently been considered for this reason.

Whilethisisavalid position, it is also true that the vast magjority of service calls are
located within the City of St. Johns. Thisisillustrated in the following Exhibit 22.

Exhibit 22
Clinton Area Fire Authority
Historic Calls-for-Service

Callsto Calls Within Total Agency
Year St.JohnsCity Coverage AreaOnly  Service Calls
2003 1,339 1,785 1,934
2004 1,335 1,777 1,985
2005 1,475 1,887 2,147
2006 1,335 1,821 2,073
2007 1,405 1,862 2,115

Source: Clinton County E-911

Dueto this call volume (i.e. 75% of total coverage area callsin 2007), the City of St.
Johns prefers an ambulance facility location at, or near, the current location. Thisis
understandable and supported by the above response statistics. However, other
communities have differing opinions on this issue and have made their positions known
regarding their preferences for facility location.

The preference for a CAFR Station 1 location unfortunately mixed the ambulance
location issue with the ongoing debate regarding fire services. From our perspective, this
appears to have complicated the issue and hardened the positions of some individuals on
each side.

Essentially, the CAAS facility location is a separate issue, unrelated to fire service. It
will be settled through dialogue and discussion and ultimately resolved. From the City’s
perspective, there are other options available for ambulance service. Thiswill
undoubtedly serve to strengthen its position in the discussion and negotiation. Thisis
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consistent with what could be expected in any meaningful business-related decision
making process.

LONGER-TERM, CAASSHOULD NOT BE INTEGRATED WITH SIFD, CAFR
OR ANY FIRE SERVICE.

Clinton County, for the most part, iswell served by the paid-on-call firefighter concept.
Though some departments are experiencing problems with response strength, many of
these issues can likely be rectified through more efficient coordination and resource
allocation between fire agencies across the County.

One key to maintaining a successful paid-on-call systemisto “keep it simple.”
Firefighters perform this duty for the camaraderie and public service — compensation is a
secondary concern for most. However, firefighters, like all individuals, also value their
personal and family time.

Typicaly, asfire departments become more involved in emergency medical services, the
volunteer ranks begin to thin. Essentialy, with each successive level of medical
certification, training time and run commitments intensify. Ultimately, full-time
firefighting staff are justified, and the transition to an expensive full-time fire department
begins.

Whilethisis not always the scenario, it isfairly common. In the case of CAAS, a
generally successful authority has been created to fill aparticular need. Itisdoneina
cost efficient manner with only incrementa growth (and cost) potential. In our opinion
this should continue to be its role and operating model into the foreseeable future.
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SECTION IV

SUGGESTED COURSE-OF-ACTION

As discussed in the previous pages, the City of St. Johns and the CAFR communities are in very
different circumstances regarding the provision of fire services. St. Johns has awell established
fire department that is financially sound and operationally well grounded. CAFR, in contrast, is
beset by a number of issues and concerns.

In this situation, we would not recommend that the City of St. Johns consider consolidating its
fire operations through the creation of a new authority. Simply put, an authority would limit the
City’ s decision-making power regarding financial and operational matters. Historicaly, the
CAFR communities have not shown the ability to be reliable and prudent business partners. In
an authority, the City could find itself in aminority position on matters with serious financial,
service or legal ramifications.

Thisisnot to say that a combined operation would not have value. In fact, awell conceived joint
operation could be a“win-win” situation for al parties; both financially and from a service
perspective. However, it isour contention that this should be achieved through service contract.
More specificaly:

1 THE CITY SHOULD OFFER THE CONTIGUOUS COMMUNITIESA SERVICE
AGREEMENT.

The City of St. Johns has an established fire department with the capability of serving a
portion of Bengal, and al of Bingham and Greenbush Townships. Essentially, the
creation of CAFR has been a duplication of services that was not required and could have
been avoided by more meaningful and conciliatory negotiations by both parties.

Related, the best option available to the City of St. Johns, Bingham and Greenbush
Townships would be areturn to a contract for services arrangement. Ideally, Bengal
Township would be included in this agreement, and subject to the same terms and
conditions as the other townships. As discussed in the following recommendation, the
fire service could aso incorporate severa “hybrid” features intended to improve service
response in Bingham and Greenbush Townships.

2. THE SERVICE MODEL COULD INCORPORATE ADDITIONAL FACILITIES
AND RESOURCESPROVIDED BY THE RESPECTIVE TOWNSHIPS.

In regard to a service model, we would suggest that primary response to fire calls be
provided by SJFD from its St. Johns facility. However, as seen in the following
estimations, response time from St. Johns to the more distant extremes of Greenbush and
Bingham Townships can be lengthy.
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Google
Map SJIFD Fire
Greenbush L ocation Estimate Chief Estimate

Maple Rapids and Dewitt 16 minutes 13-14 minutes

Gratiot and US 127 15 minutes 16-18 minutes
Eureka 17 minutes 17 minutes
Google

Map SJIFD Fire
Bingham L ocation Estimate  Chief Estimate
Airport and Centerline 12 minutes 10 minutes
BR 127 and Centerline 8 minutes 8 minutes
Chandler and Taft 11 minutes 10 minutes

Asin the case of previous estimates for Victor Township, additional time must also be
allotted for firefighter response to the station house, prior to roll-out. The Fire Chief
estimates this “tone-out to roll-out” time at five minutes and longer for night calls.

To reduce overall response time, we would suggest that the service model could include
one outlying facility in both Greenbush and Bingham Townships. For purposes of cost
efficiency, we would further suggest that the current CAFR Stations 2 and 5 be used for
thispurpose. Theresult, asillustrated in Exhibit 23, would be the St. Johns Area Fire
Department (or other title if preferred), afire service featuring three facilities.

Financia responsibility for the satellite facilities could be borne by the respective
Townships. Each could be equipped with apparatus obtained from the CAFR dissolution,
including:

One engine/pumper per station house
One tanker, possibly housed at the north station (better freeway access)
One grassrig positioned as agreed-upon.

Obvioudly, the addition of satellite facilitiesis only one option — the Townships could
also return to the simple contract basis that was in effect until 2002. However, the
satellite facilities model may be more appealing in terms of service capability and
generaly cost efficient to operate. More specifically, with the dissolution of CAFR, the
two Townships will take title to equipment and facilities with limited resale value. These
assets could be used to boost service quality at nominal cost to the Townships—and no
additional cost burden for the City of St. Johns, net of some additional suppression-
related manpower costs. This and other staffing issues are discussed in the following
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Exhibit 23
St. Johns Fire Department
Conceptual Station Locations
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IFINSTITUTED, THE SUGGESTED SERVICE MODEL SHOULD BE
ACCOMPANIED BY ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGESAND SOME ADDITIONS
TO STAFFING.

As previoudly discussed, though CAFR may currently have as many as 50 firefighters
listed on itsroster, interviews suggest that a much lesser level actually respond on a
regular basis. Related, it is conceivable that SIFD could recruit the more reliable CAFR
members to man the satellite stations, thereby realizing a more rapid response to outlying
areas in Bingham and Greenbush Townships. More specifically, these firefighters could
be assigned to the Township satellite stations with responsibility for responding with the
pumper to all fire calls within specific geographic parameters. In this event, the SIFD
main force would also respond, thereby assuring an adequate and full turnout.

To accomplish this, it would be necessary to identify and recruit individuals that either
work or live within or near the designated geographic areas. Presuming this can be
accomplished; SIFD should expand the command structure to include two new Captains
—one for each Township facility. Thiswill provide necessary chain-of-command for
facility related duties ranging from response to maintenance. Organizationaly, thisis
illustrated in Exhibit 24.

Exhibit 24
Conceptual Organization for St. Johns Area Fire Department
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In regard to staffing, ideally, the St. Johns Area Fire Department would have 10-12
additional staff. Theseindividuals could be assigned exclusively to township-related
service calls or be integrated into the general tone-out. As afurther option, firefighting
personnel could be split into squads and assigned on different time periods or days.

Related to the above, the new department would have amuch larger call volume. Asan
example, SIFD responded to 47 fire callsin 2006, while the fire-related call volumein
Greenbush and Bingham Townships was a combined 79. Essentially, the workload of the
department could be more than double, based on past experience.

Theincrease in call volume would also provide the firefighters with more opportunity to
earn run pay. Inturn, thiswould lessen the rationale for stand-by pay. This component
of compensation (i.e. $31,200) could be reduced to alevel sufficient to pay for the
additional turnout costs associated with the added run volume or simply eliminated.
Essentially, firefighters would earn all, or the majority of their pay from actua response
or training time. With this option, maintaining the Fire Department budget at or near
current levels would be a credible objective and something that could potentially be
realized despite increases in manpower and call volume.

MEDICAL FIRST RESPONSE COULD BE CURTAILED OR PROVIDED AS A
SEPARATE TOWNSHIP SERVICE AND COST CENTER.

Asdiscussed in the findings, there is alegitimate question regarding the need for medical
first response in the CAFR communities. Though an exact number is not available, it
would appear that CAAS provides the first response for the mgority of service calls—
arriving before the CAFR rescue vehicle.

To truly evaluate the need for medical first response service, it would be necessary to
have CAAS record and report the response circumstances for each call. This could be
done with mobile data terminals and would be aworthwhile objective. Lacking this
information, we would suggest two optional approaches for the continued provision of
medical first response following the dissolution of CAFR.

First, the St. Johns Area Fire Department, as proposed, could assume this servicein a
limited capacity. Asseen in the previous Exhibit 19, CAFR currently respondsto all
Priority | (potentially life threatening) and Priority |1 (Ilesser emergency) calls-for-service.
Many of the agencies surveyed limit their involvement to only Priority I. Others, such as
Davidson-Richfield, respond only to the more serious priority callsif an ambulanceis
well outside the service area.

The St. Johns Area Fire Department could also adopt the “ safety net” approach used by
Davison-Richfield following agency certification asamedical first responder. Response
could be provided from the main fire facility or assigned to firefighters at the satellite
facilities, with related costs charged back to the particular Township. Any firefighters
responding would need to be MFR certified. Certification requires 60 hours of combined
training and lab time at a cost of approximately $600.
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If amore extensive MFR program was desired, the Townships could provide this service
independently using the firefighters assigned to the satellite stations and arescuerig.
Idedlly, service would be limited to Priority | calls and/or other parameters that would
limit associated callout (and cost) only to those circumstances in which aid istruly

required.

5. THE PRIOR FUNDING FORMULA WOULD BE AN EQUITABLE METHOD
FOR ASSIGNING FIRE DEPARTMENT COSTS.

Communities use avariety of different formulas for assigning fire service costs. Several
of these are summarized in the following Exhibit 25.

Exhibit 25
Comparison of Funding Formulas

City/Township

Multi-jurisdictional funding for mula

City of St. Johns

Funded through the General Fund. Contract with Bengal Township - set amount and fees

Clinton Area Fireand
Rescue

Funding formula considers SEV, population and run total

Swartz Creek Area Fire

Each government pays 1/2 of budget and labor costs to calls for service to their jurisdiction

Clio Area Fire Authority

1 mill per jurisdiction

Davison-Richfield Fire
Authority

Each government charged on a per run basis. Operating revenue comes from several sources
including interest from trust funds, cost recovery and inspection income.

Dewitt Area

Funding formula considers households, SEV, population and run total

DeWitt Township

N/A - only one jurisdiction served

City of Fenton

Funded through the General Fund. Contract with Tyrone Twp. on a per run basis.

Fenton Township

Fenton Twp. - Assessment; Tyrone Twp. - Pay per alarm

Flushing Area Fire

City Department serves Twp. Flat rate fee billed to Twp. annually.

Genesee Township Central
Fire Dept.

N/A - only one jurisdiction served

L SW Emergency Services
FireDivision

Millage, 1 mill

Milford Township

N/A - only one jurisdiction served; dedicated millage of 1 mill

Mundy Township

N/A - only onejurisdiction served

Source: Rehmann Robson survey

The City of St. Johns, in its previous contract with Bingham and Greenbush Townships,
used aweighted formulato allocate fire operational costs. The formula, designed by an
MSU professor, utilized SEV, population and run total to arrive at a per government cost
allocation. Thisformulawas later adopted by CAFR and appearsto be generally
accepted asfair and equitable.

Exhibit 26 provides a cost allocation for each community using this traditional formulain
acontract for services with the City of St. Johns.
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2008 City/Township Fire Contract

Exhibit 26

Application of Formula for a Multi-Jurisdictional Contractual Agreement

POPULATION SEV RUNS FORMULA APPLIED COMPARATIVE COST
Totd
80% Off SJFD Actual Addition
DEV & DEV 2006 ADJ # of FY 07 Expense | (Reduction)
City/ 2006 % of 2007 AGRI &AGRI Adjusted %of | #of % of POP SEV Runs | Tota | Expense in From
Township | Population | Total SEV SEV SEV SEV Tota | Runs | Tota 40% 30% | 30% | 100% | Allocated | FY 2007 Actual
St. Johns 7,381 58% | $261,243,000 | $887,900 $710,320 | $260,532,680 1 47 36% | 0.2336314 | 0.163 | 0.108 | 0.505 | $127,495 | $252,277 | ($124,782)
Bingham 2,510 20% | $141,293,600 | $33,949,100 | $27,159,280 | $114,134,320 0 36 28% | 0.07944924 | 0.072 | 0.083 | 0.234 | $59,047 | $126,171 | ($67,124)
Greenbush 2,123 17% | $112,272,220 | $36,453,000 | $29,162,400 | $83,109,820 0 43 33% | 0.06719949 | 0.052 | 0.099 | 0.219 | $55,127 $97,327 ($42,200)
Benga 623 5% | $39,563,900 | $23,327,250 | $18,661,800 | $20,902,100 0 4 3% | 0.01971987 | 0.0131 | 0.009 | 0.042 | $10,608 $4,500 $6,108
TOTAL 12,637 $554,372,720 $478,678,920 130 $252,277

Notes: Populations are revised 2006 census figures, Bengal Township is one-half for all formula categories.
The City SEV has Industrial and Commercial Facilities Tax Abatements added back into the total.

Qualifier: The above estimate assumes a budget consistent with SIFD’s current budget. However, it does not include the cost associated with the
addition of 10-12 new personnel (as suggested in the study) or the purchase of any hew equipment that might be required (such asa new
tanker/pumper or other apparatus). Essentially, actual costswill be subject to negotiation and will be different from the above estimate. The above
estimateisa starting-point for this process.
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As seen in Exhibit 26, the City of St. Johns could realize a significant cost savings though this
cost-sharing arrangement. Additionally, Bingham and Greenbush Townships could also realize a
substantially lower fire services cost. However, it should be noted that both Townships would
still be liable for their outstanding debt obligations — essentialy, it would be six years before the
true cost benefit would materialize. However, the Townships would see immediate relief from
the administrative, management and operational issues noted in this report. The result would be
amuch more effective service model for residents with a continuing assurance of strong and
consistent service provision.

The service model discussed above should serve as a starting point for dialogue between the
government agencies. As noted, CAFR representatives will be distracted with more pressing
issuesin the immediate future and general elections are scheduled for 2008. In this environment,
immediate action isunlikely. However, in our opinion, the current duplication of fire services
cannot be maintained indefinitely. The financial burden is heavy and will continue to grow.
Moreover, additional growth within the service areawill not be significant. Consequently, it
would be our recommendation that the City and Townships find a means of commencing
discussionsin the near future — with an ultimate agreement on a service contract as the longer-
term objective. Essentialy, thiswill require all partiesto resurrect a spirit of cooperation that
has been achieved in the past. Hopefully, the suggested model will serve to frame this discussion
and provide direction for an ultimate agreement.
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REHMANN ROBSON

OPERATIONAL ANALYSESPERFORMED BY MARK NOTTLEY

Organization-Wide Studies. All Departments

City of Huntington Woods

City of Monroe

Ingham County Road Commission
Genesee County Road Commission
Village of Newberry

City of Evart

City of Tecumseh

Genesee County Land Bank

All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations
All Functions/Operations

Administrative and Financial Analyses
City of Alpena

City of Milan
Western Townships Utilities Authority

Administrative/Financial Organization
Administrative/Financial Organization
Administrative/ Financial Organization

City of Grosse Pointe Woods
City of Northville

Genesee County Road Commission
County of Macomb

City of Milan

County of Livingston

City of Rochester Hills

City of Birmingham

Carrollton Township

Mundy Township

Clerk’s Office

Finance Department/Overall
Administration

Finance Department

Treasury Operations

Treasury and Finance Operations

Finance Operations

Grant and Millage Funding Analysis

Finance and Treasury Operations

Office and Financial Operations

Office and Financia Operations

Building, Public Works and Related Analyses

Village of Oxford

City of Milan

City of Houghton

City of Lincoln Park

City of Sturgis

City of Orange, CA

City of Dearborn Heights

City of Y psilanti

City of Y psilanti

Southeastern Oakland County Resource Recovery
and Water Authorities

Charter Township of Lyon

A-1

DPW and Water Operations

DPW and Water Operations

DPW and Water Operations

DPW and Water Operations

Fleet Equipment Maintenance
Code Enforcement Services
Building Department User Fees
Building Department Study

DPW and Equipment Maintenance
Management, MRF, Transfer Station,
Composting and Water Operations
Building and Planning Services



Charter Township of West Bloomfield

County of Berrien

City of Marysville

City of Milan

South Monroe County Water System
City of Lincoln Park

City of Riverview

Eastern Michigan University
City of Y psilanti

City of Grand Rapids

City of Monroe

Carrollton Township

City of Huntington Woods
Pittsfield Charter Township

Building, Planning and Engineering
Services

Planning Department

Building and Engineering Services

Building Services

Water Service Operations

Water Service Operations

Landfill Operations

Custodial Services

Building and Community Devel opment

All Inspection Services

Water Department Operations

Public Works Operations

Public Works Conflict Resolution

Assessing Services

Parks and Recreation Analyses

Ingham County Parks Department
City of Milan

City of Lincoln Park

City of St. Louis Park, MN

City of Toledo, OH

City of Wayne

City of Pontiac

City of Howsell

Parks Maintenance Services
Parks and Recreation Services
Parks and Community Center
Parks and Recreation Services
Forestry Services

Community Center/Arena
Cemetery Operations
Cemetery Business Plan

Police Department Analyses

City of Bangor

City of Rochester

City of Wyandotte

Village of Berrien Springs

City of Mt. Morris

Charter Township of Oscoda

City of Marysville

City of Milan

City of Lincoln Park

City of Houghton

City of Sturgis

Charter Township of Benton
Oakland County Cities (8 city study)
Cities of Saugatuck and Douglas
City of DeWitt and DeWitt Township

City of Madison Heights
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Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Police Services

Public Safety Consolidation

Police/Fire Performance Measures

Police Services

Police Services and Police
Consolidation

Police Overtime



Village of Romeo

Charter Township of Brownstown
City of Ledlie

City of Inkster

City of Lincoln Park

City of Alpena

City of Grand Rapids

Chelsea Area Fire Authority

Charter Township of Dewitt
Grand Blanc Fire Authority

City of Madison Heights
Davison/Richfield Fire Authority
Swartz Creek Area Fire Authority
City of St. Johns

City of Alpena/Alpena Township

City of Alpena

City of Kingsford
City of Grosse Pointe
City of Belding

Village of Beverly Hills

Fire Department Analyses

Fire Services

Fire Services

Fire Services

Fire Services

Fire Services

Fireand EMS Services

Fire Services Work Scope

Fire Operations and Ten-Y ear
Growth Plan

Fire Apparatus

Fire Services Upgrade

Fire Overtime

Fire Services

Fire Services

Fire Services Consolidation

Fire Services Consolidation

Public Safety Analyses
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Public Safety Services

Public Safety Services

Public Safety Scheduling

Police, Fire and Ambulance
Consolidation

Public Safety Services



