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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON
CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
MEETING AGENDA
109 E. OLIVE - COUNCIL CHAMBER
MONDAY, MARCH 16, 2015, 5:30 P.M.

Call to Order

Roll Call of Attendance
Public Comment (5 minutes)
Recognition/Announcement

Committee of the Whole Minutes from November 17, 2014. (Recommend that the
reading of the minutes of the Committee of the Whole Proceedings of November 17,
2014 be dispensed with and the minutes approved as printed.) (5 minutes)

Items to be Presented:

A Solid Waste Management Program — Fees and Services. (Time: 35 minutes -
Presentation 5 minutes, Question & Answer 30 minutes)

B. Public Protection Classification (PPC) — City of Bloomington Fire
Department. Presented by Brian Mohr, Fire Chief. (Time: 25 minutes -
Presentation 10 minutes, Question & Answer 15 minutes)

C. Uber. Presented by George Boyle. (Time: 20 minutes - Presentation 10
minutes, Discussion 20 minutes)

D. Formation of Downtown Signage Committee. (Time: 15 minutes -
Presentation 5 minutes, Question & Answer 10 minutes)

E. My Bloomington Request Management System. Presented by Craig
McBeath. (Time: 25 minutes - Presentation 15 minutes, Question & Answer 10
minutes)

Adjourn



COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
City Hall Council Chambers
November 17, 2014

Council present: Aldermen Judy Stearns, Mboka Mwilambwe, Joni Painter, Jim Fruin, Diana
Hauman, Kevin Lower, Scott Black, Karen Schmidt and David Sage, and Mayor Tari Renner.

Staff present: David Hales, City Manager, Darren Wolf, Communication Center Manager and
Tracey Covert, City Clerk.

Mayor Renner called the Committee of the Whole meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Mayor Renner opened the Public Comment section of the meeting. He added that there would
not be a response from the Committee under the Public Comment portion of the meeting.

Alton Franklin, 508 Patterson Dr., addressed the Council. He claimed that he did not know what
to say. He was disgusted and appalled. The Council has spent two (2) years discussing the
expansion to McGraw Park. He questioned if no thought had been given. He cited Alderman
Fruin’s impassioned speech at the Council’s November 10, 2014. He restated his disbelief. He
had addressed the Council about integrity and honor. He cited creditability. Alderman Fruin’s
behavior was a heinous act of betrayal. He cited the role of Alderman. He recalled Mayor
Stockton’s tenure. He had called upon Mayor Stockton to resign based upon his lack of
leadership and incompetence. He believed that Alderman Fruin needed to resign.

Phil Boulds, #1 Palm Ct., addressed the Council. He was the owner of Mugsy’s Pub, located at
1310 N. Main St. He addressed a proposed Video Gaming Terminal (VGT) fee. He was
opposed to same. He cited documents that were a part of the Committee of the Whole meeting
packet. He noted the City’s interest in user fees. He had attended the Liquor Commission’s
November 4, 2014 meeting. The Police Department’s representative had stated that there had
been no calls for service regarding VGT. He did not see any cost to the City regarding video
gaming. He provided his estimate of revenue received from video gaming to date, (i.e.
$700,000). He added that the City’s Prepared Food & Beverage Tax netted the City over $2
million per year. He cited his concerns regarding action by the state addressing the minimum
wage. The Affordable Care Act had impacted the cost of health insurance. He noted the
Council’s interest in gambling fees. He readdressed the Council’s interest in user fees. He cited
bicyclist as an example and their recent request for additional City services.

Gary Lambert, 3018 E. Oakland Ave., addressed the Council. He cited the publicity regarding
the addition to McGraw Park. Those in support of this item cited that Central Catholic High
School would only use a portion of the land during certain times of the year and during certain
hours of the day. He cited a legal practice involving contracts, (i.e. four corners of the law). The
enforcement of said lease would not include any verbal agreement. The lease as proposed would
include the entire four (4) acres. There were no limitations based upon use.




Mayor Renner addressed McGraw Park. The $750,000 Department of Commerce and Economic
Opportunity grant was part of a Capital Bill that was approximately five (5) years old. The
Council has met in Executive Session regarding same. None of the documents from the
Council’s November 10, 2014 meeting have been signed. There would be a motion to reconsider
this item on the November 24, 2014 meeting agenda.

CITIZENS ACADEMY

Mayor Renner introduced this item. Certificates would be presented to the individuals who
participated in the Citizen’s Academy.

David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council. He expressed his opinion that the Citizen’s
Academy was a success. He recognized Nora Durkowitz’s, Communication Manager, efforts.

Nora Durkowitz, Communication Manager, addressed the Council. It had been a pleasure and
honor to facilitate the inaugural Citizen’s Academy. This ten (10) week program had been a
success. Based upon the feedback received, the participants found the program rewarding. She
hoped that it would continue into the future.

Certificates were presented to the following: Tamika Matthews, Michael Gorman, Ann Sullivan,
Gary Lambert, Josh Barnett, Belinda Trunell, Sue Feldkamp, Alicia Henry, Paula Stubblefield,
Andrew Blumhardt, and Pastor Peter Weeks. The following individuals were unable to attend:
Kenneth Sampen, Rhoda Massie, Jessielee Hinshaw, James “Ray” Rybarczyk, Denise Grazer-
Geske, David Purlee and Karen Lester.

Mayor Renner expressed his appreciation to Mr. Hales, Ms. Durkowitz and the participants.
MINUTES

Motion by Alderman Schmidt, seconded by Alderman Black, that the reading of the minutes of
the Committee of the Whole of October 20, 2014 be dispensed with and the minutes approved as
printed.

Motion carried, (viva voce).
COMMUNICATION CENTER OPERATIONS REPORT
Mayor Renner introduced the topic.

David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council. He introduced Mike Leaf, retired Police
Patrol Officer. Mr. Leaf’s second career was telecommunications/communication centers. He
had a national profile. He was coauthor of the original 911 legislation in the State of Illinois.
His strong second career addressed critical life safety communication centers. Mr. Leaf had been
asked to address two (2) key questions: achievement of the City’s communication center and
possible reuniting with MetComm. This preliminary study was a high level, data gathering
which addressed the value of the current arrangement. Mr. Leaf had the understanding and




experience to address regionalization. The key was governance and funding, (i.e. cost
allocation). The City was well served. Mr. Leaf performed an objective, external assessment.
The topic was complex.

Mike Leaf, MLJ, Inc., addressed the Council. He planned to present the report highlights. He
restated that this was a high level report. He addressed the project’s objectives. He noted that
the initial 911 legislation dated back to 1987/1988. Presentations were made throughout the
state. McLean County showed interest in a telephone bill surcharge. The City initially showed
no interest in same. He had met with the IL. Commerce Commission, (ICC). The issue was
revenue sharing with the ETSB, (Emergency Telephone Services Board). This was an
autonomous board. The dollars are primarily to be used to fund technology, (i.e. support calls
for service). The City left the ETSB. He had spoken with the ICC regarding revenue sharing.

He noted that there were two (2) communication centers in McLean County, (MetCom and City).
There appeared to be two (2) options: City remains independent or City becomes part of
MetCom. The City had an excellent communication center. It was well maintained and
designed. It also served as a back up to MetCom. Both centers were part of the StarCom
network. This provided interoperability as a common communication system was used. The
City would be upgrading to the next generation of 911. The City’s equipment would be
upgraded and paid for by ETSB. The City had a nice equipment room which supported the
technology.

Mzr. Leaf compared calls for service — City versus MetCom.
Mayor Renner recalled his experience with this subject during his tenure on the County Board.

Mr. Leaf noted that all wireless calls went to MetCom first and were transferred to the City. The
next generation of equipment would be more efficient. He cited redundancies. He compared
call volume. MetCom would need to dedicate a staff member to handle the City’s call volume.
Funding was the issue. The City did not pursue this when it left in 2006. He noted that the
ETSB and MetCom had a budget for 2014. A meeting was held with the ICC regarding 911 and
options available to the City. The ETSB was an autonomous body. Funding was a choice. The
City had not held a referendum. He cited the make up of the ETSB Board. The appointments
were made by the McLean County Board. Historically, these were lifetime appointments.

MetCom and the City were back up centers for each other. Each system must have a backup
PSAP. Metcom was the PSAP. The current set up was ideal. A single center would not be
allowed, (part 725). McLean County and the City were too large, each center could back up each
other and handle all call volume. Each center should continue to enhance each other. MetCom
was a good facility. There was no place for the City at MetCom. The ETSB and McLean
County would have to build a new center.

Mayor Renner expressed his opinion that the political leaders, (i.e. McLean County and Town of
Normal), would not support the City’s return to MetCom.




Mr. Leaf stated that operationally both centers worked well together. The best interest of the
community was being served. In March, the ETSB purchased next generation 911. The transfer
of data would be seamless. Call support would be expanded. The next generation 911
configuration was described as typical. Each CAMA trunk could be supported. Both systems
would provide better service and support the entire County.

M. Leaf restated the legislation addressed payment for technology. He cited the following
observations/recommendations: 1.) good working relationships; 2.) reasons for the separation
were cited, (incompatible procedures, call volume, City’s staff needs and physical space); and 3.)
current configuration met back up requirements of the ICC, (i.e. case of failure at either PSAP).
The bottom line the two (2) centers needed each other.

Mr. Hales made some final comments. He cited his six (6) year tenure with the City. He had a
better understanding of the history. There had been change. There was a time when money was
not an issue. Since 2009, money has been an issue. There was a need for collaboration.
Citizens wanted good service and value. The City was working to rebuild relationships with the
County and Town. Two (2) communication centers met the public safety needs of the
community. He noted the funding inequity and the ETSB. Funding was an issue. City staff was
looking for direction. The study had been valuable.

Mr. Leaf had seen consolidated versus diverse. There had to be a backup center. He cited his
experience with New York City. The back up centers must be staffed. The legislation’s purpose
was to purchase technology.

Mayor Renner cited past history and mistrust.

Mr. Leaf noted the shared technology as a start. There had been shared training and some
techniques. In addition, there had been some shared cost and increased use of technology.

Alderman Sage thanked Mr. Leaf for the presentation. He cited low hanging fruit, (i.e. training).
He addressed ETSB appointments and best practices regarding appointments and planning. He
believed that turnover was needed.

Mr. Leaf restated that once appointed to an ETSB, individuals remained. A fresh look was
needed. He recommended that turnover occur at six to eight, (6 — 8), years of service. He noted
that one’s viewpoint was based upon experience. Boards can become myopic and routine. He
restated that the County Board controlled the appointments to the ETSB. The key concern
should be provision of good service, (i.e. fast, effective and quick).

Alderman Sage restated his belief that there needed to be systematic turnover. The $1.25
surcharge was charged County wide flowed to the ETSB. The City withdrew from MetCom.
The revenue flow was not negotiated.

Mayor Renner believed that the City paid to leave. Mr. Leaf noted that there was no vehicle for
same.




Alderman Sage stated that the citizens subsidized the ETSB.

Mr. Leaf noted that the ETSB had paid for technology. Personnel cost was not part of ETSB
funding. The ETSB was autonomous. He cited cost sharing for CAD, mobile data in vehicles,
shared technology cost for the good of all.

Alderman Schmidt questioned the percentage of the Comm Center budget that was for
technology. Mr. Leaf stated that this question was not part of his report.

Alderman Schmidt believed that it would be a different world if the City had not separated from
MetCom. She also cited the new standard. Mr. Leaf restated the City had an excellent Comm
Center.

Alderman Schmidt addressed money and questioned what the budget would look like.

Mr. Leaf noted that a key issue addressed which citizeﬁs were served by which center. The big
issue for the City was to work with the ETSB regarding funding. Comm centers addressed
public safety. The key was good operations and working relationships between the two (2)
centers.

Alderman Black cited Section 5. Next Generation 911 of the report. He specifically cited no call
transfers. Mr. Leaf noted that to the end user the process would be transparent. The new
systems would be efficient.

Alderman Black cited citizens’ expectations that it be instantaneous. Section 2. Individual PSAP
Overview, addressed funding mechanisms which he believed applied to land lines only. He
questioned the stability of the funding source.

Darren Wolf, Communication Center Manager, addressed the Council. The wireless surcharge
was set by the state at .73 per cell line per month. Mr. Wolf noted that these funds were divided
amongst a variety of sources.

Mr. Leaf added that these dollars went to the ETSB.
Alderman Black believed that it was difficult to draw a line of sight. He restated his concern
regarding the decline in land lines. He questioned if the City had remained with MetCom and

noted that the City’s Comm Center served as a back up.

Mr. Leaf noted that the functionality must be able to handle the call volume of both centers.
Each must be the whole package.

Alderman Black cited potential cost savings with MetCom.

Alderman Lower addressed the hardware from the perspective of incoming calls. He questioned
outgoing radio calls.




Mr. Leaf readdressed the purpose of the study. MetComm’s system was different from the City.
A cost effective study would have to be undertaken. The City had the capability to back up
MetCom.

Alderman Lower questioned the ability to reach all agencies in the County. Mr. Wolf responded
affirmatively. The City had everything needed, (i.e. police, fire, EMS/Emergency Medical
Services).

M. Leaf believed that the City was in a better position.

Alderman Lower questioned the future, (i.e. hardware upgrade). Mr. Leaf stated that the City
was on the cutting edge. NG 911 would grow with technology.

Alderman Stearns questioned the purpose of the study. It appeared that an additional study was
warranted. ~ Mr. Leaf responded negatively. The current configuration was optimal.
ETSB/County had the control over fund distribution.

Alderman Stearns questioned the study’s cost. Mr. Hales cited $5,000.

Alderman Stearns commented on the number of years since separation. She noted the City’s
investment in facilities and staff. She noted Mr. Leaf’s public safety background. She
questioned other specialist who could look at this issue. Mr. Leaf cited auditing firms that would
run the numbers.

Alderman Stearns cited public safety and the City’s ownership.

Alderman Mwilambwe thanked Mr. Leaf for the report. The arguments were political.

Mr. Leaf restated that the City’s Comm Center was the best operationally and structure. The
primary issue was funding. ETSB/County had control. Everyone in the community received the

same benefits from MetCom/Comm Center.

Alderman Mwilambwe questioned approaching/negotiating with ETSB/County. The City had
been a good neighbor.

Mr. Leaf cited long memories/emotions involved. The Council needed to be sensitive to the
history. From day one the ETSB had ownership. Negotiations were key. He cited politics,
people — nothing should be done formally.

Mayor Renner thanked Mr. Leaf for the presentation.

Mr. Hales restated that City staff needed Council direction, recommendations, etc.

Mayor Renner believed that the Council needed to absorb the information before beginning a
conversation. He questioned the timeframe.



Mr. Hales noted that this was the inaugural public release of the report. City staff had had
conversations with the Town and County. He questioned when the City would reach out to the
ETSB, (i.e. next thirty/30 days). There would not be a Committee of the Whole Meeting in
December 2014.

Mayor Renner informed the Council that he had had informal conversations with Mayor Chris
Koos.

USER FEES, LIQUOR LICENSE AND VIDEO GAMING TERMINAL FEES
Mayor Renner introduced this topic.

David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council. Discussions had continued regarding the
topic of user fees, fees for service, etc. Initially taxes provided funding. Various Enterprise
Funds charged fees, (i.e. water, sewer, etc.). Fees covered the cost of service. Fees/service
charges were a main stay. He cited best practices. The Council had been provided with a copy
of an Ordinance from West Jordan, UT. The City did not have same. He addressed the purpose
of fees. The City needed to determine the service cost in order to avoid being arbitrary and
capricious.

The City needed to develop a policy. A comprehensive review should be performed. The City
needed to determine the percentage of cost recovery. These were Council decisions. The
Council needed to see the costs and benefits. There would be an ongoing continuous program.
It would include the impact of inflation in order to be kept up to date. As new fees were created,
the City would have a foundation which would provide clarity. Fees needed to be fair and
reasonable. The City would compare the cost for service and fee charged. Citizen engagement
was needed. Stakeholders needed to be present at the discussion. Fees needed to be defensible.

The City did not have the personnel, expertise or funding to address this issue. This study
needed to be established as a priority. This would involve a long process.

Mayor Renner provided a general background. The Liquor Commission had discussed liquor
license fees for a number of years. The Commission had been unable to reach a consensus in
order to make a recommendation to the Council. The Commission’s discussion had been a
dialogue which addressed cost recovery and sin taxes. Internal cost recovery would be difficult.
Other communities had been looked at. The City had the lowest video gaming terminal fee,
(zero). There had been no increase to liquor license fees in over thirty (30) years. He cited calls
for service and video gaming.

He addressed a recent appeal of a Liquor Violation sanction. The Commission had spent over
three (3) hours on the Liquor Violation hearing. There were other costs beyond public safety.
Taxpayers were bearing the cost of liquor administration. Liquor sales/video gaming can be
problematic. He cited a recent incident at the Lucky Garden located at 706 S. Eldorado Rd.
There were costs, (i.e. police, equipment, corporation counsel, city clerk, outside legal counsel,
etc.).




He restated that there was no agreement amongst the Commissioners. He expressed his interest
in the Council’s input.

Alderman Lower had spoken with license holders. A user fee might be palatable. He cited the
expense to start a business and the cost structure. VGT were expensive. He questioned if the
intention was to raise fees annually. How businesses could plan for same. He recommended
phasing in any fee increase to accommodate costs incurred.

Alderman Sage noted that three (3) items were listed: user fees, liquor license fees and VGT
fees. He believed that this evening there would be a general discussion.

Mayor Renner responded affirmatively. He restated that the Commission had attempted to
address liquor license fees and VGT fees. The Commission’s discussion became focused on
Downtown issues.

Mr. Hales noted that this evening would be a high level discussion. City staff had not made a
recommendation. Council had been provided with information regarding VGT.

Alderman Sage believed that he needed additional information in order to develop an informed
opinion. He expressed interest in the front end cost to administer these fees. He wanted to resist
the urge to adopt a VGT fee as it appeared to be a significant revenue source. He requested cost
information. He was not in favor of a VGT fee at this time.

He questioned if liquor license fees were last increased in 1982. He requested a structured listing
of all City fees charged today. The Downtown needed to pay for City services. He cited the
Downtown hire back detail. Downtown bar owners needed to pay for this service. These costs
could be addressed via a VGT fee and/or an increase to liquor license fees. The Downtown
detail could operate on a call back system.

Mr. Hales reminded the Council of the April 2014 potential revenue raising items. VGT were on
the list due to the fact that the Town of Normal had already implemented a VGT fee. Currently,
City staff was not working on fee increases.

Alderman Stearns questioned this item. She addressed liquor licenses and VGT and the issue of
fee fairness. She found the discussion strange as she did not believe that there was a way to
quantity costs. The City did not ask the citizens to pay for 100% of all City services. She
believed that liquor license fees should cover the administrative costs associated with same.
There were a number of small restaurants and taverns. She cited the City’s Prepared Food &
Beverage Tax which is paid by these small businesses. The City had an employment base which
consisted of service industry jobs. Employees of these small businesses represented the working
poor. The City was taking away profits and would drive these establishments out of business.
At a certain price point, people will stay home. Individuals were spending discretionary income.
The Downtown consumed a large amount of City services. The City received some of the profits
from VGT. Gambling was a social problem not a policing problem. She did not understand this
item. User fees needed to be fair and not over burdensome.




Alderman Schmidt was glad that the Council was discussing user fees. The discussion was
appropriate in her opinion. The City did not have the staff to address same. She recommended
that the City use a student intern. Liquor license fees needed some adjustment which should be
associated with the cost. She needed to understand the cost to the City regarding VGT. The City
should not charge a fee just because it was able to. The City needed to make an effort to help the
Council understand the cost.

Alderman Hauman had spoken with businesses that had VGT. She echoed Alderman Schmidt’s
comments regarding a VGT fee. She addressed negative effects of VGT. She questioned if this
fee should be considered with liquor license fees. She suggested that license retention be linked
to all taxes being kept current. VGT profits were being reinvested into the business/organization.
She suggested that the City poll current liquor license holders with VGT to determine what
would be fair.

Alderman Black suggested that the user fee study become an intern project. The City needed to
create a line of sight regarding user fees and percentage of City service funded. He also
addressed liquor licenses. Liquor Violations represented punitive issues. He noted that liquor
license fees had not been increased since 1982. Any increase should be temperate. He expressed
his sympathy to small businesses as they were not causing problems. He cited underage
individuals in the Downtown taverns. The City needed to insure that these establishments were
safe and responsible. He also addressed VGT. These machines were based upon losses. He
encouraged the City to look to the free market.

Mayor Renner noted the video gaming was a lucrative business.
Alderman Black expressed his opinion that the City was overburdening small business.

Alderman Mwilambwe recommended that the Council have a philosophical discussion prior to
the establishment of any new or increasing any existing fees. The City needed to determine what
the fee(s) were being charged for. He specifically cited VGT. The City had not demonstrated
that there was an issue with same. The City needed to educate the public regarding the negative
effect of same. Resources were needed to move forward and one of those resources was time.

Mr. Hales believed that the City would benefit from taking action similar to McLean County.
The County retained a firm to review all fees and review the service costs. The Council would
be able to determine the percentage of subsidy. In addition, the City would know the resources
needed to maintain services going forward. City staff was researching the budget to determine if
the fee service/charge study was contain in this year’s budget. This would determine the City’s
ability to start. He also addressed solid waste. Follow up discussion was needed.

Alderman Painter noted that liquor license fees had not been increased in thirty-two (32) years.
Mayor Renner affirmed same. The dollar amount had remained the same. There had been no
fee increase. He recalled conversations held with the Downtown bar owners.




Mr. Hales cited worker’s compensation costs. The City was impacted by the Downtown taverns.
There was not full cost recovery. He acknowledged that a study had not been undertaken but
there was no resemblance between fees and costs.

Alderman Painter recommended that the Downtown taverns cover the cost of the Downtown hire
back program.

Mr. Hales noted that incidents occur on the public right of way. The Liquor Commission can
address behavior that occurs inside of an establishment. The DETF, (Downtown Entertainment
Task Force), addressed occupancy loads. He added that minimal resources were available.

Alderman Painter questioned who was liable for activities that happen on the public right of way.
Mr. Hales noted that Jeff Jurgens, Corporation Counsel, was absent.

Mayor Renner believed that the Police Department performed triage as it did not have the
resources. He added that liquor violations were occurring outside of the Downtown. There were
licensed establishments which were problem free. The Downtown was comparatively stable.

He added that this had been the Council’s first discussion regarding these fees. He would
provide the Council’s feedback to the Liquor Commission. Fees, (establishing new and/or

increasing existing) were a Council policy issue. The Commission would not make a
recommendation to the Council.

Alderman Lower recommended that City staff poll other Central IL cities and question how they
were addressing these issues/challenges.

Mr. Hales recommended that the DETF be revisited.
The meeting adjourned. Time: 7:45 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Tracey Covert
City Clerk
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
March 5, 2015
Contact: Brian Mohr, Fire Chief, 309-434-2462

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON FIRE DEPT. EARNS PPC OF “2” FROM ISO
Up from previous “3” rating

BLOOMINGTON, IL-The City of Bloomington’s Fire department recently earned a
Public Protection Classification (PPC) number of “2” from the Insurance Services Office
(ISO), outranking its previous designation of “3.”

The ISO collects and evaluates information from communities in the United States on
their structure fire suppression capabilities. The data is analyzed using ISO's Fire
Suppression Rating Schedule (FSRS), and then a Public Protection Classification
(PPC) number is assigned to the community. A PPC number can range from 1-9, with
lower numbers representing better evaluations. Lower ISO rankings can result in lower
fire insurance premiums.

In May 2012, Bloomington received 72.86 out of 100 possible points, earning a PPC of
"3." In a recently received report, Bloomington was evaluated again and received 80.39,
resulting in the “2” rating.

“This is a major accomplishment for the City of Bloomington, and is a joint effort
between the Water department, Bloomington Communications Center and the
Bloomington Fire department. This represents our commitment to providing high-quality
customer service to the community,” says Bloomington Fire Chief Brian Mohr.

While ISO has been evaluating communities for many years, the evaluation criteria was
recently revised, and Bloomington is only the second community to be revised with the
new criteria. Only 18% of communities have I1SO ratings of 1-3.
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4B Eves Drive, Suite 200
P.0. Box 961
Marlton, Nj 08053-3112

t 1.800.444.4554 Opt. 2
£1.800.777.3929

February 23, 2015

tr. David Hales, Manager
Bloomington

109 E Olive St
8iaomington, lilinais, 61701

RE: Bloomington, Mclean County, Ilinois
Public Protection Classification: 02/2X
Effective Date: June 01, 2015

Dear Mr. David Hales,

We wish to thank you Mr. Craig Cummings and Chief Michael Kimmerling for your cooperation during
our recent Public Protection Classification (PPC} survey. ISO has completed its analysis of the
structurat fire suppression delivery system provided in your community. The resulting classification is
indicated above.

Enclosed is a summary of the ISO analysis of your fire suppression services. If you would like to know
more about your community’s PPC classification, or if you would like to learn about the potential
effect of proposed changes to your fire suppression delivery system, please call us at the phone
number listed below.

Piease note that as part of our analysis it was determined that the following fire station{s) did not
meet the minimum reguirements for recognition: Bloomington FS 5 fire station.

ISO’s Public Protection Classification Program {PPC) plays an important role in the underwriting
process at insurance companies. [n fact, most U.S. insurers — including the largest ones — use PPC
information as part of their decision- making when deciding what business to write, coverage'’s to
offer or prices to charge for personal or commercial property fnsurance.

Each insurance company independently determines the premiums it charges its policyholders. The
way an insurer uses [SO's information on public fire protection may depend on several things — the
company’s fire-loss experience, ratemaking methodology, underwriting guidelines, and its marketing
strategy.

Through ongoing research and loss experience analysis, we identified additional differentiation in fire
loss experience within our PPC program, which resulted in the revised classifications. We based the
differing fire loss experience on the fire suppression capabilities of each community. The new
classifications will improve the predictive value for insurers while benefiting both commercial and
residential property owners, We've published the new classifications as “x” and “Y" — formerly the
“g” and “8B" portion of the split classification, respectively. For example:
. A community currently graded as a split 6/9 classification will now be a split 6/6X
classification; with the “6X” denoting what was formerly classified as “9.”
. Similarly, a community currently graded as a split 6/8B classification will now be a
split 6/6Y classification, the “6Y” denoting what was formerly classified as “88.”
«  Communities graded with single “9” or “8B” classifications will remain intact.




PPC is important to communities and fire departments as well. Communities whose PPC improves
may get lower insurance prices. PPC also provides fire departments with a valuable benchmark, and
is used by many departmentsasa valuable tool when planning, budgeting and justifying fire
protection improvements.

ISO appreciates the high level of cooperation extended by local officials during the entire PPC survey
process. The community protection baseline information gathered by ISO is an essential foundation
upon which determination of the relative level of fire protection is made using the Fire Suppression
Rating Schedule.

The classification is a direct result of the information gathered, and is dependent on the resource
levels devoted to fire protection in existence at the time of survey. Material changes in those
resources that occur after the survey is completed may affect the classification. Although ISO
maintains a pro-active process to keep baseline information as current as possible, in the event of
changes or questions, piease call customer service at 1-800-444-4554, option 2 to expedite the
update activity.

1SO is the leading suppliier of data and analytics for the property/casualty insurance industry. Most
insurers use PPC classifications for underwriting and calculating premiums for residential, commercial
and industrial properties. The PPC program is not intended to analyze all aspects of a comprehensive
structural fire suppression delivery system program. It is not for purposes of determining compliance
with any state or local faw, nor is it for making loss prevention or life safety recommendations.

if you have any questions about your classification, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Dominie Santannd

Dominic Santanna
Manager - National Processing Center

Encl. ,
cc: Mr. Craig Cummings, Water Resources Director, Bloomington Water Department
Chief Michael Kimmerling, Chief, Bloomington Fire Department
Mr. Darren Wolf, 911 Director, Bloomington Police Depariment




Public Protection Classification

Summary Report

Bloomington

ILLINOIS

Prepared by

Insurance Services Office, Inc.
4B Eves Drive, Suite 200
P.O. Box 961
Marlton, New Jersey 08053-31 12
(856) 985-5600

February 2015

€150 Properties, Inc., 2014




Introduction

ISO collects and evaluates information from communities in the United States on their
structure fire suppression capabilities. The data is analyzed using our Fire Suppression
Rating Schedule (FSRS™) and then a Public Protection Classification (PPC™) number is
assigned to the community. The surveys are conducted whenever it appears that there is a
possibility of a classification change. As such, the PPC program provides important, up-to-
date information about fire protection services throughout the country.

The Fire Suppression Rating Schedule (FSRS) recognizes fire protection features only as
they relate to suppression of first alarm structure fires. in many communities, fire suppression
may be only a small pait of the fire department's overall responsibility. 1SO recognizes the
dynamic and comprehensive duties of a community's fire service, and understands the
complex decisions a community must make in planning and delivering emergency services.
However, in developing a community’s Public Protection Classification, only features related
to reducing property losses from structurai fires are evaluated. Muitiple alarms, simuitaneous
incidents and fife safety are not considered in this evaluation. The PPC program evaluates
the fire protection for small to average size buildings. Specific properties with a Needed Fire
Flow in excess of 3,500 gpm are evaluated separately and assigned an individual
classification.

A community's investment in fire mitigation is @ proven and reliable predictor of future fire
losses. Statistical data on insurance losses bears out the relationship between excellent fire
protection — as measured by the PPC program — and low fire losses. So, insurance
companies use PPC information for marketing, underwriting, and to help establish fair
premiums for homeowners and commercial fire insurance. In general, the price of fire
insurance in a community with a good PPG is substantially lower than in a community with a

poor PPC, assuming all other factors are equal.

ISO is an independent company that serves insurance companies, communities, fire
departments, insurance regulators, and others by providing information about risk. 18O's
expert staff collects information about municipal fire suppression effots in communities
throughout the United States. in each of those communities, SO analyzes the relevant data
and assigns a Public Protection Classification — a number from 1 to 10. Class 1 represents an
exemplary fire suppression program, and Class 10 indicates that the area's fire suppression
program does not meet ISO's minimum criteria. '

iSO's PPC program evaluates communities according to a uniform set of criteria,
incorporating nationally recognized standards developed by the National Fire Protection
Association and the American Water Works Association. A community's PPC depends on:

» Needed Fire Flows, which are representative building jocations used to determine
the theoretical amount of water necessary for fire suppression purposes.

» Emergency Communications, inciuding emergency reporting, telecommunicators,
and dispatching systems.

3 Fire Department, including equipment, staffing, training, geographic distribution of
fire companies, operational considerations, and community risk reduction.

»  Water Supply, including inspection and flow testing of hydrants, alternative water
supply operations, and a careful evaluation of the amount of available water
compared with the amount needed to suppress fires up to 3,500 gpm.
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Data Collection and Analysis

ISO has evaluated and classified over 48,000 fire protection areas across the United States
using its Fire Suppression Rating Schedule (FSRS). A combination of meetings between
trained 1SO field representatives and the dispatch center coordinator, community fire official,
and water superintendent is used in conjunction with a comprehensive questionnaire to
collect the data necessary to determine the PPC number. In order for a community to obtain
a classification better then a Class g, three elements of fire suppression features are
reviewed. These three elements are Emergency Communications, Fire Department, and
Water Supply.

A review of the Emergency Communications accounts for 10% of the total classification.
This section is weighted at 10 points, as follows:

¢ Emergency Reporting 3 points
s Telecommunicators 4 points
o Dispatch Circuits 3 points

A review of the Fire Department accounts for 50% of the tota classification. 1SO focuses on
a fire department's first alarm response and initial attack to minimize potential loss. The fire
department section is weighted at 50 points, as follows:

o Engine Companies 6 points

e Reserve Pumpers 0.5 points

o Pump Capacity 3 points

o Ladder/Service Companies 4 points

e Reserve Ladder/Service Trucks 0.5 points

o Deployment Analysis 10 points

o Company Personnel : 15 points

¢ Training 9 points

o Operational considerations 2 points

o Community Risk Reduction 5.5 points (in addition to the 50 points above)

A review of the Water Supply system accounts for 40% of the total classification. ISO
reviews the water supply a community uses to determine the adequacy for fire suppression
purposes. The water supply system is weighted at 40 points, as follows:

e Credit for Supply System 30 points
o Hydrant Size, Type & Instaliation 3 points
e Inspection & Flow Testing of Hydrants 7 points
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There is one additional factor considered in calculating the final score — Divergence.

Even the best fire department will be less than fully effective if it has an inadequate water
supply. Similarly, even a superior water supply will be less than fully effective if the fire
department lacks the equipment or personnet to use the water. The FSRS score is subject to
modification by a divergence factor, which recognizes disparity between the effectiveness of
the fire department and the water supply.

The Divergence factor mathematically reduces the score based upon the relative difference
between the fire department and water supply scores. The factor is introduced in the final
equation.

Public Protection Classification Number

The PPC number assigned to the community will depend on the community's score on a
100-point scale:

PPC Points

1 90.00 or more
2 80.00 to 89.99
3 70.00 to 79.99
4 60.00 to 69.99
5 50.00 to 59.99
6 40.00 to 49.99
7 30.00 to 39.99
8 20.00 to 29.99
9 10.00 to 19.99
10 0.00 to 9.99

The classification numbers are interpreted as follows:

o Class 1 through (and including) Class 8 represents a fire suppression system that
includes an FSRS creditable dispatch center, fire depariment, and water supply.

o Class 8B is a special classification that recognizes a superior level of fire
protection in otherwise Class g areas. It is designed to represent a fire protection
delivery system that is superior except for a lack of a water supply system
capable of the minimum FSRS fire flow criteria of 250 gpm for 2 hours.

o Class 9 is a fire suppression system that includes a creditable dispatch center, fire
department but no FSRS creditable water supply.

e Class 10 does not mest minimum FSRS criteria for recognition, including areas
that are beyond five road miles of a recognized fire station.
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New Public Protection Classifications effective July 1, 2014

We're revising our Public Protection Classifications (PPC™) to capture the effects of
enhanced fire protection capabilities that reduce fire loss and fire severity in Split Class 9 and
Split Class 8B areas (as outlined below). This new structure benefits the fire service,
community, and property owner.

New classifications

Through ongoing research and loss experience analysis, we identified additional
differentiation in fire loss experience within our PPC program, which resulted in the revised
classifications. We based the differing fire loss experience on the fire suppression capabilities
of each community. The new classifications will improve the predictive value for insurers
while benefiting both commercial and residential property owners. Here are the new
classifications and what they mean.

Split classifications

When we develop a split classification for a community — for example 5/9 — the first number
is the class that applies to properties within 5 road miles of the responding fire station and
1,000 feet of a creditable water supply, such as a fire hydrant, suction point, or dry hydrant.
The second number is the class that applies to properties within 5 road miles of a fire station
put beyond 1,000 feet of a creditable water supply. We have revised the classification to
reflect more precisely the risk of loss in a community, replacing Class 9 and 8B in the second
part of a spiit classification with revised designations.

What's changed with the new classifications?
We've published the new classifications as X" and “Y* — formerly the "9" and "8B" portion of
the split classification, respectively. For example:

A community currently displayed as a spiit 6/9 classification will now be a split 6/6X
classification: with the "6X" denoting what was formerly classified as "9".

Similarly, a community currently graded as a split 6/8B classification will now he a split
6/6Y classification, the "6Y" denoting what was formerly classified as "8B".

Communities graded with single “9" or "88” classifications will remain intact.

Prior New Prior New
Classification | Classification Classification | Classification
1/9 171X 1/88 11V
I ' yse | 2
3/9 3/3K 388 3/3Y
af9 afax 4/88 ajay
5f9 5/5% 5/88 5/5Y
6/9 6/6X 6/88 6/6Y
7/9 77X 7/88 7/

8/9 8/8X 8fa8 8/av
9 9 8B 8B
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What's changed?

As you can see, we're still maintaining split classes, but it's how we represent them to
insurers that's changed. The new designations reflect a reduction in fire severity and loss and
have the potentiai to reduce property insurance premiums. '

Benefits of the revised split class designations
To the fire service, the revised designations identify enhanced fire suppression

capabilities used throughout the fire protection area
To the community, the new classes reward a community's fire suppression efforts by
showing a more refiective designation

To the individual property owner, the revisions offer the potential for decreased property
insurance premiums

New water class

Our data also shows that risks located more than 5 but less than 7 road miles from a
responding fire station with a creditable water source within 1,000 feet had better loss
experience than those farther than 5 road miles from a responding fire station with no
creditable water source. We've introduced a new classification —1 OW — to recognize the
reduced loss potential of such properties.

What's changed with Class 10W?

Class 10W is property-specific. Not all properties in the 5-to-7-mile area around the
responding fire station will qualify. The difference between Class 10 and 10W is that the
10W-graded risk or property is within 1,000 feet of a creditable water supply. Creditable water
supplies include fire protection systems using hauled water in any of the split classification
areas.

What's the benefit of Class 10W?

10W gives credit to risks within 5 to 7 road miles of the responding fire station and within
1,000 feet of a creditable water supply. That's reflective of the potential for reduced property
insurance premiums.

What does the fire chief have to do?
Fire chiefs don't have to do anything at all. The revised classifications wil change
automatically effective July 1, 2014*.

What if | have additional questions?
Feel free to contact 1SO at 800.444.4554 or email us at PPC-Cust-Serv@iso.com.

*The new classifications do not apply in Texas.
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Distribution of Public Protection Classification Numbers
The 2014 published countrywide distribution of communities by the Public Protection
Classification number is as follows:

Countrywide

14,000 W

12,457

12,000
10,000 -

§,000 -
6,000
4,000

2,000 -

0 +— SR
Ciass Glass Class Class Glass Class Glase Class Class Class GClass
1 2 3 4 5 t 7 8 8B 9 10

Assistance

The PPC program offers heip to communities, fire depariments and other public officials as
they plan for, budget, and justify improvements. I1SO is also available to assist in the
understanding of the details of this evaluation.

1SO Public Protection representatives can be reached by telephone at (800) 444-4554, The
technical specialists at this telephone number have access to the details of this evaluation
and can effectively speak with you about your PPC guestions. What's more, we can be
reached via the internet at www.isomitigation.com/talk/.

We also have a website dedicated to our Community Hazard Mitigation Classification
programs at www.isomitigation.com. Here, fire chiefs, building code officials, community
leaders and other interested citizens can access a wealth of data describing the criteria used
in evaluating how cities and towns are protecting residents from fire and other natural
hazards. This website will allow you to learn more about 1SO's Public Protection
Classification program. The website provides important background information, insights
about the PPC grading processes and technical documents. [SO is also pleased to offer Fire
Chiefs Online — a special secured website with information and features that can help
improve your 1ISO Public Protection Classification, including a list of the Needed Fire Flows
for all the commercial occupancies 1SO has on file for your community. Visitors to the site
can download information, see statistical results and also contact ISO for assistance.

In addition, on-line access to the Fire Suppression Rating Schedule and its commentaries is
available to registered customers for a fee. However, fire chiefs and community chief
administrative officials are given access privileges to this information without charge.

To become a registered fire chief or community chief administrative official, register at
www.isomitigation.com.
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Public Protection Classification
1SO concluded its review of the fire suppression features being provided for Bloomington.
The resulting community classification is Class 02/2X.

If the classification is a single class, the classification applies to properties with a Needed Fire
Flow of 3,500 gpm or less in the community. If the classification is a split class {e.g., 6/XX),
the following applies:

> The first class {e.g., 6" in a 6/XX) applies to properties within 5 road miles of a
recognized fire station and within 1,000 feet of a fire hydrant or alternate water supply.

» The second class (XX or XY) applies to properties beyond 1,000 feet of a fire hydrant
but within 5 road miles of a recognized fire station.

% Altemative Water Supply: The first class (e.g., "6" in a 6/10) applies to properties
within 5 road miles of a recognized fire station with no hydrant distance requirement.

$ Class 10 applies to properties over 5 road miles of a recognized fire station.

» Specific properties with a Needed Fire Flow in excess of 3,500 gpm are evaluated
separately and assigned an individual classification.

Summary Evaluation Analysis

) A Earned Credit
FSRS Feature Credit Available
Emergency Communications
414. Credit for Emergency Reporting 240 3
422. Credit for Telecommunicators 4.00 4
432. Credit for Dispatch Circuits 1.95 3
440, Credit for Receiving and Handling Fire Alarms 8.35 10
Fire Department
513. Credit for Engine Companies 577 8
523. Credit for Reserve Pumpers’ 0.48 0.50
532. Credit for Pump Capacity 3.00 3
549, Credit for Ladder Service 2.69 4
553. Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks 048 0.50
561. Credit for Deployment Analysis 6.00 10
571. Credit for Company Personnel 10.36 15
581. Credit for Training 4.69 9
730. Credit for Operational Considerations 200 2
590. Credit for Fire Department ) 3547 50
Water Supply
6186. Credit for Supply System 27.26 30
621. Credit for Hydrants 2.50 3
631. Credit for Inspection and Flow Testing 7.00 7
840. Credit for Water Supply 26.76 40
Divergence 419 -
1050. Community Risk Reduction 4.00 5.50
Total Credit 80.39 105.50
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Einergéncy Communications

Ten percent of a community's overall score is based on how well the communications center
receives and dispatches fire atarms. Our field representative evaluated:

« Communications facilities provided for the general public to report structure fires
« Enhanced 9-1-1 Telephone Seivice including wireiess

» Computer-aided dispatch (CAD) facilities

« Alarm receipt and processing at the communication center

« Training and certification of telecommunicators

« Facilities used to dispatch fire department companies to reported structure fires

Earned Credit ]
Credit Available
414. Credit Emergency Reporting 2.40 3
422, Credit for Telecommunicators 4,00 4
432, Credit for Dispatch Circuits 1.95 3
th_em 440, Credit for Emergency Communications: 8.35 10

ltem 414 - Credit for Emergency Reporting (3 points)

The first item reviewed is ltem 414 "Credit for Emergency Reporting (CER)". This item
reviews the emergency communication center facilities provided for the public to report fires
including 911 systems (Basic or Enhanced), Wireless Phase | and Phase I, Voice over
Intemet Protocol, Computer Aided Dispatch and Geographic Information Systems for
automatic vehicle location. 18O uses National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1221,
Standard for the Installation, Maintenance and Use of Emergency Seivices Communications
Systems as the reference for this section.
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e g ‘ Earned Credit
ltem 410, Emergency Reporting (CER) Credit | Available

A./B. Basic 9-1-1, Enhanced 9-1 -1 or No 9-1-1 20.00 20

For maximum credit, there should be an Enhanced 9-1-1
system, Basic 9-1~1 and No 9-1-1 will receive partial credit.

1. E9-1-1 Wireless 25,00 25

Wireless Phase | using Static AL (automatic location
identification) Functionality (10 points); Wireless Phase |l
using Dynamic ALI Functionality (15 points), Both available
will be 25 points

2. E9-1-1 Voice over Internet Protoco! (VolP) 10.00 25

Static VolP using Static ALI Functionality (10 points);
Nomadic VoIP using Dynamic AL Functionality (15 points);
Both available will be 25 points

3. Computer Aided Dispatch 10.00 15

Basic CAD (5 points); CAD with Management information
System (5 points); CAD with Interoperability (5 points)

4. Geographic Information System (GIS/AVL) 15.00 15

The PSAP uses a fully integrated CAD/GIS management
system with automatic vehicle iocation (AVL) integrated
with a CAD system providing dispatch assignments.

Review of Emergency Reporting total: 80.00 100

(tem 422- Credit for Telecommunicators (4 points)

The second ifem reviewed is ltem 422 sCredit for Telecommunicators (TC)". This item
reviews the number of Telecommunicators on duty at the center to handle fire calls and other
emergencies. All emergency calls including those calls that do not reguire fire department
action are reviewed to determine the proper staffing to answer emergency calls and dispatch
the appropriate emergency response. NFPA 1221, Standard for the Installation, Maintenance
and Use of Emergency Services Communications Systems, recommends that ninety-five
percent of emergency calis shall be answered within 15 seconds and ninety-nine percent of
emergency calls shall be answered within 40 seconds. In addition, NFPA recommends that
ninety percent of emergency alarm processing shall be completed within 60 seconds and
ninety-nine percent of alarm processing shall be completed within 90 seconds of answeting
the calk.
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To receive full credit for operators on duty, ISO must review documentation to show that the
communication center meets NFPA 1221 call answering and dispatch time performance
measurement standards. This documentation may be in the form of performance statistics or
other performance measurements compiled by the 9-1-1 software or other software
programs that are currently in use such as Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) or Management
Information System (MIS).

Earned Credit

(terh 420. Telecommunicators (CTC) Credit | Available
‘A. Alarm Receipt (AR) 20.00 20

Receipt of alarms shall meet the requirements in
accordance with the criteria of NFPA 1221

A2. Alarm Processing (AP) 20.00 20

Processing of alarms shall meet the requirements in
accordance with the criteria of NFPA 1221

B. Emergency Dispatch Protocols (EDP} 20.00 20

Telecommunicators have emergency dispatch protocols
(EDP) containing questions and a decision-support
process to facilitate correct call categorization and
prioritization.

C. Telecommunicator Training and Certification (TTC) 20.00 20

Telecommunicators meet the qualification requirements
referenced in NFPA 1061, Standard for Professional
Qualifications for Public Safety Telecommunicator,
and/or the Association of Public-Safety Communications
Officials - International (APCQ}) Project 33.
Telecommunicators are certified in the knowledge, skills,
and abilities corresponding to their job functions.

D. Telecommunicator Continuing Education and 20.00 20
Quality Assurance (TQA)

Telecommunicators participate in continuing education
and/or in-service training and quality-assurance
programs as appropriate for their positions

Review of Telecommunicators total: 100.00 100
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[tem 432 - Credit for Dispatch Circuits (3 points)

The third item reviewed is ltem 432 sCredit for Dispatch Circuits (CDCY". This item reviews
the dispatch circuit facilities used to transmit alarms to fire department members. A “Dispatch
Circuit’ is defined in NFPA 1221 as “A circuit over which an alarm is transmitted from the
communications center to an emergency response facility (ERF) or emergency response
units (ERUs) to notify ERUs to respond to an emergency”. Alifire departments (except single
fire station departments with full-time firefighter personnel receiving alarms directly at the fire
station) need adequate means of notifying all firefighter personnel of the location of reported
structure fires. The dispatch circuit facilities should be in accordance with the general criteria
of NFPA 1221. “Alarms” are defined in this Standard as “A signal or message from a person
or device indicating the existence of an emergency or other situation that requires action by
an emergency response agency”.

There are two different levels of dispatch circuit facilities provided for in the Standard — a
primary dispatch circuit and a secondary dispatch circuit. in jurisdictions that receive 730
alarms or more per year (average of two alarms per 24-hour period), two separate and
dedicated dispatch circuits, a primary and a secondary, are needed. In jurisdictions receiving
fewer than 730 alarms per year, a second dedicated dispatch circuit is not needed. Dispatch
circuit facilities installed but not used or tested (in accordance with the NFPA Standard)
receive no credit.

The score for Credit for Dispatch Gircuits (CDC) is influenced by monitoring for integrity of the
primary dispatch circuit. There are up to 0.90 points available for this Item. Monitoring for
integrity involves installing automatic systems that wil detect faults and failures and send
visual and audible indications to appropriate communications center (or dispatch center)
personnel. 1SO uses NFPA 1221 to guide the evaluation of this item. 1SO's evaluation aiso
includes a review of the communication system's emergency power supplies.

item 432 “Credit for Dispatch Circuits (CDC)” = 1.95 points
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Fifty percent of a community's overall score is based upon the fire department's structure fire
suppression system. ISO's field representative evaluated:

Engine and ladder/service vehicles including reserve apparatus
Equipment carried

Response to reported structure fires

Deployment analysis of companies

Available andfor responding firefighters

Training
Earned Credit ]
Credit Available
513, Credit for Engine Companies 5,77 8
523. Credit for Reserve Pumpers 0.48 0.5
532, Credit for Pumper Capacity 3.00 3
549. Credit for Ladder Service 2.69 4
553. Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks 0.48 0.5
561. Credit for Deployment Analysis 6.00 10
571. Credit for Company Personnel 10.36 15
581. Credit for Training 4.69 9
581. Credit for Operational Considerations 2.00 2
wzm 590. Credit for Fire Department: 35.47 50

Basic Fire Flow
The Basic Fire Flow for the community is determined by the review of the Needed Fire Flows

for selected buildings in the community. The fifth largest Needed Fire Flow is determined to
be the Basic Fire Fiow. The Basic Fire Flow has been determined to be 3500 gpm.
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Item 513 - Credit for Engine Companies (6 points)

The first item reviewed is ltem 513 "Credit for Engine Companies (CEC)". Thisitem reviews
the number of engine companies, their pump capacity, hose testing, pump testing and the
equipment carried on the in-service pumpers. To be recognized, pumper apparatus must
meet the general criteria of NEPA 1901, Standard for Automotive Fire Apparatus which
include a minimum 250 gpm pump, an emergency warning system, a 300 gallon water tank,
and hose. At least 1 apparatus must have a permanently mounted pump rated at 750
gpm or more at 150 psi.

The review of the number of needed pumpers considers the response distance to built-upon
areas; the Basic Fire Flow; and the method of operation. Multiple alarms, simultaneous
incidents, and life safety are not considered.

The greatest value of A, B, or C below is needed in the fire district to suppress fires in
structures with a Needed Fire Flow of 3,500 gpm or less: § engine companies

a) 5engine companies to provide fire suppression services to areas to meet NFPA
1710 criteria or within 12 miles.

b) 3 engine companies to support a Basic Fire Flow of 3500 gpm.

c¢) 3engine companies based upon the fire department's method of operation to
provide a minimum two engine response to ail first alarm structure fires.

The FSRS recognizes that there are 5 engine companies in service.

The FSRS also reviews Automatic Aid. Automatic Aid is considered in the review as
assistance dispatched autormatically by contractual agreement between two
communities or fire districts. That differs from mutuat aid or assistance arranged case by
case. 1SO will recognize an Automatic Aid plan under the following conditions:

« It must be prearranged for first alarm response according to a definite plan. It is
preferable to have a written agreement, but 1SO may recognize demonstrated
performance.

o The aid must be dispatched to all reported structure fires on the initial alarm.

o The aid must be provided 24 houis a day, 365 days a year.

FSRS Item 512.D "Automatic Aid Engine Companies” responding on first alarm and meeting
the needs of the city for basic fire flow and/or distribution of companies are factored hased
upon the value of the Automatic Aid pian (up to 1.00 can be used as the factor). The
Automatic Aid factor is determined by a review of the Automatic Aid provider's
communication facilities, how they receive alarms from the graded area, inter-department
training between fire departments, and the fire ground communications capability between
departments.

For each engine company, the credited Pump Capacity (PC), the Hose Carried (HC), the
Equipment Carried (EC) ali contribute to the calculation for the percent of credit the FSRS
provides to that engine company.

Item 513 “Credit for Engine Companies (CEC)” =5.77 points
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ltem 523 - Credit for Reserve Pumpers {0.50 points)

The item is ltem 523 “Credit for Reserve Pumpers (CRP)’. This item reviews the number and
adequacy of the pumpers and their equipment. The number of needed reserve pumpers is 1
for each 8 needed engine companies determined in ltem 513, or any fraction thereof.

ltem 523 “Credit for Reserve P‘umpers {CRP)” = 0.48 points

ltem 532 = Credit for Pumper Capacity (3 points)
The next item reviewed is item 532 “Credit for Pumper Capacity (CPC)". The total pump

capacity available should be sufficient for the Basic Fire Flow of 3500 gpm. The maximum
needed pump capacity credited is the Basic Fire Flow of the community.

Item 532 “Credit for Pumper Capacity {CPC)” = 3.00 points

[tem 549 — Credit for Ladder Service (4 points)

The next item reviewed is ltem 549 “Credit for Ladder Service (CLS)". This item reviews the
number of response areas within the city with 5 buildings that are 3 or more stories or 35 feet
or more in height, or with 5 buildings that have a Needed Fire Flow greater than 3,500 gpm,
or any combination of these criteria. The height of all buildings in the city, including those
protected by automatic sprinklers, is considered when determining the number of needed
ladder companies. Response areas not needing a ladder company should have a service
company. Ladders, tools and equipment normally carried on fadder trucks are needed not
only for ladder operations but also for forcible entry, ventilation, salvage, overhaul, fighting
and utility control.

The number of ladder or service companies, the height of the aerial ladder, aerial ladder
testing and the equipment carried on the in-service ladder trucks and service trucks is
compared with the number of needed ladder trucks and service trucks and an FSRS
equipment list. Ladder trucks must meet the general criteria of NFPA 1901, Standard for
Automotive Fire Apparatus to be recognized. '

The number of needed ladder-service trucks is dependent upon the number of buildings 3
stories or 35 feet or more in height, buildings with a Needed Fire Flow greater than 3,500
gpm, and the method of operation.

The FSRS recognizes that there are 2 ladder companies in service. These companies are
needed to provide fire suppression services to areas to meet NFPA 1710 criteria or within 22
miles and the number of buildings with a Needed Fire Flow over 3,500 gpm or 3 stories or
more in height, or the methad of operation.

The FSRS recognizes that there are 0 service companies in service.

ltem 549 “Credit for Ladder Service {CLS)” = 2.69 points
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Item 553 — Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks (0.50 points)

The next item reviewed is item 553 “Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks (CRLS)".
This item considers the adequacy of ladder and service apparatus when one (or more in
larger communities) of these apparatus are out of service. The number of needed reserve
ladder and service trucks is 1 for each 8 needed ladder and service companies that were
determined to be needed in item 540, or any fraction thereof.

Item 553 “Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks (CRLS)” = 0.48 points

Itern 561 = Deployment Analysis (10 points)

Next, ltem 561 “Deployment Analysis (DAY’ is reviewed. This ftem examines the number and
adequacy of existing engine and ladder-service companies to cover buiit-upon areas of the
city.

To determine the Credit for Distribution, first the Existing Engine Company (EC) points and
the Existing Engine Companies (EE) determined in ltem 513 are considered along with
Ladder Company Equipment (LCE) points, Service Company Equipment (SCE) points,
Engine-Ladder Company Equipment (ELCE) points, and Engine-Service Company
Equipment (ESCE) points determined in ltem 549.

Secondly, as an alternative to determining the number of needed engine and
ladder/service companies through the road-mile analysis, a fire protection area may use
the results of a systematic performance evaluation. This type of evaluation analyzes
computer-aided dispatch (CAD) history to demonstrate that, with its current deployment
of companies, the fire department meets the time constraints for initial arriving engine
and initial full alarm assignment in accordance with the general criteria of in NFPA 1710,
Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations,

Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire
Departments.

A determination is made of the percentage of buiit upon area within 1% miles of a first-due
engine company and within 2%z miles of a first-due ladder-service company.

[tem 561 “Credit Deployment Analysis (DA)” = 6.00 points
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item 571 — Credit for Company Personnei (15 points)

ftem 571 “Credit for Company Personnel (CCP)" reviews the average number of existing
firefighters and company officers avaitable to respond to reported first alarm structure fires in
the city.

The on-duty strength is determined by the yearly average of totai firefighters and company
officers on-duty considering vacations, sick leave, holidays, “Kelley” days and other
absences. When a fire department operates under a minimum staffing policy, this may be
used in fieu of determining the yearly average of on-duty company personnel.

Firefighters on apparatus not credited under Items 513 and 549 that reguiarly respond to
reported first alarms to aid engine, ladder, and service companies are included in this item as
increasing the total company strength.

Firefighters staffing ambulances or other units serving the general public are credited if they
participate in fire-fighting operations, the number depending upon the extent to which they are
available and are used for response to first alarms of fire.

On-Call members are credited on the basis of the average number staffing apparatus on first
alarms. Off-shift career firefighters and company officers responding on first alarms are
considered on the same basis as on-call personnel. For personnel not normally at the fire
station, the number of responding firefighters and company officers is divided by 3 to reflect
the time needed to assemble at the fire scene and the reduced ability to act as a team due to
the various arrival times at the fire location when compared to the personnel on-duty at the
fire station during the receipt of an alarm. '

The number of Public Safety Officers who are positioned in emergency vehicles within the
jurisdiction boundaries may be credited based on availability to respond to first alarm
structure fires. In recognition of this increased response capability the number of responding
Public Safety Officers is divided by 2. :

The average number of firefighters and company officers responding with those companies
credited as Automatic Aid under items 513 and 549 are considered for either on-duty or on-
call company personnel as is appropriate. The actual number is calculated as the average
number of company personnel responding multiplied by the value of AA Plan determined in
item 512.D.

The maximum creditable response of on-duty and on-call firefighters is 12, including
company officers, for each existing engine and ladder company and 6 for each existing
service company.

Chief Officers are not creditable except when more than one chief officer responds to alarms;

then extra chief officers may be credited as firefighters if they perform company duties.

The FSRS recognizes 29.00 on-duty personnel and an average of 0.00 on-call personnel
responding on first alarm structure fires.

item 571 “Credit for Company Personnel (CCP)” = 10.36 points
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Item 581 — Credit for Training (9 points)

- Earned
Training Credit

Credit
Available

A Facilities; and Use : 9.10
For maximum credit, each firefighter should receive 18 hours per year
in structure fire related subjects as outlined in NFPA 1001.

35

B. Company Training 13.89
For maximum credit, each firefighter should receive 16 hours per
month in structure fire refated subjects as outlined in NFPA 1001.

25

C. Glasses for Officers 9.69
For maximum credit, each officer should be certified in accordance

with the general criteria of NFPA 1024. Additionally, each officer
should receive 12 hours of continuing education on or off site.

12

D. New Driver and Operator Training 5.00
For maximum credit, each new driver and operator should receive 60
hours of driverfoperator training per year in accordance with NFPA
1002 and NFPA 1451,

E, Existing Driver and Operator Trainind 5.00
Eor maximum credit, each existing driver and operator should receive
12 hours of driverfoperator training per year in accordance with NFPA
1002 and NFPA 1451,

F.Training on Hazardous Materials 1.00
For maximum credit, each firefighter should receive 6 hours of training
for incidents involving hazardous materials in accordance with NFPA
472

G. Recruit Training 5.00
For maximum credit, each firefighter should receive 240 hours of
structure fire related training in accordance with NEPA 1001 within the
first year of employment or tenure.

H. Pre-Fire Planning Inspections 248
For maximum credit, pre-fire planning inspections of each commercial,
industrial, institutional, and other similar type puilding (all buildings
except 1-4 family dwellings) should be made annually by comparny
members. Records of inspections shouid include up-fo date notes and
skeiches.

12

item 580 “Credit for Training (CT)” = 4.69 points
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Item 730 — Operational Considerations (2 points)

ltem 730 “Credit for Operational Considerations (COC)” evaluates fire department standard
operating procedures and incident management systems for emergency operations
involving structure fires.

Operational Considerations Credit | Available

Standard Operating Procedures 50 50

The department should have established SOPs for
fire department general emergency operations

Incident Managemeht Systems 50 | 50

The department should use an established incident
management system (IMS)

Operational Considerations total: 100 100

[tem 730 “Credit for Operational Considerations (COC)” = 2.00 points

Forty percent of a community's overall score is based on the adequacy of the water supply
system. The ISO field representative evaluated:

the capability of the water distribution system to meet the Needed Fire Flows at
selected locations up to 3,500 gpm.

size, type and installation of fire hydrants.
inspection and flow testing of fire hydrants.

Earned Credit

Credit Available
616. Credit for Supply System 27.26 30
621. Credit for Hydrants 2.50 3
631. Credit for Inspection and Flow Testing 7.00 7
item 640. Credit for Water Supply: 36.76 40
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ltem 616 = Credit for Supply System (30 points)

The first item reviewed is Item 616 “Credit for Supply System (CSSY". This item reviews the
rate of flow that can be credited at each of the Needed Fire Flow test locations considering
the supply works capacity, the main capacity and the hydrant distribution. The lowest flow
rate of these items is credited for each representative location. A water system capable of
delivering 250 gpm or more for a period of two hours plus consumption at the maximum daily
rate at the fire location is considered minimum in the 1SO review.

Where there are 2 or more systems or services distributing water at the same focation, credit
is given on the basis of the joint protection, provided by all systems and services available.

The supply works capacity is calculated for each representative Needed Fire Flow test
location, considering a variety of water supply sources. These include public water supplies,
emergency supplies (usually accessed from neighboring water systems), suction supplies
(usually evidenced by dry hydrant instaliations near a river, lake or other body of water), and
supplies developed by a fire department using large diameter hose or vehicles to shuttle
water from a source of supply to a fire site. The result is expressed in gallons per minute

(gpm).

The normal abiiity of the distribution system to deliver Needed Fire Flows at the selected
building locations is reviewed. The results of a flow test at a representative test location will
indicate the ability of the water mains (or fire department in the case of fire department
supplies) to carry water to that focation.

The hydrant distribution is reviewed within 1,000 feet of representative test locations
measured as hose can be laid by apparatus.

For maximum credit, the Needed Fire Flows should be available at each location in the
district. Needed Fire Flows of 2,500 gpm or less should be available for 2 hours; and Needed
Fire Flows of 3,000 and 3,500 gpm should be obtainable for 3 hours.

item 616 “Credit for Supply System {CSS)” = 27.26 points
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[teim 621 = Credit for Hydrants (3 points)
The second item reviewed is ltem 621 “Credit for Hydrants (CH)". This item reviews the
number of fire hydrants of each type compared with the total number of hydrants.

There are a total of 4900 hydrants in the graded area.

e e L Number of
620, Hydrants, - Size, Type and installation Hydrants

A. With a6 -inch oF larger branch and a pumpsr outlet with or without 2% 4 2900
inch.otitlets

‘h'and no pumper outlet but two or more 1371

foot valve, or with a small:barrel

C./D: With only a 2% -inch outlet or with lesé thana'é -inch branch 629
EJF. Fitish Type, Cistern, or Suction Point 0

Item 621 “Credit for Hydrants (CH)” = 2.50 points

ltem 630 — Credit for Inspection and Flow Testing (7 points)

The third item reviewed is tem 630 “Credit for Inspection and Flow Testing (CIT)". This item
reviews the fire hydrant inspection frequency, and the completeness of the inspections.
Inspection of hydrants should be in accordance with AWWA M-17, Installation, Field Testing
and Maintenance of Fire Hydrants.

F'rédi'lé'ﬁéy*iif-.Ihs’ﬁeéﬁb_’h;(EI')E-:-:%Average interval between the 3 most recent inspections.

Frequency Points
1 year 30
2 years 20
3years 10
4 years 5
5 years or more : No Credit

Note: The points for inspection frequency are reduced by 10 points if the inspections are incomplete or
do not include a flushing program. An additional reduction of 10 points are made if hydrants are not
subjected to full system pressure during inspections. if the inspection of cisterns or suction points does

not include actual drafting with a pumper, o back-flushing for dry hydranis, 20 points are deducted.

Total points for Inspections = 4.00 points
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Frequency of Fire Flow Tésting (EF)i Average interval between the 3 most recent

inspections.
Fregquency Points
5 years 40
8 years 30
7 years 20
8 years 10
9 years 5
10 years or more No Credit

Total polints for Fire Flow Testing = 3.00 points

Item 631 “Credit for Inspection and Fire Flow Testing (CIT)” =7.00

points

The Divergence factor mathematically reduces the score based upon the refative difference
hetween the fire department and water supply scores. The factor is introduced in the final
equation.

Earned | Credit Available |
Credit

1025. Credit for Fire Prevention and Code Enforcement (CPCE) 1.74 2.2

1033. Credit for Public Fire Safety Education (CFSE) 1.22 2.2

1044. Credit for Fire investigation Programs (CIP) 1.04 1.1

ltem 1050. Credit for Community Risk Reduction 4.00 5.50
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o o . . i _ Dy Earned Credit
ttem 1025 — Credit for Fire Prevention Code and Enforcement Credit Available
(2.2 points)
Fire Prevention Code Regulations (PCR) 10.00 10
Evaluation of fire prevention code regulations in effect.
Fire Prevention Staffing (PS) 4.59 8
Evaluation of staffing for fire prevention activiiies.
'_F'iréiipr’ﬁé\'ieﬁtio'n'*jc':"éftiﬁbeiﬁdn'anai‘rrai_n'in:g(lici‘ri 6.00 6
Evaluation of the certification and training of fire prevention code
enforcement personnel.
Fire Prevention Programs (PCP) 11.10 2
Evaluation of fire prevention programs.
Review of Fire Prevention Code and Enforcement (CPCE) total: 1.74 40
. . Lo _ L . Earned Credit
Item 1033 — Credit for Public Fire Safety Education (2.2 points}) Credit Available
Public Fire Safety Educators Qualifications and Training (FSQT) 5.00 10
Evajuation of public fire safety education personnel training and
qualification as specified by the authority having jurisdiction.
Public Fire Safety Education Programs (FSP) 17.27 30
Evaluation of programs for pubiic fire safety education.
Review of Public Safety Education Programs (CFSE) total: 1.22 40
. . L ) Earned Credit
ltem 1044 — Credit for Fire Investigation Programs (1.1 points) Credit Available
Fire Investigation Organization and Staffing (10S) 8.00 8
Evaluation of organization and staffing for fire investigations.
Fire Investigator Gertification and Tralhing (IQT) 4.88 6
Evaluation of fire investigator certification and training.
Use of National Fire Incident Reporting System (IRS) 6.00 6
Evaluation of the use of the National Fire Incident Reporting
System (NFIRS) for the 3 years before the evaiuation.
Review of Fire Prevention Code and Enforcement (CPCE} total: 1.04 20
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Credit |

Earned
FSRS ltem Credit Available
Emergency Reporting
414. Credit for Emergency Reporting 240 3
422. Credit for Telecommunicators 4.00 4
432, Credit for Dispatch Gircuits 1.95 3
440. Credit for Receiving and Handling Fire Alarms 8.35 10
Fire Department
513. Credit for Engine Companies 5.77 6
523, Credit for Reserve Pumpers 0.48 0.5
532, Credit for Pumper Capacity 3.00 3
549, Credit for Ladder Service 2.69 4
553, Credit for Reserve Ladder and Service Trucks 0.48 0.5
561. Credit for Deployment Analysis 6.00 10
571. Credit for Company Personnel 10.36 15
581. Credit for Training 4.69 9
730. Credit for Operational Considerations 2.00 2
590. Credit for Fire Department ) 35.47 50
Water Supply
616, Credit for Supply System 27.26 30
621. Credit for Hydrants 2.50 3
631. Credit for inspection and Flow Testing 7.00 7
840. Credit for Water Supply 36.76 40
Divergence 4.19 --
1050. Community Risk Reduction 4.00 5,50
Total Credit 80.39 105.5

Final Community Classification = 02/2X
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Item 6C.

Uber Presentation
Presentation provided via Addendum
(5 minutes)

Question & Answer
(15 minutes)
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FOR COUNCIL: March 16, 2015
SUBJECT: Formation of a Downtown Signage Committee
RECOMMENDATION/MOTION: Recommend conceptual approval for formation of the

Downtown Signage Committee and direct the City Manager to draft a resolution for
establishment of an ad hock committee.

STRATEGIC PLAN LINK: Goal 6. Prosperous Downtown Bloomington.

STRATEGIC PLAN SIGNIFICANCE: Obijective 6¢c. Downtown becoming a community and
regional destination.

BACKGROUND: The Downtown Traffic Committee recommends formation of the Committee
to improve signage throughout Downtown promoting attractions and directing visitors. The
Committee would be a composed of staff, active citizens and a representative of the
Bloomington-Normal Area Convention and Visitors Bureau.

The Committee will be tasked with the following:

e Decide on sites that should be Examples from MUTCD
highlighted with signage. This could
include signs for civic attractions,
government buildings and parking
areas.

e Choose a style of design. The decision
on style should be limited to those
recognized by the Manual On Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)

e Decide on sign size and placement.

e Investigate cost.

Decisions should be returned to the Council and Administration in the form of recommendations.



COMMUNITY GROUPS/INTERESTED PERSONS CONTACTED: Downtown Traffic
Committee.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Cost is unknown at this time.

Respectfully submitted for Council consideration.

Prepared by: Stephen Arney, Public Works Administration
Reviewed by: Jim Karch, PE CFM, Director of Public Works
Reviewed by: Steve Rasmussen, Assistant City Manager

Financial & budgetary review by:  Chris Tomerlin, Budget Analyst

Legal review by: Jeffrey R. Jurgens, Corporation Counsel

Recommended by:

A

David A. Hales
City Manager

Attachments: Attachment 1. Downtown Bloomington Strategy, excerpts.

Motion: Conceptual approval for formation of the Downtown Signage Committee and direct the
City Manager to draft a resolution for establishment of an ad hock committee.

Motion: Seconded by:
Aye Nay Other Aye Nay Other
Alderman Black Alderman Painter
Alderman Fruin Alderman Sage
Alderman Hauman Alderman Schmidt
Alderman Lower Alderman Stearns
Alderman Mwilambwe
Mayor Renner


































Item 6E.

My Bloomington Request Management System
Presentation

Presentation provided via Addendum
(15 minutes)

Question & Answer
(10 minutes)
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