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Background

Various FEMS and OUC officials did not have detailed or specific information about the
circumstances, timing, and justification for detailing FEMS personnel to OUC. According to one
official, during former Mayor Anthony Williams* term, an EMS officer was detailed to OUC.
This EMS officer was a certified EMT responsible for monitoring EMS medical calls and
ensuring that units were put back into service quickly after delivering patients to hospitals.
Another official stated that in the aftermath of the David Rosenbaum case, former Mayor Adrian
Fenty established a fire liaison officer (FLO) position and two emergency liaison officer (ELO)
positions at OUC. In May 2010, an FEMS official stated that FEMS personnel have been
working at OUC for approximately 2 '5 years.

FEMS officials provided the OIG with an undated, unsigned document entitled
Memorandum of Understanding [MOU] Between DC Fire and Emergency Medical Services
Department and the Office of Unified Communication (see Attachment) that appears to establish
a FLO program and position at OUC. An FEMS official stated that this MOU was the basis for
stationing FEMS personnel at OUC; however, according to another FEMS official, the FEMS
senior official who drafted the MOU reportedly could not confirm that it “was officially signed,
in spite of it being agreed to.” When the OIG team interviewed the official involved in drafting
the MOU, the official stated that it was signed, but was unable to produce a signed copy. Yet
another FEMS official stated a belief that the former OUC Director did not sign the MOU
because she did not want FEMS employees at OUC. An OUC senior official recalled seeing a
draft of the MOU, but did not have a signed copy.

According to the MOU, the FLO would:

assist in facilitating the correct dispatching or non-dispatching

of FEMS resources according to FEMS policies and operating
procedures. This will be accomplished by monitoring the OUC
operations and recommending changes in dispatch policies where
appropriate.

This wording implies that FEMS had concerns about OUC employee errors when
dispatching FEMS “resources.” The FLO also was to be responsible for training “OUC
instructors and other personnel on FEMS policies and operations . . ..” The MOU describes the
FLO program as a “pilot” program to remain in effect “for a minimum of 60 days.” It calls for
one FLO to be assigned to each OUC shift.

An FEMS official involved with drafting the MOU stated that FEMS and OUC held
meetings in late 2007 and 2008 to develop this program. He/she added that FEMS first began
detailing its personnel to OUC in May or June 2008. Officials stated that they were detailed to
OUC in the following order: battalion chief, FLO, ELO-1, and ELO-2. An ELO position
replaced the original EMS officer position.
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Observations and Analysis

Current Staffing and Operations at OUC

FEMS Staffing. The 13 FEMS employees in the liaison program are assigned as

follows:
[ ]

1 battalion chief who acts as an agency liaison, handles communication between
FEMS and OUC, and supervises FEMS employees working at OUC.

4 FLOs who are experts on fire and hazmat-based incidents. They monitor fire-
related matters at OUC to ensure the appropriate dispatch of FEMS units and
assignment of resources, and have final authority on ensuring that calls are coded
correctly to dispatch appropriate FEMS resources.

4 ELO-1s who are experts in non-emergency and emergency medical services
incidents. The ELO-1 has a supervisory role over FEMS personnel stationed at
OUC and acts as the primary ELO liaison to the battalion chief at OUC. This
position is responsible for such tasks as documenting patient refusals to be
transported to hospitals.

4 ELO-2s who provide FEMS units with the appropriate hospital assignments and
guidance during transports, and assist in the hospital notification process. ELO-2s
are to remain aware of the capabilities of area hospitals, ensure that units are
routed to those accepting patients, and avoid a back-up of FEMS units with
patients needing treatment.

The FEMS liaisons at OUC work 12-hour shifts. During each shift, there is one FLO,
one ELO-1, and one ELO-2.!

FEMS-OUC Operations. The team found that the current operation of the FEMS Fire
Liaison Program differs from what is stated in the unsigned MOU:

The MOU focuses only on the responsibilities of the FLOs working in
conjunction with the EMS officer at OUC; there is no mention of stationing ELOs
there.

FEMS personnel assigned to OUC were not to be ranked above captain or below
lieutenant. Currently, however, there are a battalion chief and sergeants.

The program would run for a minimum of 60 days as a pilot program, after which
it would be jointly evaluated by both agencies for its effectiveness. According to
an FEMS official, the agencies did not conduct a formal evaluation.

The MOU does not have a start or end date for the pilot period. As noted above,
FEMS officials have now been stationed at OUC for several years.

"' Each FLO, ELO-1, and ELO-2 works the 2/2/4 schedule, which consists of two consecutive day shifts, two
consecutive night shifts, and four consecutive days off.
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According to FEMS officials, FEMS employees are stationed at OUC to ensure that OUC
dispatches FEMS units correctly. ELOs ensure that FEMS units transport patients to the
appropriate hospitals and communicate with hospitals on the availability of beds. In addition, an
FEMS official stated that FEMS found errors in OUC*s dispatching of FEMS calls, and these
errors occurred because OUC dispatchers do not have institutional knowledge of FEMS
processes. According to three FEMS officials, sometimes OUC dispatchers send the incorrect
FEMS units to the scene and do not assign accurate dispatching codes. One of these FEMS
officials said that not all OUC shifts operate in the same manner; for example, OUC supervisors
do not interpret FEMS policies and procedures consistently.

MPD-0OUC Operations. According to OUC data, from October 1, 2010 - February 28,
2011, the highest percentage of calls (77%) were related to MPD matters.” Only 22% of 911
calls pertained to FEMS matters (80% EMS and 20% fire-related). However, MPD has only one
full-time liaison employee at OUC, a Commander, who addresses complaints to OUC
management about communication between MPD and OUC call-takers. An MPD official stated
that MPD has good communication with OUC and the agencies collaborate to resolve issues.
He/she added that the current manager of OUC*s 911 operations formerly worked at MPD before
OUC was created and understands MPD procedures well. He/she could only recall receiving
four or five complaints, which were from citizens inquiring why OUC call-takers had to ask so
many questions. The official stated that callers do not understand that OUC call-takers have to
follow certain protocols when handling MPD calls.

Conflicting Opinions on Need for FEMS Emplovees at OUC

The Government Accountability Office Internal Control Management and Evaluation
Tool recommends as a best practice that “[m]anagement periodically evaluate[] the
organizational structure and make[] changes as necessary in response to changing conditions”
and that ag3encies have “the appropriate number of employees, particularly in managerial
positions.”

The team*s interviews with FEMS and OUC officials revealed disparate opinions about
whether FEMS needs 13 of its employees at OUC. FEMS officials predicted negative
consequences if these employees are removed from OUC. An FEMS official stated that by
means of their expertise, FEMS personnel at OUC ensure that the correct apparatus is dispatched
to the scene and that hospitals can accommodate patients. The official opined that otherwise,
OUC would go back to business as usual with no accountability for its mistakes. Another FEMS
official implied that removing FEMS personnel from OUC operations would negatively impact

* The Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system is a software package that displays information pertaining to each
incoming 911 call on a computer screen. CAD also has the ability to locate the closest FEMS response unit to the
scene of the emergency and can select that unit to respond to the emergency. According to an OUC senior official,
the above figures pertain to 911 calls recorded as an event in CAD and not all calls received by OUC*s 911
operations. OUC only tracks whether a call pertains to an FEMS or MPD matter and is recorded as a CAD event.
Duplicate calls and those that are abandoned or misdialed do not result in a CAD event. Another 1% of calls
pertained to the Department of Real Estate Services™ Protective Services Police Department.

> GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, INTERNAL CONTROL MANAGEMENT AND EVALUATION ToOL, GAO-01-1008G, 16
(Aug. 2001).
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OUC because OUC lacks specific expertise to handle hospital transports. A third FEMS official
stated that previously, when OUC dispatchers noticed they had used an incorrect code, they
would not change it and would say they were following OUC procedures. This official added
that when he/she distributed new policies and procedures to OUC personnel, policy
implementation would last only a day because the policies would be thrown into the trash instead
of kept as guidance. He/she recommended that OUC dispatchers continue to study FEMS fire
and medical protocols, ask questions, and seek guidance from FEMS personnel when they are
unsure of a procedure.

On the other hand, in January 2011, an OUC senior official did not see the need for the
FLO and ELO-2 positions at OUC. He/she opined that most of the ELO-2 responsibilities could
be carried out in the field or at FEMS locations. He/she added that ELO-2 responsibilities
duplicate those of the EMS supervisor in the field. While an FLO is an expert in handling fire-
related matters, this official did not think the FLO was needed at OUC because FEMS routinely
assigns a battalion chief to the scene of a fire. However, the official does believe that the agency
liaison position is needed to continue to facilitate communication between FEMS and OUC.
Also, the ELO-1 position is needed to route units to hospitals based on information about patient
backlogs in emergency rooms. OUC dispatchers are not authorized to handle medical
emergencies related to ambulances and hospitals, and are not medically certified to determine a
patient™s condition. This official added that OUC dispatchers think FEMS personnel are not
doing much at OUC and that it would be more efficient to have them work in the field.

In April 2011, an FEMS official stated that the ELOs and FLOs could perform their
duties at any location if they had access to the CAD system and radio channels. However, it is
beneficial to have them physically stationed at OUC to immediately intervene if they observe a
dispatching error. By being able to correct an issue immediately, FEMS does not lose time
during an emergency or send the wrong resources to a scene. This official added that FEMS and
OUC managers met in March 2011 to discuss the possible removal of FEMS employees from
OUC. Both parties agreed that the ELO-1 and ELO-2 positions were necessary at OUC because
FEMS provided data that showed “drop times”* have decreased since ELOs began working at
OUC. This official stated that the City Administrator was in agreement with maintaining ELOs
at OUC. However, FEMS was unable to convince OUC management that FLOs were needed at
OUC, as FEMS had no data to support their impact on OUC operations. This official
commented that OUC wants the FLOs removed from OUC.

In June 2011, an OUC senior official stated that recently OUC and FEMS senior officials
had constructive discussions about the liaison program. FEMS provided OUC with “statements”
regarding statistical data that justify ELO-1 and ELO-2 presence at OUC. Even had they
provided such data, this official opined that he/she does not feel that he/she would be qualified to
interpret the data if the FEMS Medical Director believes the ELOs are needed at OUC.
However, FEMS was unable to justify assigning FLOs to OUC, and OUC plans to discuss this
matter further with FEMS. The OUC official stated that the agency liaison position does foster
communication between the agencies and should remain at OUC. Currently, OUC and FEMS

* According to an FEMS official, “drop time” refers to the response time interval beginning when a transport unit
arrives at a hospital and ending when the transport unit is available for service for another call.
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are working on a revised MOU and expect it to be completed in the next 35 to 40 days. The goal
of both agencies is to clarify roles and responsibilities in the liaison program. The official added
that the Deputy Mayor has instructed FEMS and OUC to work together to resolve the issues
regarding the placement of FEMS liaisons at OUC.

FEMS Unable to Provide Evidence of Significant OUC Dispatch Errors

FEMS officials stated that one reason they are at OUC is to correct errors made when
OUC dispatches FEMS units. An FEMS official estimated that there are about one to two
dispatching errors in a given week. However, the OIG team found that FEMS is not
systematically documenting OUC dispatching errors and providing the information to OUC for
analysis and collaborative action.

FEMS Special Order 2007-34 as well as the unsigned MOU state that the FLO will
complete a daily report using the current after-action report form to identify any event that
occurred during his/her tour of duty that highlights trends, problem areas, and system issues to be
proactively addressed. An FEMS official stated that only FLOs complete these reports. In
addition, ELOs complete a desk journal that reflects emergency responses, training, and any
information pertinent to his/her tour of duty. The Internal ELO Operating Procedures states that
the ELO-1 “[r]esearches and analyzes questionable medical dispatch and transport decisions and
prepares or presents findings and makes recommendations for improvement.” This procedure
does not explain how an ELO-1 or ELO-2 should record dispatch errors so that FEMS can
analyze trends.

An OUC senior official stated that FEMS has not provided OUC with daily reports that
identify trends, problem areas, or system issues in OUC"s call center. Problems are not reported
to OUC daily; rather, any concerns are brought to OUC*s attention every few weeks. According
to this official, during calendar year (CY) 2010, FEMS submitted 19 complaints on OUC"'s
handling of 911 calls.” Of those, 11 pertained to dispatching errors (an average of less than 1 per
month). OUC investigated 18 of these complaints® and agreed that OUC employees were at fault
in 10 of them but not the remaining 8.

The team reviewed these 19 complaints and found that those that were sustained dealt
with issues such as OUC using the wrong radio frequency or dispatching FEMS units to an
incorrect address. In the write-up on one of the complaints that was not sustained, OUC
appeared to admonish FEMS not to bother OUC with complaints about technical matters if the
dispatching was handled correctly. In response to the FEMS complaint, an OUC manager wrote:
“Chief [ ], this database is not designed for your [sic] to point out a technical problem that is an
in-house fix that you will not get feed-back on. As long as the call was categorized correctly and
the proper dispatch assignment was sent — FEMS should be good.”

During fieldwork, the team requested the FEMS after-action reports from April 1, 2010 -
September 30, 2010. FEMS provided reports for CYs 2007 through 2010 and clarified that they

> One of these complaints was submitted by the union president of FEMS.
® One investigation had not concluded when the OIG team acquired this information.
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are referred to as “Daily Activity Logs.” The team found that the log entries were not detailed
enough to determine whether an entry reflected an OUC dispatching error. For example, some
entries noted, “CAD status change.” Another recorded verification of the Reserve Apparatus
status in CAD and making corrections as needed, or verification of the unit status in CAD
throughout the tour of duty and updating this as necessary. An FEMS official stated that FEMS
does not have written policies and procedures for completing these logs. He noted that it is
“difficult to explain how a firefighter knows what to enter into a Daily Activity Log, but he/she
knows. 1 guess it can be said that [t]he ‘[c]ulture’ of the organization governs this situation.”

The team found that the number of Daily Activity Logs completed by FEMS employees
at OUC during CYs 2007 through 2010 ranged from 5 to 299 logs per year, as shown in the chart
below. In response to the OIG’s request for the after-action reports required by Special Order
2007-34, an FEMS official stated that FEMS had personnel changes during our requested time
period and “every effort [was] being made to capture the requested information from reassigned
personnel.” Irrespective of personnel changes, and given the significant gaps in Daily Activity
Logs, it is not clear how FEMS can accurately analyze trends in dispatch problems and use the
analysis as the basis for seeking improvements in OUC dispatching.

Number of Daily Activity Logs Completed
by FEMS Members at OUC
400
299
300
236
200
125
100
5
0
CY 2007 CY 2008 CY 2009 CY 2010

Unmeasured Benefits of FEMS Presence at OUC May Not Justify Costs

FEMS presence at OUC represents a significant personnel expense. The team analyzed
regular pay and overtime earnings for FEMS employees in the liaison program for a recent 6-
month period. As shown in the table on the following page, it cost FEMS nearly $700,000 to
assign its personnel to this program. An FEMS official stated that overtime was worked to fill in
for employees on sick or annual leave. Five FEMS employees who worked at OUC were cited
in a news report that listed FEMS’s top 25 overtime earners in fiscal year (FY) 2010.’

" Roby Chavez, Allegations of Overtime Abuse in DC Fire and EMS Department, Fox FIVE NEws, Jan. 3, 2011, see
http://www.myfoxdc.com/dpp/news/dc/allegations-of-overtime-abuse-in-dc-fire-and-ems-department-010311 (last
visited Mar. 24, 2011).
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Estimate of Wages Paid to FEMS Employees Detailed to OUC
March 28, 2010 — September 30, 2010
Regular Overtime Wages for Wages for
Employees | Hours Worked | Hours Worked Regular Overtime
at OUC at OUC Hours Hours®
Liaison
Personnel at 16° 15,232 977 $612,100 $40,426
oucC
Fill-in
Personnel at 27 263 643 $11,093 $24,516
ouc"
Total 43" 15,495 1,620 $623,193 $64,942

In April 2011, an FEMS official stated that FEMS employees at OUC no longer work
overtime due to overtime restrictions. FEMS uses fill-in personnel to prevent the need for
overtime.

In FY 2010, FEMS had an approved overtime budget of $7 million but spent over $11.8
million."* In April 2010, D.C. Councilmember Phil Mendelson, Chairperson of the Committee
on Public Safety and the Judiciary, issued a letter to the District™s Chief Financial Officer stating
that the former FEMS Chief “has failed to manage overtime and allowed its abuse or misuse, and
has chosen not to adopt strategies that would reduce costs.” Following Councilmember
Mendelson®s comments, the former Chief issued a memorandum via email to FEMS personnel
concerning the overtime issue. In the email, the Chief stated:

I*ve testified before his Committee on numerous occasions about
how more than 130 operational vacancies continue to cause
overtime pressures . . . . In my opinion, and based on the content of
the Chairperson‘s letter, the Committee misunderstands the causes
of overtime in the Fire and EMS Department.

No Collaborative Approach on Dispatch Training

FEMS and OUC do not have a collaborative approach to developing training programs
on dispatch issues. Specifically, there does not appear to be a formalized plan to draft training

¥ The dollar amounts for overtime shown are based on regular hourly wages. Actual overtime amounts paid may be
much higher because the figures shown do not include time and a half rates. Time and a half rates begin after a
certain number of overtime hours at regular pay have been worked.

? These figures are based on 16 individuals who worked in the 13 liaison positions during this 6-month time period.
' According to an FEMS official, fill-in personnel refer to FEMS personnel who are trained to perform the
functions at OUC and backfill a position when the regularly assigned liaison employee is not available.

" Three of the 43 employees served as both liaison and fill-in employees during the pay periods analyzed.

">The FEMS Schedule of Actual Expenditures was obtained from a CFOSOLVE report as of December 2, 2010.
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curricula for OUC dispatchers in order to curtail the dispatching errors reported by FEMS and, in
turn, diminish the need for such a large FEMS detail to OUC.

According to an FEMS memorandum issued on December 17, 2009, to its FLOs and
ELOs, “The OUC with the assistance of the OUC Liaison, Fire Liaison Officer (FLO) and/or the
EMS Liaison Officer (ELO) will provide Fire/EMS department based training each Friday of the
month through out [sic] the year.” The previously cited unsigned MOU states that the FLOs
have “collateral responsibility for facilitating training in conjunction with the OUC*s Training
Manager and Operations Manager[,]” and “train OUC instructors and other [OUC] personnel on
FEMS policies and operations, as well as coordinat[e] any future policy development.” FEMS
officials stated that OUC dispatchers had not received adequate training on dispatching FEMS
calls. As aresult, in early 2010, the FLOs and ELOs started to conduct weekly training to
review dispatch coding of 911 calls as well as new policies and procedures. One of these
officials said that OUC supervisors sometimes attended the training, if necessary, but the FLOs
and ELOs have been the primary coordinators.

In April 2010, an FEMS official opined that dispatching had improved since FEMS
began training OUC staff on FEMS codes and protocols. However, during a subsequent
interview in April 2011, this official opined that although FEMS employees have provided
weekly training, there still are many OUC dispatch errors and the training has not diminished the
need to assign FEMS personnel at OUC. This official gave the impression that he/she identified
training needs from speaking with dispatchers while at OUC.

An OUC senior official who commented on the training FEMS provided stated that
FEMS personnel provide high-level training to OUC employees using real-life scenarios during
OUC roll calls. However, he/she cited a lack of personal knowledge about the frequency and
structure of such training, and stated that he/she had not sought the opinions of OUC personnel
about FEMS training. He/she noted that if FEMS personnel were removed, OUC would want
FEMS training every 60 to 90 days on rotating topics and changes in FEMS policies.

OUC-FEMS Relationship Appears Strained

An OUC senior official stated that OUC dispatchers feel that FEMS personnel are always
looking over their shoulders and second-guessing their decisions. An OUC dispatcher stated that
sometimes, an OUC dispatcher will dispatch a call using a specific code and an FEMS member
will change the code to a higher priority without citing a written protocol for the new code.

FEMS has issued various procedures regarding the responsibilities of its personnel at
OUC as well as how OUC and FEMS employees are to interact. For instance, FEMS issued
Special Order 2007-34 in May 2007 on the responsibilities of the Fire Liaison at OUC,
Memorandum 37 in June 2006 regarding EMS-6 guidelines, and a comprehensive Office of
Unified Communication Operation Manual that outlines the various roles and responsibilities of
FEMS and OUC personnel in handling and responding to 911 FEMS-related calls."

" This manual did not reflect a publication date. According to an FEMS official, the manual was developed by
FEMS for OUC and reviewed by OUC. In May 2010, the team requested copies of FLO and ELO position
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FEMS Special Order 2007-34 states that the FLO will have “final authority on changing
calls [to OUC] for FEMS resources....” and “every attempt will be made to collaborate with the
[w]atch [c]Jommander on decisions affecting [FEMS].” The unsigned MOU states that “[o]n
those occasions where a specific dispatch to an incident is questioned, the FLO shall coordinate
with the [w]atch [cJommander who will instruct OUC personnel.” In practice, however, the
team found that FEMS personnel communicate dispatching errors differently at OUC. Two
FEMS officials stated that they go through the chain-of-command by forwarding complaints to
the OUC Operations Manager who in turn investigates them. In contrast, another FEMS official
stated that he/she will “yell” over to a dispatcher if a call needs to be upgraded or downgraded
and he/she will walk over directly to a dispatcher to give instructions to make a change to correct
a problem immediately.

One FEMS official stated that sometimes FEMS will “bump heads” with the OUC watch
commander and assistant watch commander on developing new policies for needed changes.
Another official stated that he/she has a good working relationship with the OUC operations
manager and watch commander to discuss any concerns or clarifications on policies and
procedures.

Conclusion

The team could find no clear justification for detailing all 13 FEMS liaison personnel to
OUC on a long-term basis, or for there to be a 24-hour a day FEMS presence in the midst of
OUC operations. FEMS and OUC officials apparently agree on the value of having ELO-1s at
OUC to monitor and guide hospital transports. However, FEMS and OUC officials disagree on
the validity of the FEMS-implied argument that OUC dispatch errors are so numerous that
FEMS guidance is needed 24 hours a day for an indefinite period of time, and FEMS did not
provide documentation to support its view. Additionally, it is unclear that OUC senior
management fully supports the need for the FLOs and ELO-2s at OUC. FEMS employees at
OUC have not tracked and collected dispatch error data that could be shared with OUC. Without
such evidence, FEMS cannot know if the resources expended at OUC are either effective or
necessary. Given the reported large number of FEMS vacancies and related overtime costs,
FEMS should either provide evidence of measurable operational and cost benefits from its large
OUC presence, or shift all or some of these resources back to FEMS areas that benefit from a
more efficient operational and fiscal strategy.

Recommendations

1. That the Chief of FEMS (C/FEMS) and the OUC Interim Director immediately execute a
short-term formal, dated, and signed MOU pending an assessment of FEMS staffing at
OUC by C/FEMS. The MOU should explicitly define roles and responsibilities of FEMS
employees and FEMS-OUC employee interaction at all levels. Any permanent, long-

descriptions from an FEMS official, but the team only received FEMS* Internal ELO Operating Procedures that
described the responsibilities of ELO positions. The team did not receive any documents that reflect the
responsibilities of the FLO position, except what is stated in the unsigned MOU. In June 2010, an FEMS official
stated that FEMS had provided the team with all ELO and FLO information that exists.
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term MOU adopted after the C/FEMS assessment should be updated as necessary each
calendar or fiscal year.

2. That C/FEMS: (a) immediately assess the justification, cost benefit, and operational
benefit of continuing to detail the current number of FEMS employees to OUC; (b)
determine which FEMS positions, if any, should continue at OUC; and (c) provide the
results of the assessment and any action taken to the City Administrator, the Committee
on the Judiciary, and the Inspector General.

Please provide your comments on this MAR by August 24, 2011. Your response should
include actions taken or planned, dates for completion of planned actions, and reasons for any
disagreement with the concerns and recommendations presented. Please distribute this MAR
only to those who will be directly involved in preparing your response.

- Should you have any questions prior to prepw response, please contact-

Director of Planning and Inspections, at 202

Sincerely,

Charles J. Willo y % é
Inspector Gene

CIW/ebs

cc:  Mr. Allen Y. Lew, City Administrator, District of Columbia
The Honorable Kwame R. Brown, Chairman, Council of the District of Columbia
The Honorable Muriel Bowser, Chairperson, Committee on Government Operations
The Honorable Phil Mendelson, Chairperson, Committee on the Judiciary
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FEMS FIRE LIAISON OFFICER Pilot PROGRAM
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN

DC FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

AND
THE OFFICE OF UGNIFIED COMMUNICATION

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

The Otfice of Unitied Communications in conjunction with the I ire and
Emergency Medical Services, (FEMS) Depantment is entering into i
partnership to institute the first ever FEMS Fire Liaison Officer Program
and to continue the EMS-6 program. Ihe ofticers who are regularly
assigned to this position shall hold the minimum rank of Licutenant, bt
not greater in rank of Captain: this does not preclude the ageney trom
detailing department personnel as needed. This is in an effort nut to
deplete FEMS of valued expertise, but to give to the FLO pusition a
minimum level of knowledge and experience. The intent is to have the
individual work in conjunction with the already established EMS-6
position at the OUC and to address identified areas necding attention,
improvement or concern.

This individual may also be called upon to assist 1n conducting
investigations and may hold valued critiques aller incidents that warrant
the need.

The Fire Liaison position to be located at the OUC is designed to assist in
facilitating the correct dispatching or non-dispatching of FEMS resources
according to FEMS policies and operating procedures. his will be
accomplished by monitoring the OUC operations and recommending
changes in dispatch policies where appropriate. Normal Decisions [or
dispatches will remain the responsibility of the OUC. On those occasions
where a specific dispatch to an incident is questioned, the FIO shall
coordinate with the Watch Commander who will instruet QU personnel.
T'his does not preclude the FLLO from communicaling suggestions and
clarification directly on the assigned radio channel as the situation
warranis,

The Fire Liaison will also have collateral responsibility tor facilitating
training in conjunction with the OUC's Training Manager and Operations
Manager. The Fire Liaison will be responsible for the training ol OUC



instructors and other personnel on FENS policies and operations. us well
as coordinating any future policy development.

The OUC Watch Commander will continue to be in charge of OUC
personnel and the operations of the call center with the exception of [1 A S
personnel This is a cooperative eflort and. as such, every attempt will .
made to collaborate with the Watch Commander on decisions Alecuny b
Fire Fmergency Medical Services Departmemt

INTERPRETATIONS

In this pilot program FEMS and the OUC are looking tor motivated
officers eager to teach and learn in a position that will atlow for a better
working relationship and tool for sharing knowledge in a quick and
organized fashion.

The OUC is made up ol individuals from diverse backgrounds and ethni
cultures. FEMS will consider this diversity when making the selection ot
officers to serve in this capacily.

The QUC will have a representative present at the FEMS selection process
for the members assigned to this critical endeavor, further the OUC wiii i
a member of the panel making the personnel selections and conducting
brief interviews of the selected individuals: the intentis to torge a
seamless partnership and continue the success and productivity that has
developed as a result of the EMS-6/Hospital Destination Program

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

The Parties understand and agree that this is a pilot program that will
remain in effect for a minimum of 60 days. At the completion of the 60
day trial period the FLO Program shall be jointly evaluated for its
effectiveness by both agencies.

For continuity ol operations and to keep reliet problems at a minimum. the
Fire Liaison position will be stafled in 1 2-hour shifls to coincide with
either the QOUC 4 platoon system or the current 24-hour platoon schedule
of the Operations Division. FEMS will align the shift schedule at its
discretion.

There will be (1) officer per shift assigned to the OUC in this position



DUTIES:

In general, it will be the respensibility of the Fire ©iaison 1o monitor all setive
incidents pertaining to FEMS ather than incidents where FNS-6 has primary
responsibility: to coordinate with EMS-6 as neeessary and advice the Watch
Commander of any changes and or corrections suggested: this will be
accomplished by the tollowing

¢ The Fire Liaison will have authority to suggest deviation from
regularly prescribed policies to field activities, alter making an
assessment of the information based on know ‘edge and protessional
judgment. When there is a deviation it must be justifiable and clearly
necessary (o achieve the mission of FEMS. In such instances, Ja review
of all situations where there was a deviation is required.

¢ The Fire Liaison will work in conjunction with the on duty Wartch
Commander, and make the suggested changes tor calls using I'I: NS
resources as necessary; including supporting EMS-6 recommendations
for more resources when appropriate.

* Monitor applications (CAD, I/Netvicwer, etc.

¢+ Monitor dispatch and fire ground tactical radio channels.

* Bring to the attention of the Watch Commander, suggested corrective
action as required regarding field providers; if no action is taken. go
directly to the OIC of the univunits in question on the appropriate
channel. The purpose is to relay any pertinent information or
suggested changes.

o Work with EMS-6 and the OUC Liaison Officer Make suggested
policy changes.

* Endeavor to train OUC personnel regarding FEMS policies as time
allows. (in conjunction with the OUC I'raining Manager)

¢ Manage all Mayday and emergency activation events at the console
position provided.

¢ Coordinate with EMS-6 1o establish continuity of FEEMS presence on
the Operations floor. This is simply meant to insure a FEMS personnel
is on the operations floor as much as possible,

»  Be responsible for all FEMS text alent updates, including paging the
FFA members for the rehab and canteen units when requested und
make all necessary telephone notitications including coordinating
recalls of FEMS personnel with the Watch Commander

P



o The fire liason will il out a dandy report utilizmy the current zter
action report forme. Fhe purpose is 1o Wdentify any event that has
occurred for that tour ot duty, large or small. The overall intent of this
documentation is to collect information and cata that will highlight
trends, problem areas and system isstes so thial we may continue to
proactively address and adjust cur policies to provide the public with
the mest eflicient und umely response o emergencics. ©his document
will be done in soft copy and an identical copy will also be delivered
via email to the Director of the OUC, Operations Manager of the O1°(
and the Liaison Officer of the OUC

o The Fire Liaison representative will alsa be responsible for the status
of all fire units, i.e , PEK companies, units Out of Service, units 1o
Fraining: units Out of Service to the shop tor repairs and tracking O
of Senvice times o maximize unit availability

o CAD entries are the primary responsibility of the OUC peisonnel
however the FLO on duty has authority 10 make CAD entries on it s

necessary basis to support the day to day operations.

RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES

Disputes shall be resolved by a committee compesed of one representaine
cach from the agencey involved in this agreement: the representative uuis
have decision making authority.

MODIFICATIONS

Any medilication or amendment of this Agreement shall he valid only
when reduced 10 writing, duly signed by representatives of cach agency
and attached to the original Agreement. Each party shall implement any
procedures that are necessary o carry out this Avreement.
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Government of the
District of Columbia

Office of the Inspector General

Report Fraud, Waste,
Abuse, or Mismanagement to:

Charles J. Willoughby
Inspector General

Toll Free Hotline:
1-800-521-1639

or 202-724-TIPS (724-8477)
or hotline.oig@dec.gov

All calls are Confidential.

Address:

Office of the Inspector General
717 14th Street, NW
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

Web Page: www.oig.dc.gov
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Government of the District of Columbia
- Fire and Emergency Medical Services Department
Washington, D.C. 20001

Vincent C. Gray Kenneth B. Ellerbe
Mayor Fire & EMS Chief
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September 22, 2011

Charles J. Willoughby, Esquire
Inspector General

Office of the Inspector General
717-14" Street, N.W., Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20005

RE: OIG Management Alert Report MAR 11-1-003

Dear Mr. Willoughby:

Thank you for your Management Alert Report MAR 11-1-003, dated August 10, 2011, regarding
Fire & Emergency Medical Services Department (FEMS) personnel physically located at the
Unified Communications Center (UCC). Your cover letter requested that FEMS respond to the
MAR with a description of actions taken or planned, dates for completion of planned actions, and

reasons for any disagreement with the concerns and recommendations presented. This letter

constitutes that response.
There are two recommendations contained in the MAR:

1. That the Chief of FEMS and the Director of the Office of Unified Communications (OUC)

execute a short-term MOU defining roles and responsibilities of FEMS employees and

FEMS-OUC employee interactions.

Previous efforts to draft MOUSs with the OUC were not completed. FEMS concurs with the
determination that short and long-term MOUs will clarify the duties and responsibilities of
the various FEMS employees and programs housed at the UCC. We also agree that periodic
review and revision of these MOUs will ensure continued efficiency and accountability.

FEMS will work with the OUC to complete this recommendation by October 30, 201 1.
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2.

“That the Chief of FEMS: (a) immediately assess the justification, cost benefit, and
operational benefit of continuing to detail the current number of FEMS employees to
OUC; (b) determine which FEMS positions, if any, should continue at OUC; and (c)
provide the result of the assessment and any action taken to the City Administrator, the

Committee on the Judiciary, and the Inspector General.”

FEMS will perform an assessment of the justification, cost benefit, and operational benefit
of stationing employees at the Unified Communications Center (UCC) and to provide the
results of the assessment and any action taken to the identified stakeholders. FEMS will

work to complete this assessment by October 30, 2011.

FEMS would like to comment on a number of the points raised in the MAR. FEMS
positions located at the UCC are funded operational positions. These positions do not
directly cause or affect overtime costs due to operational vacancies. There are four major
FEMS programs housed at the UCC: EMS Liaison Officer (ELOY); Fire Liaison Officer
(FLO); Battalion Chief QUC Liaison; and Quality Assurance (AQUA). These programs
were each created at different times and with different missions and objectives. Each
program is fully funded and the associated FTEs (17 in total) are contained in the agency’s
baseline budget. Each program was also the subject of a rigorous justification/cost-

benefit/operational benefit analysis as required by the executive budget review process.

As a general observation, FEMS notes that the MAR does not distinguish the origin or
duties of the ELO and the FLO. Since October 1, 2009, the ELOs have managed the District
of Columbia’s “No Diversion” program by performing centralized system management of
all ambulance transports. ELOs also serve as the Medical Director’s designated single-
point-of-contact for hospital operational requests, including closures and emergency
transfers. Our ELO program was cited nationally as a best practice in EMS and the District
of Columbia has been invited to appear before several prestigious physicians groups,
including the National Association of EMS Physicians (NAEMSP), to present our

procedures for study and implementation by other jurisdictions. The American College of
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Surgeons for the NCR Trauma System review recently cited the ELO program as a best
practice following a recent site visit. A 2007 study fund that DC Fire & EMS units
experienced an average hospital drop time of 41.3 minutes, 79% longer than the average of
national respondents. That average drop time has now been reduced to less than 36 minutes.

We attribute this to the work of our ELOs.

Another core function of ELOs is the management of the Non-Transport Checklist Protocol.
This program went into operation on March 19, 2010, and has led to an increase in the ratio
of transported patients from 64% to 72% (over 700 additional patients per month). The
technical management of this program likewise requires physical location in a secure
environment free from distractions, with direct access to the CAD system for adding notes

and making unit status updates.

The Fire Liaison Officer (FLO) position has been in existence since 2007. The FLO is a dual
role Fire Officer/EMT that is currently at the rank of Sergeant. The FLO is the fire subject
matter expert whose responsibilities require continual interface with OUC staff, the general
public, other public service agencies and other FEMS units. The FLO is also responsible for
monitoring resource allocation, assisting the QUC watch Commander with the transferring
of companies to fill service gaps, and coordinating mutual aid requests from neighboring
jurisdictions. The FLO is the Department’s first point of contact for deployment of resources
to Presidential, Vice Presidential and VIP landing and motorcade details. These requests can
occur at any time of the day and can change in a moment’s notice. The FLO is also the first
point of contact to coordinate repair of station printers, computers, alert systems, /Mobile
and portable/mobile radio systems from DCFEMS units. They are also the first point of
contact with the Apparatus Officer for vehicle breakdown to coordinate a response by the
Fleet Management Division after hours.

The FLO plays a support role to responding Incident Commanders (IC) and responding units
during fire Box alarms and working fires. They offer their subject matter expertise with fire
hydrant utilization using the Google Hydrant information programs and relays such data to
the IC and responding units. They monitor channel 1 and the CAD to ensure the proper units

are responding and provide feedback to the OUC watch Commander for any adjustments.
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They monitor Centracom radio computer screens monitoring for Emergency Activations
from radios on the fire ground and monitor for MAYDAY declarations. They also notify
senior FEMS Officers when significant events occur. The FLO can also provide a BLS
medical response to incidents that arise within the OCC with ALS level response provided

by the ELO.

FEMS medical personnel assigned to the AQUA program listen to tapes of the 911 call
takers using the proprietary QA programs of the Medical Priority Dispatch System. They are
responsible for scoring the performance of the call taking process and adherence to the
medical protocol. Results of individual medical quality assurance reviews and trending
reports arc provided to the OUC management team so that they can in turn; provide quality
continuing education and remediation programs for their employees. FEMS provides this
medical Quality Assurance review on the request of the OUC so they can do process

performance improvement activities.

Page one of MAR 11-1-003 FEMS lists five bullet points. Although the Department will provide a
more detailed response once the cost/benefit analysis is completed on October 30, 2011, we offer

the following initial response.

1) No official written agreement authorizing presence of FEMS employees at the UCC.

While numerous memoranda and communications exist between FEMS and OUC covering a
variety of topics, there is no signed memorandum clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the
four major FEMS programs housed at the UCC. FEMS agrees that such a memorandum would
add value and will work to complete this task by October 30, 2011.

2) “FEMS officials did not provide evidence to the OIG of any measurable benefit to either
FEMS or OUC operations to justify this large number of employees who have high

salaries.”

Each of the four programs has different objectives and different evaluation criteria. The AQUA

program produces regular activity and outcome reports using standardized criteria proprietary to
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3)

4)

the Medical Priority Dispatch System (MPDS). These reports can be furnished on request and
these reports are provided on a regular basis to the OUC management team so that they can
guide training, continuing education and remediation of 911 Call takers. The ELO program has

achieved historic reductions in hospital drop time and hospital closure/diversion hours.

OIG’s characterizes the number of employees as “large” and the salaries as “high.” However, it
must be noted that the staffing levels of each programs must be addressed individually. There
are only three (3) FEMS employees on duty 24-7 at the UCC: the FLO and the two ELO
positions (ELO 1 & ELO 2). The fact that 12 FTEs are necessary to staff three 24-hour
positions is a product of the agency platoon structure, which in turn is the product of the
collective bargaining process. The salaries of these personnel are set by the D.C. Department of

Human Resources and are the same for all members in the respective ranks.

“These employees have been working at QUC while FEMS reports a staffing shortage of

over 100 vacancies and OIG-determined overtime costs of almost $5 million over budget”

As noted above, the FEMS positions at the UCC are funded positions in the agency baseline
budget. They are not of themselves structural drivers of overtime. FEMS has previously
reported in great detail to the Committee on Public Safety and the Judiciary about the structural
causes of overtime at FEMS and its efforts to address them. The FEMS positions at the UCC
are programmatic initiatives designed to address critical issues of patient and provider safety,
medical quality, operational efficiency, and clinical outcomes. These positions are a direct
response to the guidance received from national standards, District law, operational after-action
reports, OIG recommendations, the DC medical community, the Mayor’s Task Force on EMS,
and other internal and external stakeholders. This topic will be addressed in greater depth in our

cost/benefit analysis due October 30, 2011.

Their presence reportedly has been a source of friction between OUC and FEMS

employees.

FEMS and OUC management have met on several occasions to address what we believe are

isolated reports of friction between OQUC and FEMS employees. Relations between FEMS
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5)

personnel and OUC personnel remain highly professional and positive. Co-locating the FEMS
employees with OUC employees at the UCC has achieved significant synergies and efficiencies
that would not be possible if they were working in remote locations. There are numerous
technologic resources that are available within the state of the art OCC building that allow
enhanced functionality for data management and sharing. The MOU between FEMS and OUC
can also address any specific issues to further mitigate any perceived friction. It will remain the
mutual goal of FEMS and OUC management to ensure that their respective personnel maintain

expected standards of professional conduct and mutual respect.

“An OUC senior official opined that only 5 of the 13 FEMS liaisons may be required to
provide support to OUC emergency operations that FEMS officials say is needed.”

We respectfully would rather not comment on the opinions of others. We will provide more
reliable evidence either to support or deny the necessity and extent of our members’

assignments at the QUC.

This concludes our response to our Management Alert Report MAR 11-1-003, FEMS thanks the
OIG for its continued efforts to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, transparency, and
accountability of District Government operations, and we look forward to addressing and

resolving the issues rose in your MAR.

Respectfully,

Kerctitrle
enneth B. Ellerbe

Fire and EMS Chief





