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< Key EX1005 Fig. 4 and [0076]
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< Key EX1005 Fig. 5 and [0084]
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I PRE-PATENT STUDIES SHOW POOR COMPLIANCE

Compliance Attribute Anacortes, Lynnwood, WA | Marysville, WA | Richland, WA
WA Fire Fire Fire Department | Fire Dept.
Dept. Department
Overall Compliance Poor (30%) | Poor (32.75 %) | Very Poor Very Poor
(20%) (20%)
Systems w/ a Deficiency | Poor (27.5%) | Poor (12.5%) Poor (50%) Poor (25%)
Database Quality Fair (501)
e # of known properties Fair (178) Fair (609) Poor (209)
w/ at least 1 system (Fair) 854
e # of known systems Fair (321) Fair (1465) Fair (458)
# of Licensed contractors | Very Poor Poor (40) Very Poor (25) | Very Poor (15)
m Jurisdiction (15)
# of Systems being Low (150) Fair (480) Very Low (92) | Very Poor
Inspected (171)
# of impaired systems Fair (49) Poor (183) Very Poor (229) | Very Poor
(214)
% accuracy of Very Good Poor (25%) Very Poor Poor (20%) EXZ.O.ZO’ ﬂ76_
CURRENT contact list | (95%) (10%) Exhibit 2004: Lynnwood, WA Case Study
o — 2Ty — ‘ 0. o ) Exhibit 2023: Anacortes, WA Case Study
Yo of ITM service Poor (30%) | Very Poor Poor (30%) Very Poor . . )
providers communicated (10{.’:‘&)) (10{.’:‘&)) EXh!b!t 2024: M_arysvnle, WA Case Study
with during a year Exhibit 2025: Richland, WA Case Study
% of Property Owners Good (80%) | Very Poor Poor (25%) Very Poor
communicated with (10%) (5%)
during a year

DEMONSTRATIVE AID — NOT EVIDENCE EX2048 - 4



CASE STUDIES SHOW UNEXPECTED RESULTS

Compliance Attribute Anacortes, WA Lynnwood, WA | Marysville, WA Richland, WA
Fire Dept. Fire Department | Fire Department | Fire Dept.

Overall Compliance 30% > 64% | 32.75% 2 69% | 20% = 80.2% 20% = 76%

Systems w/ a 27.5% = 39% | 12.5% > 2.58% | 50% —=> 13.78% 25% =2 7.1%

Deficiencv

Database Quality

e # of known properties | 178 > 172% 609 > 867" 209 > 298 501 = 469+
w/ at least 1 system;

e # of known systems 321 > 367°! 1465 = 1741 458 = 595 854 = 1083

# of Licensed 15> 97 40 = 99 25> 133 15> 45

contractors 1

Jurisdiction

# of Systems being 150 = 366 480 = 1201 92 = 477 171 = 823

Inspected

# of impaired systems 49 2 66** 183 2 45°° 229 > 82 214> 77

ITM Revenue N/A N/A $27.5K=2>115.7K N/A

market

% accuracy of
CURRENT contact list

95% = 100%

25% = 100%

10% = 100%

20% = 100%

% of ITM service
providers
communicated with
during a year

30% = 100%

10% = 100%

30% = 100%

10% = 100%

% of Property Owners
communicated with
during a year

80% = 100%

10% = 100%

25% = 100%

5% = 100%

Departmental
Efficiency
e FTE Hours 780 lrs= 130 hrs | Not Available 1352 hrs=>520 hrs | 780 hrs=322.4 hrs
dedicated to
IT™
Compliance
o 5% dedicated to | $31.5K=>$5.25K | Not Available $59K =2 $21K $32.3K2$14.6K

ITM activities

From baseline before
installation to one-year post-
iInstallation of Tegris’
compliance process covered by
the Challenged Claims.

EX2020, 198
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