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Introduction

The Core Functions of Surrey Fire and Rescue Service (SF&RS) are clearly stated within the Fire and Rescue Service Act 2004.

The focus of these core functions is sotprisingly based on the obligation of fire and rescue authorities to save and protect life and property and mitigate
the risks of damage caused primarily by fires and ewiaéalunderrthe Fire Berviceasn c i
National Framework Document 2008 to 20011 and the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.The fire and rescue authorities havisbart@biigike provision for
supplying the necessary resources to meet these core objectives.

There are 2 dtinct methods of saving and protecting life and property and mitigate the risks of damage caused by fires and othéeEmergenc
1. Prevention
Prevention is always better than cure. Through targeted community based initiatives it is hoped that the lifdifeeahd other emergencies occurring
in the first place can be reduced. However, only in a utopian world could we expect prevention to be so effective thgemoyenoédents will occur.
2. Intervention
In the real world, when emergency situationsw, the safety net of an effective emergency response is vital and irreplaceable. When the worst does hapg
the public expect the fire and emergency service to come to their aid promptly and to work effectively to save life @nd prope

Getting the mght balance of allocating resources between Prevention and Intervention is not an exact science. If a fire authoritpsisesestingh

importance of prevention work by committing too many resources to it, then it invariably has a negative impactoathecse 6 s abi | i ty to
emergency calls. It is appreciated that endless resources are not available. Resources are always less than we Vikei o idelailye for the best
performance in both Prevention and Intervention. The right balancedye®vevention and Intervention needs to be found.

Because Prevention is unable stop all emergency situations from arising there will always be a need for an effectivg mrspogesec No matter how

much prevention work is undertaken; there will alwagsabcidents and unforeseen circumstances which lead to emergency situations, and there will alway
be those vulnerable people in our society that are unable to head the prevention advice.

So what does this mean in reality?

Intervention is irreplaceablnd must be effective as emergency incident will always occur as they always have.

There are 3 vital requirements for effective intervention and SF&RS must achieve all 3, or its compliance with its legpdticore will fail. If any one of
these requements is not met; effective intervention will fail as the other 2 cannot compensate.

The following page shows these 3 vital requi rement s areadin mdreadetaile mai nd
Remember, that althgh smoke alarms may provide early warning of fires, they do not extinguish fires or rescue the occupants. There is no way of
measuring the effectiveness of community safety initiatives in any form to know if they really are saving any lives bow emémency response does.



Equipment

Adequate number of appliances with necessary equipment available at the incident to carry out core {

Crews
Sufficient number of highly trained staff available to crew the appliances and effectively operate the eg
whilst maintaining safeystems of worland carry out the core functions

Response Time
The time taken to get the necessary number of Fire fighters in orethgappliances with the equipment to
i ncident must be fast enough t otobedfactver e t |

Surrey County Council must ensureall 3 requirements are met in order to meet its legal core functions

On the next page this is explored further in relation to dwelling fires but the same principye® atipemergency incidents that carry a risk to life and
property.

Below are 2 realistic examples using a dwelling fire scenario which SF&RS crews face regularly?

1. If the necessary appliances are based close to the incident but there are insuéftavaitable to crew them, SF&RS will be forced to respond
with crews and appliances from further away causing slower response times. The longer the response time the gredteodheaf lidezith, injury
and property damage from the fire.

2. If the applances arrive at the incident in good time but they are under crewed, crews are forced under service policy governieciy Safity
legislation not to commit to internal fire fighting or rescues until the correct number of fire fighters arriveweBinis that the ability of SF&RS to
meet its legal core functions is dependant on the response times of the correct number of crew rather than the tifoe titee thistsappliance to

arrive at the incident. To attend with insufficient crewto tadklet i nci dent I s AAttending to Defendbo

ARAttend to defendo does not meet | egal
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I f the emergency crews consist of an i nadequ atstmantainiiysafe systemsfofiworke théyi g h
are forced to defend rather than rescue and mitigate the damage caused by emergency incidents. Having the right ritierbplogkesttéo ensure there
ar e e n oavgldble to BRdequately crew the appliancefjndamental to the service achieving its legal core functions.

Surreybés Establishment, Crewing and O0Attend to D
Section 2: Establishment and Crewing Levels

If the time it takes to arrive at an emergency incident thighcorrect number of fire fighters to carry out the core functions is too slow; the core functions
will not be achieved. Damage may well have already reached irretrievable levels and lives may already have been lost.

Sur r Emyedgency Responselimes wil be discussed in
Section 1: Emergency Response Times

Having the right equipment available to be mobilised to emergency incidents is as vital as the other 2 requirements. RBthé s opi ni on t h
equipment held in Surrey is of a good standawd te availability of the appliances carrying that equipment is not.

It all comes down to financial constraints
Section 3: Cost

But surely these are al/l Al nNputso; we should only
For those who would rather stat with the outputs;
Summary. N

YOU CAN
PREVENT IT




Section 1

Response Times

How rugh are Surrey |i
/
surrey F&'e Brigade Union

YOU CAN
PREVENT IT

Review of Operational Response

photo by firephotos.co.uk






Emergency Response Times

The importance of a rapid response time to emergency incidents can not be emphasised enough. Put in the most bascnodtiemnaw higlyl trained
the emergency crews are, how good the equipment they use is or how good the service procedures that drapogevas emergency incident; if they
do not get to the incident in time to save |ife, pro

Minut es and seconds are precious in an emergency situation.
Delays in emergency response times make the difference between us rescuing casualties or recovering bodies.

The ENTEC study (commissioned by the Home Office in 1999) showed the average number of tedhat occur in dwelling fires if the Response
Times are between 11 and 15 minutes are 50% greater, than if Response Times of 5 to 10 minutes are achieved.

The economic impact of fires is immense and rising.
The less of @roperty we save; the higher timsurance costs.
The more rébuilding that is required following a fire; the longer the period a family is homeless or a business loses income.

Surrey Fire and Rescue Service currently has one of the slowest emergency response times in England.
Source: CLG Review of Fire and Rescue Service Response Times

The residents, businesses and commuters in Surrey deserve far better emergency response time than those that anegcacteatigdheresponse times
in Surrey have worsened rapidly over the last f/ears but the service currently has no plans in place which will improve them. However, the service is
planning changes which will worsen the emergency response times still further due to budget cuts being imposed by SyCautouUfSCC).

Should Surrey Fire and Rescue Service provide a service with the aim of saving life, property and possessions or simply a
service to clear up the mess after all has been lost?

To bring Surreyds Emergency Respons airefdditoaa fundimg oh therfrentlineiservite.t he n a

Surrey County Council appears to have taken the decision on behalf of the public that it should provide a cheap inadequat&ise which ironically
will cost the public far more in financial terms through insurance premiums, lost business, lost wages, lost jobs and uninsured losses.



Surrey compared to the other Fire Authorities

Response TimePata

Nationally, of the 46 Fire Authorities in England, Surrey rankéd (®ttom 25%)on speed of response dwelling fires in 2006. The data shown over the
next few pages is taken from CIPFA and CLG covering the years 1996 toT200@me period is the latest available from CLG to make national

comparisons from.
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slowest times for each year are highlighted. Surrey had the slowest average response times for 6 out of the 11 years shown.

. 2006
Family Group 4 Fire Service's Comparison of proportion of RDS to WT to Response Times for F.A. Family Group 4 Rv?lt_;_otgf restf)rggse
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006]Average RDS FF's ranking
Derbyshire 6.4 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.7 6.7 7 6.45 0.92 20
Kent 6.1 6.4 6.6 6.8 6.4 6.3 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.2 6.35 0.99 11
Staffordshire 6.2 6.5 6.3 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.9 7.5 7.4 8.2 6.89 1.04 35
Hampshire 5.3 6 6.1 6.5 6.4 6.5 6.2 6.7 6.8 6.9 6.7 6.37 1.17 18
Nottinghamshire 5.7 5.4 5.1 55 55 5.4 5.5 5.7 5.6 5.9 5.7 5.55 1.00 5
Humberside 5.2 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.2 5 5 5.2 5.3 55 5.7 5.27 2.11 4
Lancashire 4.7 4.9] 49 49 51 5.3 5.7 6 6 6 6.2 5.43 2.17 10
Hertfordshire 5.9 6.3 6.5 6.2 6.7 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.4 6.3 6.5 6.45 2.20 16
Cheshire 6.2 6.1 6 6.2 6.1 6.7 6.2 6.4 6.6 6.7 7.3 6.41 2.35 25
Essex 6.6 6.4 6.1 6.4 6.2 6.8 6.5 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.6 6.56 2.57 29
Avon 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.6 55 5.8 6.2 6.1 6.7 7 6.9 5.97 3.39 19
Surrey 6.7 6.4 6.5 6.5 6.9] 7.6 7.4 7.3 7 7.7 7.9 7.08 6.15 34
Cleveland 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.7 5 5.1 4.73 7.20 1

Source: Response Times from CLG and Staffing figures from CIPFA
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The vast majority ofTifmer  WeIer winde Re twd en eWh dDlue y System (RDS) FFO0s to
cheaper system but it delivers slower response times than the WT system. If the balance betam@iRIDS is rigt, then a fireservice can deliver a cost
effective service affording a good level of fire and emergency cover as the 2 crewing systems can compliment eachf@hexx&ssively high

proportion of RDS are used the average response times for thity @oll be greater. Surrey is currently predominately WT crewed and as a result it should
be achieving good average response times. It should also be achieving average response times considerably bettervhancfieées t hat e mpl
proportionof RDS crewing. The table below highlights that this is simply not the case.

Comparison of proportion of RDS to WT FF's by Fire Service's Nationally with closest Response Times Ratio of 2006
Fire service ranking to Surrey WT to rest:)nc:zse
RDS FF's .
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006] Average ranking

Norfolk 7-7-| 7.8 7.2 0.47 31
Suffolk 7.6 7.0

Cumbria 7.4 . . 7.00 0.53 30
Cambridgeshire 7.3 7.3 7.8 8.2 7.9 8 8.4 7.74 0.59 39
Oxfordshire 7.6 7.3 . . 7.6 7.9| 7.9 8.5 8.3 7.75 0.61 36
Gloucestershire 7.9_| . 8.3 8_| 7.6 8.2 8.3 7.95 0.69 37
North Yorkshire 6.5 6.8 6.9 6.7 6.5 7.1 7| 6.7 75 7.3 7.8 6.98 0.88 32
Hereford and Worcester 7.2 7.2 7.4 7.2 7.1 7.6 7.8 6.8 7| 7.8 7.8 7.35 0.94 33
Staffordshire 6.2 6.5 6.3 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.8 6.9 7.5 7.4 8.2 6.89 1.04 35
Buckinghamshire 7.1 7.4 7.1 7.3 7.1 7.3 7.4 7.3 7.3 7.9 8.4 7.42 1.58 38
Essex 6.6 6.4 6.1 6.4 6.2 6.8 6.5 6.2 6.6 6.8 7.6 6.56 2.57 29
Surrey 67 64 6.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 74 7.3 1 77 7.9 7.08 6.15 34

At present Surreyds average response times are compRDSarewedappiantes. Os 0 me
paper, the balance between WT and RDS crews in Surrey looks good and should be able to provide a good level of sasocebleacost, so why are
the response times so bad?

Surrey has a serious and fundamental problem in achieving good response times

All of this data can be found the CLG Review of Fire and Rescue Service response teteased in February 200Biye Research Series 1/2009

| magi ne how much worse SurreyoO0s response times wo
crewing.



The table below compares the response times between FAOGs that have
Comparison of Response Times by Fire Service's Nationally with closest proportion of RDS to WT as Ratio of 2006
Fire service Surrey WTto |response
RDS FF's| fme
1996 1997_I 1998 1999_I 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004_| 2005] 2006| Average ranking
Cleveland 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.8 4.7 5 5.1 24.73 7.20 1
Tyne and Wear 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.6 | 47) 7.9 49| 5 5.1 4.80 28.20 2
Greater London 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.7.| 4.8 4.9| 4.9| 51 5.3 54 4.84 0.00 3
West Midlands 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.9] 49| 4.9| 5 52 5.6 5.7 5.9 5.08 144.25 6
Merseyside 4.8 4.8 4.7] 4.8 5 5_I 51 54 54 5.6 5.9 5.14 24.52 7
Greater Manchester 4.6 4.7] 4.6 5.1 5.8 5.7 5.5 55 5.5 5.8 6.2 5.36 76.50 9
West Yorkshire 5.4 5.5 5.4 5.5 6 5.6 5.9 6.2 6 6.1 6.3 5.81 6.58 12
South Yorkshire 6.1 6.2 6.2 6 6.1 6.4 6 6 6.1 6.1 6.4 6.15 19.90 13
Avon 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.6 5.5 5.8 6.2 6.1 7| 6.9 5.97 3.39] 190
Leicestershire 55 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7-| 5.8 6.1 6.3 7.2 5.98 2.62 22
Berkshire . 6 . 6.2 6.8 7.2 6.45 3.29
Surrey

The existing problem with achieving good average response times in Surrey needs to be addressgdntly. Surrey should not
consider making changes which would make these times worse. Increasing the proportion of RDS to WT crewing would

undoubtedly cause further deterioration.B u t
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SCC cannot meet its World Class objectiveroemergency response times. On the data shown so far, Surrey is in the bottom
25% nationally and the bottom 15% in its Family Group. Compared in terms of proportion of WT to RDS crewing, its
performance is the worst nationally by a considerable margin.

SR&RS recognise the importance of achieving good response times. Although response times are not a measure of ultimate pdréofineeservice; all
fire servicebds (and all other emer gency uwnmdionsis leavidy seliant oretle alglity of she setvitedot
respond in good ti me. Il n the simplest terms; 1 f weelGhe®ssto@roperyrasttkee nt a
ENTEC report proved. So maintainingastg performance on the inputs is equally as important as measuring ultimate outputs.

~—+

Until 2004, all fire authorities used the national response standard; 1985 Standards of Fire Cover. Fire authoritiesmiduiltessure and report their
response timperformance against the national standard.

However, in 2004 with the introduction of I ntegrat e dth®aopsok of Nteoduairge me n
local standards of fire and emergency cover to tailor thecgeeto meet their local risks as opposed to using a national stahdezdlity, emergency

response standards have been set to what can be achieved with a smaller budget rather than what should be achievedrtodenprove

In 2006, Surrey introduckits New Emergency Response standard to replace the National Standard; a Standard it had previously measured its Responsi
Time Performance againdthe standard set out below is slower than the National Standards of Fire Cover.

SF&RS6s Emer g 8Standayd inRaalscedanrthe 2006 IRMP stated a response standard for all emergency calls thus;

AWe wil| deliver a Surrey Standard for response, t,borabugh the fl exib
incidents we attend.

A 75%of Surrey's population will receive an initial appliance within eight minutes.

A Where necessary, 75% of Surrey's population will receive two appliances or equivalent within 12 minutes.

A Reach 100% of Surrey's population with an initial appliance withimib8ites.
It is our aim to improve the Surrey Standard for response by 2010 to achieve the following:

A 80% of Surrey's population wil!l receive an initial appliance wi't

A question which has never been answered is what 75% of the pop@etially means. Most fire authorities have set a standard based on a percentage ¢
the calls they attend.

The data shown in this chapter shows that SF&RS have failed to achieve their Emergency Response Standard
The public are not being made aware that SGC have failed to achieve it.



The Surrey Emergency Response Standard is a local one and one that should have a performance indicator set up toreport¢thefr vi ced6s co
it. Further more, the County Council should have this performanasatod in the public domain as it was introduced in consultation with the public through
the I RMP. SCC is not being transparent by not repMEMWMILLOgbuhbhi shpygohap

t olWE I DDNtéaTanyti me since. To only report areas of good performance
The following graph shows Surreyds Response Ti mes t rpedctingwhataveragehe s a
response time Surrey would be achieving in 2009. NotWILte hbe &itatgs
aspiration.

Surrey's Response Times 1996 to 2006.
Predicted from 2006 to 2009

P S ——

Minutes

11 years worth of average response time data has been plotted on thengrapiend line added which has been extrapolated to show the predicated
response times up to the year 2010.

The prediction based on the 11 years data is that Surrey would achieve an average Response Time of just over 8 m@autes in 2(

Why did they introduce the Surrey Response Standard showpreviously with this data showing in likelihood that it would be
unachievablein 2007 unless drastic changeswerema#ld hi s r ai ses serious concerns ab
monitor and review performance data as well as their ability to improve poor performance.



Yet Surreyod6s 2008 to 2011 | RMP st ates;
Proposal 1
AiTo review the crewing arrangements of Surrey fire stations to ensure we have more emergency responses available véhare inodefeqnt
(daylight hours)and fewerwhole time shiftswhen incidents are lowero

AProposal 2
fiTo recruit higher levels of retained fire fighters to provide extra ensure theveesluction in emergency response attimesf | ower demand.
Well althoughthewo r di ng doesndt nrprétehaitevassmeanttonsay. can i nt e

Proposal 1 States; emergency incidents are most frequent in (daylight hours)

This is a vague statement with no data provided to substantiate or clarify it. Daylighttis #@m forpar t of t he year but it ds
Frequency or likelihood is not the only consideration. Likelihood must be considered alongside severity. Although likeliaa®a of more emergency
incidents occurring during the day; the seveoityhe night time emergencies carries a greater likelihood of the incident reguli@glities as shown on

the next page. This one sided approach to risk management is also covered in relation to crewing in Chapter 2.

As previously shown a greater
Surrey Accidental Dwelling Fire Deaths by time of National Fatalities from Road Traffic Collisons by Hour of Day proportion of RDS crewing will
day 2006 to 2008
00:00 to 03:00
Time
21:00 to 00:00 2 03:00 to 06:00

1.5 »

18:00 to 21:00 © 06:00 to 09:00

lead to even slower response
times.

Further proposalsurrently
being considered are to remov
6 WT crews at night and move
them to days. This will mean
that the majority of night time
cover is supplied by the RDS
1200 10 15:00 | Dw eiing Fire Deatns | sl crews which will increase the
response times further.

15:00 to 18:00 09:00 to 12:00

Source: SF&R%Fatal Fire20062008 Report Source: Department of Transport 2009



Likelihood and Severity

To meet its stattory core functions in terms of response to emergency incidents the fire service must identify the risks in its ar@a@adeptite necessary
resources (human and physical), equipment and procedures to save life and mitigate the damage tdqifstg\eent of an emergency occurring. In
analyzing the risks posed the two key factors which should jointly determine the action are: likelihood and severibod.ielild be assessed on how oftel
it would be realistically expected that an emenyeincident may occur. Severity would assess how damaging the impact would be when that emergenc)
incident occurs

When the Channel Tunnel was built the Likelihood of a major incident occu
was deemed very small (1 incident every 150 years). But tregigeof such an
incident occurring was considered extremely high due to the amount of liv
risk and the associated problems the tunnel posed in terms of rescues.
deemed necessary to have 24/7 fire and emergency cover at both ends of th
and specialist equipment available in the event of such an ememganaying. In
reality the Channel Tnel has hativo majorfires within twelve months of eac
other and has recently suffered another major evacuation that left pass
trapped in the vehicles for ugo eleven hours. Although the likelihood h
proved to be greater than was first thought, the resources put in place to de
such an incident have prevented the severity reaching an unacceptable level

If the risk had of been assesed purely on Likelihood, chances are nc
additional emergency cover would have been put in place as it was thoug
that the likelihood was 1 emergency incident every 150 years.

The Mont Blanc Tunnel fire is another example onZ#t March 1999; a trucl
fire spread to 35 other vehicles, creating intense heat and toxic fumes that kil
people. Fire duration = 53 hours. The likelihood was low but the severity
catastrophic.

Exactly the same principles must apply to commonly attended emer
incidents as well as special risks like tunnels. The likelihood of a dwelling
anywhere in Surrey at night carries a significant risk. Due to the fact that
nighttime, when most people are asleep, the severity will be much highel
during the day.If Surrey had less fire crews available at night then the resp
times would be slower which then increases the severity even more.

Theseexamples showhow important it is to assess Severity



Surrey wunfortunately is placing all
emergency cover on Likelihood without considering properly the Severity of fires
other emergencies like Road Traffic CollisiofRTC's).To reduce WT crewec
emergency night cover in Surrey is judging the risk solely by the fact that less fire
example, occur at night. But if Surrey considered the Severity of fires they woul
that majority ofdeaths occurring in fires ard mghtrather than in the day. Henc
although the likelihoodf a fire at night is less than during the day; the severity
consequences are far higher.

The 2 examples above relate to tunnels but exactly the same principle is true o
type of energency.

In the summer of 2011 the Hindhead tunnel is due to open which will be the Ic
inland tunnel iCfmainland UK.

Fire and emergency cover for this tunnel is currently about 15 minutes away at
from both ends. There are no current plansmprove this response time.

Emergency Cover based purely on likelihood could have
catastrophic consequences for the residents of Surrey.

Remember the Surrey Emergency Response standard states 75%
the population will receive an initial attendance within 8 minutes.

All of these problems are easily rectified but they will require
innovative solutions and additional funding to frontline services.

Cutting frontline services further will obviously compound this
problem and have dire consequences for the public.




Surrey Compared to Hertfordshire

Hertfordshire is a county which is very similar to Surrey in size, populatidrpopulation density, road network, proximity to London and London airports
and a similar fire and rescue service in terms of make up of uniformed staff. It makes sense to use HertfordshireregatidseSurrey for reference.

The graph below showke Response Times for both counties compared.

Comparison of Response Times - Surrey to Hertfordshire

—l— Hertfordshire

Minutes

° ﬂ.z_.m
6 —&— Surrey

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Year

Up to the year 2004, the counties virtually mirror each others Response Times with Hertfordshire achieving marginaiheldtian Surrey. It also
shows that whilstHerttod s hi r e have maintained very similar response times for t
i ntroduction of | RMPG6s in 2004.

What has caused this huge year on year detriment to
Surrey has an increasing population and has been targeted by the government to provide a substantial number of adlitisr@alaivtiee coming years.

This added to the fact that Surrey is a county with several through routes e.g. London, the&@utppids/channel tunnehternational airports etc; all
point to the fact that Surreybds traffic | evel s whdnumberofinduseholdeincteasedr i s

by 11.3% between 1991 and 2001 and $ue y 6 s car owner ship in 2007 was 25% higher than t

These increasing traffic levels can only lead to slower response times in Surrey unless the risk is addressed properly.



Traffic Levels

SF&RS management and Surrey County Council blémese poor Emergency Response Times on the high traffic levels in Surrey. This is not an argument
backed up by data. Although it is logical to assume the relatively high volumes of traffic will detrimentally affect respes)ghe data shown previdys
shows that other factors play a much larger role.

All of the Fire Authorities which have higher traffic levels than Surrey are achieving faster Response Times than Surrey.

The table on the following page shows the 46 Fire Authorities Response Titeesisdy the volume of traffic in their area.

I f the traffic |l evels in Surrey were the sole reasods whiyt BFI&R&6Isi gl
traffic achieving the slowest response times. Téidearly not the case.

The Family Group 4RSafOroupedl with is highligitddiing/dllowS F &

Notice how the only FA in Family Group 4 with a worse response standard than Surrey has substantially lower traffisievetseth Again ik dispels
Surreybs argument that traffic |l evels are the sole reason why its r

Surreyb6s traffic |l evels are in the highest 25% of tradfic levelEas gtheaFAd 6 6 | E A D
do.

London has by far the highest traffic levels in England, well over twice the volume of Surrey but they have compenisatéal tioeit emergency response
planning and are achieving a Response Time 32% faster than Surrey.

Integrated Rsmanagement Pl ans (I RMP&6s) were begun in 2004. The babeyafferpour p
cater to the risks within their area, rather than following a prescriptive national standard of response planning.

If SF&RS truly believe that traffic levels are the reason why response times are so poor in Surrey, then it must pies tibscgampensate for that fixed
ri sk through the | RMP process as it woultdreabletp achievéfarbetter regoénse tiQds thanrSurieyA 6

SF&RS have not addressed the risk posed by tra



Response Times and Traffic Levels Compared
. Traffic | Response : Traffic | Response
Ranking Levels Times Ranking Levels Times
1 Cleveland 3,883 °.1 24 Northumberland 2,716 7.3
2 Tyne and Wear 7,950] o211 25 [Dorset 5,486 7.3
3 Greater London 33,041 24 26  |Northamptonshire 8,434 7.3
4 Humberside 4,550] o./ 27 Cheshire 12,247 7.3
5 Nottinghamshire 8,421 o./ 28 Durham 5,628 T4
6 East Sussex 2,857 29 29 |Essex 16,046 7.6
7 Merseyside 8,051 29| 30 Cumbria 5.620| 7.7
8 West Midlands 16,915 2.9 31 Norfolk 8,268 "’/
9 Lancashire 12,661 6.2] 32 |Hereford and Worcester 8,644 7.8
10 Kent 15,963 6.2 33 North Yorkshire 9,933 7.8
11  |Greater Manchester 18,470 6.2 34 [Surrey 14,151 7.9|
12 West Yorkshire 15,818 6.3 35 Staffordshire 10,739 8.2
13 |warwickshire 8,916 6.4 36 Oxfordshire 7,547 8.3
14 South Yorkshire 10,051 6.4 37 Gloucestershire 9,845 8.3
15 |Bedfordshire 4,883 6.5] 38 [Buckinghamshire 8,701 8.4
16 Hertfordshire 11,353 6.5 39 Cambridgeshire 8,019 8.4
17 Devon 9,677 6.7 40 Suffolk 6,031 8.5
18 Hampshire 17,853 6.7 41 West Sussex 7,664 8.6
19 Avon 2,180] 6.9 42 Somerset 9,424 8.6
20 Derbyshire 9,212 / 43 Shropshire 4,393 8.7
21 Isle of Wight 675 /7.1 44 Lincolnshire 8,432 8.8
22 Berkshire 8,800] (.2 45 Wiltshire 7,224 0.1
23 Leicestershire 9,309 1.2 46 Cornwall 4566 10.1

Traffic Levels expressed = million vehicles/km.
Family Group 4 Fow.6 s hi ghlighted in ye

Surrey cannot use High Levels of traffic as an excuse. It is their inability to manadke risk they posethat causes the problem.



Why are Surreysod6 Respo

Since the introduction of | RMPGs in 200 25% of Surreyd
frontline service? unavailable to take emergency calls
1 In 2004 due to lack of crew, most weekdays
. 1N ; . .
A 2 x WT crewel pumps were downgraded to RDS crewing at nights and weekends; Wall t_ReSUItlng In.IDEIIayed resﬁonsi
Haslemere Imes as available crews have to

A 1x WT pump was cut; Chertsey cover a much largerarea incurring
far longer travel distances.

2. In 2005 to 2006 a new WT crewing system was introduced which cut the number of WT frontli
considerably In areas where 2 crews are
available on paper, e.g. Woking,
Guildford, Camberley, Epsom or
4. WT frontline establishment has been cut dwer 186 between the years 2000 and 2009, with Reigate; in reality 1 of these crews
majority of these cuts imposed since 2004 is often elsewhere in the county
covering crewing shortfalls.

3. In 2008 a further 12 WT frontie staff were cut

5. RDS establishment has been allowed to dwindle to less than 50% of that required to crew thedx
causing a massive rise in pumps being unavailable. Working Time Directive legislation introduce
fire service in 2004 reduced the maximum number of hours RDS fire fighters could be availal
week. Surrey to date has still not increasedRBS establishment to account for this impact

Woking, Guildford, C amberley,
Epsom and Reigate have 2 crews
placed there as a result of a risk

6. Previously there was a sufficient numbers of WT to allow no loss of pump availability whilst t analysis.
was carried out. Presently, WT Crew numbers have been cut so deep that WT crewed pumps To reduce the level of cover is
taken offthe run to allow training to take place. gambling with public safetyin

7.1n 2008 the dedicated crewing of the Aeri a these areas

| RMP (an i mprovement in service supported _
resulting ininsWf i ci ent crew numbers to crew both tt Despite the FBL
number of incidents which required an ALP have been seriously compromised whilst awaiting predictions and warnings;

from London Fire Brigade to attenf.o Sur r ey has 2 Abdeded, théraig oftem4 A | | of Surreyos
one available to crew them. the proposals for these cuts were

All of these pointshave hadd evast ati ng effects on Surreyos agreed by Surrey County Council

public lives and property.
Al l of these initiatives HRWW @rocbss which ib suppasgdta bring rab
improvements in service.



Is the FBU the only professional body with this view?

Review ofFire and Rescue Service response times

(Source: CLGFebruary 200p

4.3.3 Conclusion on Loss of life in Other Buildings

Thus, the assessment suggested that between 1996 and 2006:

1 There was a fall in the number of fires with persons reported

1 The reported numbef Other Buildings fire fatalities has

increased

4.4.2 Association of British Insurers data

The ABI were asked for data on the value of commercial property fire
claims. They provided data for the UK. As the ABI account for about ¢
per ent of insurers, their data represents the majority of claims. Theil
data (supplied by personal communication) is shown below in Table :
The table gives the ABI cost of commercial property claims per year (
the number of Other Building fires in Englh(sourced from the 2006 Q-
Communities and Local Government Fire Safety Mobitand the result
of dividing the ABI loss by the number of fires to give an average loss
fire. Thus, the average loss is £12,453 in 1996 and £27,153 by 2006.

Table 22: ABI commercial property claims cost, number of FDR1 fires and average loss calculation

1996/ 1997, 1998 1999 2000 2001] 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
ABI fire loss
(Em) 484 492 602 579 521 679 799 707 486 765 744
Fires in
Other
Buildings 38,865 36,858 34,592 36,258 34,380 36,024 34,024 34,835 31,440 29,375 27,400
Average Loss
per fire (£) 12,453 13,349 17,403 15,969 15,154 18,849 23,483 20,296 15,458 26,043 27,153

The table indicated that the average loss per fire has more than doubled between 1996 and 2006.

If the ABI losses are doubled and then increased lpe2@ent (to reflect neABI claims) the average annual loss between 1996 and 1998 is £1,262n
£1,569m between 2004 and 2006. Thus, the estimated cost of fire (including consequential loss) was estimated to hA88 #isguebyear. This was
far higher than the £85m estimated that could be attributed to increased response times using the FSEC model relationships.



Finally, a correlation of the loss per fire with Other Buildings response times gave an r value of 0.76, which is a strong correlation, indicating
that the average loss per fire has risen at the same time as response times.

Likelihood of fire has decreased
Severity of loss from fires has increased

And itds not just a financi al | oss |

Back to Emergency Response Times



And for anyone that betievmancéti manet iauteatedpby i

Response Times Summary

ENTEC have proven the likelihood of death arising from dwelling fires increases as response with slower response times.

Surreybds response timesl|lwadési hitbeawbheti Pb&sofnakRPDOEBEngnd are undo
The trend in fire deaths has been a downward one nationally for sev
The economic costs resulting from fires have beenrising fdrthest f ew years and Surreyodos residents wil

SF&RS must stop using high traffic levels as an excuse for providing appalling response times and improve the fron#ite sarypensate for the risk
posed bythem, like any other risk.

SF&RSFatal Fires 2002008shows;
24 fire deaths occurred in Surrey
60% of the Accidental Dwelling Fire Deaths occurred 6pm and 6am when the service is currently looking to downgrade exoeegency

Unless Surrey address théundamental problems causing these appalling response times they will get worse and so will the
l mpacts on Surreyodos.residents and busine

Surreyods | RMP6s are based on what the service can affo
This was never the intention of | RMP 6 s .

SF&RS must be adequately funded to address the severity of risk not just the likelihood. Until it can do so, emergency response times will
continue to rise as will the risk to the public.






