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1

Introduction

1.1

Baseline Report

1.1.1.1 The Home Office conducted a Statutory Inspection of Avon Fire and Rescue Authority with the
findings published in July 2017. One of the areas to be addressed was Avon Fire & Rescue
Service’s (AF&RS) Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP). The report stated that “the
2012 Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) process did not adequately identify how
resources could be better deployed in the way that it should have.”
1.1.1.2 The Operational Baseline Report is produced to provide information regarding the operational
demand on the Service and its effectiveness and efficiency in dealing with demand and the
risk placed upon AF&RS. This information will help AF&RS plan its future development by
ensuring that risk and demand are matched in the most effective way.

1.2

Service Overview

🔥

🚒

🚒

11,378

22,910

2.01

Incidents

Deployments

Deployments per incident

🔥
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📆
29:39:00
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Utilisation Time

↗ Average number of incidents attended by AF&RS per year between FY2013 and FY2018
1.2.1.1 Over the last six years AF&RS have attended an average of 11,378 incidents a year; equating
to an average of 31 incidents per day.
1.2.1.2 The average number of deployments per incident was 2.01, resulting in 22,910 deployments
per year; when rounded down, an average of 62 deployments per day.
1.2.1.3 Daily operational utilisation was 29 hours 39 minutes.
1.2.1.4 During normal circumstances AF&RS have 34 fire appliances on duty at any time, and the
operational demand placed upon the Service is divided amongst them; dependant on a
number of factors such as proximity to the incident or specialist skills provided by specific fire
appliances.
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2

Approach Taken

2.1

Overview

2.1.1.1 This report looks at the demand and risk placed upon AF&RS from responding to emergency1
incidents, using data gathered over the last six (financial) years.
2.1.1.2 This report is designed to inform at a strategic level, to highlight trends and potential risks
faced by AF&RS using its incident data.

2.2

Demand

2.2.1.1 Demand can be separated into two categories:
a. Incidents - individual incidents attended by AF&RS. To explain this further, a fire in the
centre of Bristol and a road traffic collision (RTC) in Weston-super-Mare would be
considered two incidents.
b. Deployments - movement of AF&RS appliances or officers in response to an incident.
Using the same example as above the fire in Bristol may have had three fire appliances
attend; the RTC in Weston-super-Mare may have had two fire appliances and an officer.
This equates to six deployments from the two incidents.
2.2.1.2 It is important to understand the difference between incidents and deployments as efficiencies
can be made by reducing the number of incidents AF&RS attend, which will in turn reduce
deployments, or by reducing the number of deployments to incidents.
2.2.1.3 We can use incident and deployment information to produce other metrics, which will be
useful in identifying areas where efficiencies or improvements could be made:
a. Deployments per incident – dividing the number of deployments by the number of
incidents, will give an average number of deployments utilised to resolve each incident.
b. Utilisation time – utilisation time is the number of hours service appliances are in use
at operational incidents. This information is gathered by using the time stamp from the
moment an appliance is deployed until the time it is then released from that deployment;
therefore doesn’t include time the appliance is available and returning from an incident
to home station or previous duties. This period is the working hours for the individual
appliance, not the number of hours that the incident lasted, e.g. two fire service assets
working at a single incident for five hours each will result in 10 hours of utilisation time.
Utilisation Time is shown in hours and minutes, the number of hours per year is in the

1

Fire Services Act 2004 states an “emergency” means an event or situation that causes or is likely to cause to one or more
individuals to die, be seriously injured or become seriously ill, or serious harm to the environment (including the life and health of
plants and animals).
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tens of thousands, which could be considered too large to comprehend, or to be of any
use, therefore at various points in this document the annual time may be divided by 365
to give a daily average figure.

2.3

Risks

2.3.1.1 Risk information has been obtained by using the two IT applications that AF&RS use to record
incident and deployment information, these are:
a. VISION – the application used by AF&RS Control staff to deploy fire service appliances
and officers. It contains incident times/dates, appliance and officer movements, as well
as a log of information relating to the incident, which has passed between the Control
Room and the incident ground.
b. Incident Recording System (IRS) – the post incident reporting system that includes
details recorded by the Officer in Charge (OIC) after attendance, and will contain a
greater amount of detail than was recorded at the time of an incident.
2.3.1.2 Information used from both of these systems will be applied using varying methodologies
throughout this report to identify levels of risk, which will depend upon the query2 that has
been run. However, the objective will always be to determine the likelihood of the most
common risk occurring and severity of the most likely consequence of a particular risk.

2

A query is a request for data or information from a database table or combination of tables. This data may be
generated as results returned by Structured Query Language (SQL) or as pictorials, graphs or complex results, e.g.,
trend analyses from data-mining tools.
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Incidents

3.1

Incident numbers

3.1.1 Service wide incidents
3.1.1.1 The graph below shows that AF&RS attended 11,068 incidents in FY2013, this figure initially
dropped in FY2014 by 2.45%. However, over the last four years incidents have increased by
an average of 3.42% year on year.
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↗ All incidents attended by AF&RS for each Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018
3.1.1.2 As this growth has occurred over the last four years it appears the current trend is an upward
one, it is therefore reasonable to assume that without intervention there is a potential for this
trend to continue to increase applying more pressure on AF&RS’s operational response
capability.

3.2

Incidents by Category

3.2.1 Understanding Incident Categories
3.2.1.1 The IRS system breaks incidents down into three categories:
a. Fire – Fire incidents which require the attendance of an appliance or officer.
b. Special Service – Non-fire incidents which require the attendance of an appliance or
officer.
c. False Alarm – Where AF&RS attends a location believing there to be an emergency
incident, but on arrival discovers that no such incident exists, or existed.
3.2.2 Incident Category Proportion
3.2.2.1 The pie chart below gives the proportion of all incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013
and FY2018 broken down by the three Incident Categories.
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↗ Proportion of incidents grouped by Incident Category attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and
FY2018
3.2.2.2 Proportionally False Alarms made up half of all incidents attended by AF&RS. Nationally there
is a drive to reduce attendance at these types of incidents and numerous reports have
highlighted this as an area for improvement for AF&RS.
3.2.2.3 Avon Fire Authority (AFA) have set out in its Service Plan 2019-2022, an action to address its
response to Automatic Fire Alarms in an effort to reduce the number of false alarms attended
in the future. This will need to be continually monitored to ensure changes have a positive
impact to the Service and the communities it serves.
3.2.2.4 Fires and special service incidents were much closer in number with fires accounting for only
2% more incidents on average a year than special service incidents.
3.2.3 Incident Category by Fiscal Year
3.2.3.1 The graph below shows the number of incidents attended for each category between FY2013
and FY2018, this information can be used to identify any trends relating to incident categories.
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↗ All incidents attended by AF&RS for each Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018 grouped by
Incident Category
3.2.3.2 All three incident categories have seen an increase in incident numbers.
3.2.3.3 In FY2015 false alarms were at their lowest point in the last six years; however, they have
since been gradually increasing; resulting in false alarm incidents increasing by 5.77% by
FY2018, an additional 319 incidents a year.
3.2.3.4 In FY2014 fires were at their lowest point in the last six years however, they have since also
been gradually increasing; resulting in fire incidents increasing by 16.88% by FY2018, an
additional 475 incidents a year.
3.2.3.5 Special service incidents had been gradually decreasing between FY2013 and FY2015, as a
result FY2015 was the lowest point in the last six years. However, special service incidents
have seen the greatest year on year increase of all three incident categories. This has
resulted in special service incidents increasing by 37.12% in FY2018 compared with FY2015,
an additional 870 incidents a year.
3.2.3.6 Understanding what has caused the increase within each of the incident categories will be key
to enabling AF&RS to prioritise its risk reduction activities and interventions, to enable it to
reduce or mitigate further increases.

3.3

Incidents by Type

3.3.1 Understanding Incident Types
3.3.1.1 Incident categories can be broken down by further detail and are commonly referred to as
‘incident types’. For example, fires can be broken down to primary, secondary and chimney
fires.
3.3.1.2 The description of each is contained in appendix 8.1 Incident Types.
3.3.2 Number of incidents attended by Type
3.3.2.1 The graph below gives the number of incidents AF&RS attended on average over the last six
years broken down by Incident Category.
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↗ All incidents attended by AF&RS for each Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018 grouped by
Incident Type
3.3.2.2 FADA was the most common incident type making up 35% of all incidents; an average of just
short of 11 incidents a day. This is nearly three times as many as primary fires, the next most
common incident type.
3.3.2.3 FAGI is the third most common incident type, making up a lower percentage with just over
13%; around four incidents a day, and FAM made up a much more modest 1.86% of all
deployments; and average of one incident every two days.
3.3.2.4 Primary and secondary fires made up the second and fourth most common incident types
attended, both with over 10% of all incidents; an average of around four incidents a day.
Chimney fires made up a much smaller 0.62% of incidents attended.
3.3.2.5 All the remaining incident types were special service incidents ranging from RTCs, making up
just over 5%, down to water provision making up only 0.01% of incidents attended.
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3.4

Incidents by Location

3.4.1 Understanding Unitary Authority Areas
3.4.1.1 Avon Fire Authority area is made up of four Unitary Authority (UA) areas, Bath & North East
Somerset (BaNES), Bristol, North Somerset and South Gloucestershire; each UA area
presents different demands and risks to AF&RS.
3.4.2 Unitary Authority Proportion
3.4.2.1 The diagram below takes all the incidents attended by AF&RS in the last six years and breaks
them down by UA, illustrating where the demand is placed within the AF&RS area.
North Somerset
16.21%

BaNES
16.80%

Bristol
47.66%

South Gloucestershire
19.32%

↗ Proportion of incidents grouped by Unitary Authority area attended by AF&RS between FY2013
and FY2018
3.4.2.2 The largest proportion of incidents occurred within Bristol, which is nearly half of all incidents
attended within Service area.
3.4.2.3 The other three UAs have broadly the same number of incidents occurring within their
boundaries with only a 4% difference between them.
3.4.3 Unitary Authority Fiscal Year
The graph below then breaks down the number of incidents attended by UAs and fiscal year. By
breaking this information down by fiscal year it gives an indication whether the proportion of
incidents has been consistent over the last six years.

Operational Baseline Report 2019 v1.2

Page 11

`

7000
6000

Bristol

5000
4000

South
Gloucestershire

3000
2000

BaNES

1000

North Somerset

0
2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

2015 - 2016

2016 - 2017

2017 - 2018

2018 - 2019

↗ All incidents attended by AF&RS for each Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018 grouped by
Unitary Authority
3.4.3.1 The increase in incidents appears to have grown proportionally in each UA, therefore, no
location trends have been identified in terms of incident growth.
3.4.4 Incidents by Wards
3.4.4.1 Plotting AF&RS historical incident data from FY2013 to FY2018 onto a Geographic
Information System (GIS) gives the ability to group the numbers of incident by local council
wards. Using a red, amber and green colour system allows us to identify areas that place the
biggest demand on the Service.
Number of Incidents
(average in a year)
■ 0 – 34
■ 35 – 45
■ 46 – 84
■ 85 – 129
■ Greater than 129

↗ All incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018 count for each Unitary Authority
and results displayed on a map of the Service area
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3.4.4.2 The wards that present the greatest number of incidents tend to be in the most densely
populated areas. Inner city parts of Bristol and its surrounding areas; Patchway is home to
large shopping centres and housing estates; the city of Bath and the town of Weston-superMare are also areas that appear in the red.
3.4.4.3 The areas highlighted in green appear to be the more rural areas; open swaths of land that
have few homes or other buildings, and less densely populated.
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4

Deployments

4.1

Deployments overview

4.1.1 Deployments per incident
4.1.1.1 The graph below shows the average number of appliance deployments per incident by fiscal
year.
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↗ Average number of deployments per incident attended by AF&RS, for each Financial Year between
FY2013 and FY2018
4.1.1.2 Up until last year, FY2018, which saw a small reduction, the average number of deployments
per incident had been gradually increasing year on year.
4.1.1.3 The average deployments per incident peaked in FY2017 at 2.1, which is 0.6 greater than the
lowest point in FY2013. To put this difference in context, if we take the number of incidents
attended last year of 12,347, a 0.6 difference in average deployments per incident would have
meant a difference of 1,852 deployments last year; which equates to five deployments a day.
4.1.1.4 Should efficiencies be made in the number of deployments to deal with each incident then the
reduction in demand placed upon the Service could be substantially reduced. However, it
should be borne in mind that any efficiency gains must be balanced with ensuring sufficient
resources to safely resolve any operational incidents.
4.1.2 Deployment Numbers
4.1.2.1 The graph below shows that deployments over the last six years have followed the same trend
as seen with incidents (Paragraph 3.1.1 ), a behaviour that would be expected as incidents
feed deployments, however, the data shows there are differences in the rate of increase
between the two.
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↗ Number of deployments to attended incidents by AF&RS, for each Financial Year between FY2013
and FY2018
4.1.2.2 There was an increase in the number of incidents attended between FY2015 and FY2018.
Deployments increased at a greater rate between FY2015 and FY2017 as the average
number of deployments per incident also increased during the same period.
4.1.2.3 However, in FY2018, while incidents continued to increase, the number of deployments
increased at a lower rate due to the decrease in average deployments per incident.

4.2

Deployments by Incident Category

4.2.1 Deployments per Incident by Category
4.2.1.1 The graph below shows that over the last six years false alarms has consistently had the
greatest number of deployments allocated to them, with an average of 2.14 deployments per
incident. Average false alarm deployments have seen both increases and decreases,
however, the increases have been greater than the decreases over this time, leading to a
gradual increase over the last six years.
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↗ Average number of deployments per incident attended by AF&RS grouped by Incident Category,
for each Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018
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4.2.1.2 Over the last six years, fires had the second greatest number of average deployments per
incident at 1.93. The first three years between FY2013 and FY2016 fires and special service
incidents were very close in number.
4.2.1.3 The last three years, however, fires have steadily increased the average number of
deployments per incident while average special service deployments have gradually declined,
resulting in special service incidents having an average of 1.81 deployments per incident.
4.2.2 Deployments by Incident Category
4.2.2.1 The graph below shows false alarm incidents have been gradually increasing and the lowest
point for both incident and deployment numbers occurred in FY2015. Comparing last year
(FY2018) to FY2015, deployments to false alarms increased by 14.25%; an additional 1,652
deployments a year.
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↗ Number of deployments to attended incidents by AF&RS grouped by Incident Category, for each
Financial Year between FY2013 and FY2018
4.2.2.2 Fire deployments have exhibited a similar behaviour to false alarms. Incidents of fire were at
their lowest point in FY2014 for both incidents and deployments. Last year (FY2018) there
was an increase of 27.15% for deployments compared to FY2015; an additional 1,402
deployments a year.
4.2.2.3 Special service incidents lowest number of deployments occurred in FY2014, despite the
lowest number of incidents occurring the year after. Since 2014 special service deployments
have been steadily increasing, resulting in an increase of 29.91% since 2014; an additional
1,318 incidents a year on average.

4.3

Deployments by Incident Type

4.3.1 Deployments per Incident Type
4.3.1.1 The graph below shows that ‘stand by’ is the incident type that uses the greatest number of
deployments per incident; standby has generally related to larger scale incidents which require
fire service attendance ready for a potential emergency. This relates to incidents such as
standing by when an aircraft reports issues that require our attendance in case an emergency
situation arises. This will ultimately be why they require high numbers of deployments and is
therefore not surprising.
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↗ Average number of deployments per Incident Category attended by AF&RS, between FY2013 and
FY2018.
4.3.1.2 The rest of the list does not present any further surprises however, it will be useful to review
and question if there is any potentially efficiencies that can be made.
4.3.2 Deployments to Incident Type
4.3.2.1 Looking at the graph below we can see the top six most common incident types by
deployments are the same as previously exhibited when looking at the number of incidents by
type (Paragraph 3.3.1 ), however, there are differences in the proportion due to the difference
in average deployments to each.
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↗ Average number of deployments by Incident Category attended by AF&RS, between FY2013 and
FY2018.
4.3.2.2 FADA, Primary Fire and RTC make up a greater proportion of deployments than they did for
the number of incidents, due to the higher average deployments used to resolve these
incident types.
4.3.2.3 The opposite behaviour can be seen by incidents such as Secondary Fire and Flooding, both
decreasing in proportion due to the lower average deployments used to resolve these
incidents.
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4.4

Deployments by Station

4.4.1 Understanding Station Deployments
4.4.1.1 Deployment information can be broken down by stations, giving a better indication where
resources are being utilised to resolve incidents.
4.4.1.2 When looking at this information there is a need to understand that AF&RS uses a number of
crewing models:
a. Wholetime – using a four watch shift system, a wholetime appliance is crewed 24 hours
a day on site. As a result, wholetime crewed appliances have the quickest time between
alert and mobilisation. However, this crewing model is also inherently more expensive to
maintain, therefore, these stations are located where there is a greater need.
b. Day Crewing – these are appliances that are crewed by wholetime firefighters during
day time hours 08:00 till 17:15, where they will have the quickest alert to mobilisation
time. Outside of these hours the appliances are crewed by on-call firefighters.
c. On-call – This crewing arrangement would be expected to be used in areas with lower
demand, the staff that crew these appliances is are not located on the station 24/7 and
only respond to the station when they are allocated to an incident, or if carrying out
specific functions. The aim is that all crews are within 5 minute travel time when alerted
to a deployment.
4.4.1.3 When looking at stations, some may have multiple appliances with a mixture of crewing
arrangements; these are referred to as Wholetime/On-call and Day Crewing/On-call.
4.4.1.4 For this section the data is limited to general purpose pumping appliances only (Water
Tenders, Water Tender Ladders and Rescue Pumps) as these are the appliances used by all
stations and therefore allows comparison of stations on a like for like basis.
4.4.2 Station Average Deployments
4.4.2.1 The graph below shows that stations with the greater deployments are wholetime and
wholetime/On-call, followed by day crewing/ On-call and lastly On-call.
4.4.2.2 Wholetime stations range from 09 Temple, which had an average of 4,776 incidents a year, to
04 Patchway, which had an average of 978 incidents a year.
4.4.2.3 There is only one day crewing/On-call station, 03 Yate; which had an average of 738 incidents
a year.
4.4.2.4 On-call stations range from 17 Clevedon, which had an average of 728 incidents a year, to 23
Blagdon, which had an average of 75 incidents a year.
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↗ Average number of general purpose pumping appliance deployments to attended incidents by
AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by station
4.4.2.5 The demand curve in the graph above and the order of the stations indicates that AF&RS
stations and crewing models appear to be appropriate to meet current demand placed upon
the Service. However, this information could be further interrogated and risk modelled and
simulations undertaken should AF&RS wish to make changes to its current makeup.
4.4.3 Station Average Deployment Changes
4.4.3.1 To understand changes or trends in station deployments, the last three years (FY2016 to
FY2018) to the three years prior (FY2013 to FY2015) can be compared.
4.4.3.2 The graph below shows that 19 of AF&RS’s 21 fire stations have seen increases in the
average number of deployments per year.
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↗ Average number of general purpose pumping appliance deployments to attended incidents by
AF&RS between FY2016 and FY2018 compared to FY2013 and FY2015
4.4.3.3 09 Temple has experienced the largest increase with an additional 973 deployments a year;
an increase of over 25% for the station.
4.4.3.4 10 Kingswood has seen the greatest percentage increase, an increase of over 45%,
amounting to an additional 708 incidents a year.
4.4.3.5 Increases in the number of deployments overall have contributed to the increase in demand
however, some of the increase can be explained by changes to the distributions and makeup
of AF&RS stations and appliances that occurred in FY2015. The closure of 11 Speedwell, the
merging of 13 Keynsham and 14 Brislington to a new location at 11 Hicks Gate and an
additional appliance placed at 10 Kingswood, has meant the increased number of
deployments is now shared by fewer stations and appliances.
4.4.3.6 This serves to highlight the changing demand for stations when AF&RS make significant
changes to the makeup or location of stations or appliances.
4.4.3.7 This information can be used to identify potential efficiencies however, AF&RS needs to
continue to risk model and simulate changes to ensure the risk of overburdening stations and
reducing their ability to maintain response standards and keep their communities safe is
mitigated.

4.5

Deployments by Appliance

4.5.1.1 General purpose appliances fall into three categories:
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Water Tenders – are crewed by four firefighters and carries standard firefighting and rescue
equipment as well as a 10.5m ladder. This appliance can be identified with the any callsign
ending with P4.
Water Tender Ladders – are the same as the water tender except crewed by five
firefighters and carries a 13.5m ladder. This appliance can be identified with the any callsign
ending with P1 or P2.
Rescue Water Tender Ladders – these appliances are crewed by five firefighters and
carries additional specialist rescue equipment above Water Tender and Water Tender
Ladders. This appliance can be identified with the any callsign ending with P3.

4.5.1.2 The graph below shows the appliances with the greater deployments are wholetime and
wholetime/On-call, followed by day crewing and lastly On-call.
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↗ Average number of general purpose pumping appliance deployments by appliance call sign
between FY2016 and FY2018.
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4.5.1.3 The difference for wholetime appliances was between 09P4 which was the busiest in terms of
deployments with 2505 deployments a year (an average of around 7 incidents a day), and
05P3 which has 620 incidents a year (an average of 2 a day).
4.5.1.4 The single day crewing appliance at 03 Yate had an average of 458 incidents a year, equating
to just over one incident a day.
4.5.1.5 The busiest On-call appliance in terms of deployments is 12P2 which had an average of 436
incidents a year, just over one incident a day, all the way down to 23P1 which had 75
incidents a year, which averages over one incident a week.
4.5.1.6 When looking at appliance crewing and location, the number of deployments is only one
metric that should be considered. However, there are many others such as utilisation time
(covered later in this report) as well as physical location to maintain response standards
throughout AF&RS area.
4.5.2 Station Average Deployment Changes
4.5.2.1 To understand changes or trends in appliance deployments, the last three years (FY2016 to
FY2018) to the three previous years (FY2013 to FY2015) can be compared.
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↗ Difference in average deployments to incidents attended by AF&RS
4.5.2.2 10P4 is the appliance which had the greatest increase in the number of deployments.
However, it should be noted that prior to 2016, 10 Kingswood only had one fire appliance,
which had the call sign 10P1. In 2016 10 Kingswood was merged with Speedwell fire station
as part of the Investing in the Future programme, which resulted in a second fire appliance
being located at Kingswood, using the call sign 10P4. This explains the sudden increase in
deployments for this appliance call sign. However, it is also worth noting that since the change
took place, 10P4 has become one of the more deployed appliances within AF&RS.
4.5.2.3 Appliances at Temple, Bedminster, Southmead and Hicks Gate have had the largest
increases and are all areas that would have been affected by the station changes in FY2015
which could explain some of the increase.
4.5.2.4 Six appliances have had decreases in the number of deployments. However, 15P1, 10P1 and
03P1 all occurred at stations that had increases for their second appliance, which indicates
overall growth but a change in the proportion fulfilled by each appliance. The remaining
appliances 04P1, 17P4 and 22P4 have also resulted in fewer deployments for those stations;
however, the numbers are relatively small.
4.5.2.5 In summary this indicates that the majority of appliances are experiencing increasing demand
placed upon them.
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5

Operational Utilisation Time

5.1

Overview

⏱

⏱

📅
10,821:22
Annual Utilisation Time

🚒

📆
29:39

Daily Utilisation Time

⏱

0:28
Utilisation Time per Deployment

5.1.1.1 Over the last six years AF&RS had an average operational utilisation time of 10,821 hours and
22 minutes a year; this amounts to a daily average of 29:39.
5.1.1.2 The average utilisation time per deployment was 28 minutes, this would take into account time
taken for appliance crews to be alerted and get to their vehicle, travel time to an incident and
time to resolve that incident. However, it does not include the time appliances take to travel
back to base or previous duties.

5.2

Utilisation Time per Deployment

5.2.1 Utilisation per Deployments for all incidents
5.2.1.1 The graph below shows that the average utilisation time per deployment could be considered
consistent over the last six financial years; with all but one year having an average time of 28
or 29 minutes. FY2014 was the only year to register lower, with 25 minutes.
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↗ Average utilisation time per deployment to incidents attended by AF&RS, for each Financial Year
between FY2013 and FY2018
5.2.1.2 While the four minutes difference between the lowest and highest points in utilisation would
make a large difference, the fact that before and after FY2014 the utilisation time returns to
comparable figures would suggest the results for FY2014 is an anomaly and, as a result,
wouldn’t be considered the common rule.
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5.2.1.3 This indicates there is no obvious change or trend causing utilisation to increase or decrease
over the last six years, and if this is an area the Service wishes to improve, efficiency gains
will require a new solution.

5.3

Daily Utilisation Time

5.3.1 Daily for all incidents
5.3.1.1 We need to take into consideration FY2014 has been identified as an anomaly year for
average utilisation per deployment which would contribute to the substantial drop in daily
utilisation that year.
5.3.1.2 Excluding FY2014 the average daily utilisation per deployment over the last six years was 30
hours and 36 minutes.
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↗ Average utilisation time per deployment to incidents attended by AF&RS, for each Financial Year
between FY2013 and FY2018
5.3.1.3 The graph above shows that daily utilisation has been gradually increasing over the last six
years. As average utilisation per deployment has remained consistent, the increase has been
caused by the increasing numbers of incidents and deployments.

5.4

Utilisation Time by Incident Category

5.4.1 Utilisation per deployment by Incident Category
5.4.1.1 Utilisation can be broken down by incident category to identify which places the biggest
demand on Service time.
5.4.1.2 The graph below shows that deployments to fires had consistently been the incident category
that required the most time to resolve, an average utilisation time of 44 minutes per
deployment. The peak occurred in FY2013 where the average was over 51 minutes; this was
followed by a significant drop in FY2014 down to 38 minutes. However, since then the times
have been gradually increasing.
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↗ Average utilisation time per deployment to incidents attended by AF&RS, for each Financial Year
between FY2013 and FY2018 grouped by Incident Category
5.4.1.3 Special service incidents had an average utilisation time per deployment of 35 minutes, and
similar to fires had a reduction in FY2104. However, the subsequent three years saw year on
year increases.
5.4.1.4 There is a positive, however, as last year (FY2018) saw a decrease in utilisation time for both
fire and special service incidents, decreasing by 1 minute 47 seconds and 2 minutes 24
seconds respectively.
5.4.1.5 False alarms have remained fairly consistent year on year with an average utilisation time per
deployment of 17 minutes, under half the time on average it takes to resolve fire incidents.
5.4.2 Daily utilisation grouped by Incident Category
5.4.2.1 The graph below shows that false alarms, despite having the lowest average utilisation time
per deployment, had the second largest daily utilisation time due to the greater number of
incidents and deployments. Avon Fire Authority (AFA) has set out in its Service Plan 20192022 an action to address its response to Automatic Fire Alarms in an effort to reduce the
number of false alarms attended in future. This will need to be continually monitored to
ensure changes have the desired effect.
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↗ Average daily utilisation to incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018 grouped
by incident category
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5.4.2.2 Fires for each year between FY2013 and FY2018 except FY2014 had the greatest daily
utilisation time. This was due to a mixture of the number of incidents combined with being the
incident type that has on average required the greater amount of utilisation time.
5.4.2.3 In relation to special service incidents, it should be noted that while the incident category had
the second largest utilisation time per deployment, due to the number of incidents attended, it
was the third largest contributor to average daily utilisation.
5.4.2.4 Reducing this utilisation time can be achieved by either reducing the number of incidents and
deployments or by reducing the time spent at each. However, it appears that reducing the
number of incidents and deployments would be the most effective approach.

5.5

Utilisation Time by Incident Type

5.5.1 Utilisation per deployment by Incident Type
5.5.1.1 The graph below illustrates that special service deployments predominantly have the longest
utilisation times to resolve. These range from water provision with an average of 1 hour and
21 minutes per deployment to no action (not false alarm) with an average of 19 minutes per
deployment.
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↗ Average utilisation time per deployment grouped by Incident Type, for all incidents attended by
AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018.
5.5.1.2 Primary and chimney fires had some of the higher utilisation times with 54 and 50 minutes
respectively. Secondary fires conversely had a much lower utilisation time to resolve incidents
with an average of 23 minutes per deployment.
5.5.1.3 As shown at the bottom of the graph, the three false alarm incident types made up the lowest
average utilisation per deployment of all incident categories, ranging from FAGI with 18
minutes per deployment to FAM with 16 minutes per deployment.
5.5.2 Daily utilisation by Incident Type
5.5.2.1 The graph below separates and orders the utilisation time by incident type, the description for
the individual incident types can be found in the appendix 8.1 Incident Types.
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↗ Average utilisation time grouped by Incident Type, for all incidents attended by AF&RS between
FY2013 and FY2018.
5.5.2.2 Primary fires are the biggest contributor to operational utilisation, making up nearly 33% of all
operational utilisation time despite them only making up just over 13% of all deployments.
This is due to the fact that primary fires have some of the longer average utilisation time to
resolve.
5.5.2.3 False alarm incident types FADA and FAGI, despite having the lowest average utilisation time
to resolve incidents, were still the second and third biggest contributors to operational
utilisation time. This is due to the number of incidents attended under these categories.
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5.6

Utilisation Time by Station

5.6.1 Daily utilisation per Station
5.6.1.1 The graph below shows the utilisation time per day for each station, to give an understanding
where demand is being placed within AF&RS.
5.6.1.2 Wholetime stations sit at the top of the list, followed by the single day crewing station and
finally the On-call stations.
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↗ Average utilisation time grouped by station, for all incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2016
and FY2018.
5.6.1.3 Wholetime stations’ average daily utilisation times range from 09 Temple with 5 hours and 26
minutes on average a day down to station 11 Hicks Gate which had an average of 1 hour and
18 minutes a day.
5.6.1.4 03 Yate the single day crewing/On-call station has an average of 1 hour and 2 minutes a day.
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5.6.1.5 On-call stations range from 17 Clevedon with 34 minutes, to 23 Blagdon and 24 Winscombe,
which both had an average daily utilisation time of 9 minutes.
5.6.1.6 The demand curve in the graph above and the order of the stations indicates that AF&RS
stations and crewing models appear to be appropriate to meet current demand placed upon
the Service. However, this information could be further interrogated and risk modelled and
simulations undertaken should AF&RS wish to make changes to its current makeup.
5.6.2 Daily Utilisation Trends per Station
5.6.2.1 The graph below shows the difference in daily utilisation time by taking the average from the
last three years (FY2016 to FY2018) and comparing with the three years prior (FY2013 to
FY2015), which can be used to identify trends.
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↗ Average number of general purpose pumping appliance deployments to attended incidents by
AF&RS grouped by station, between FY2016 and FY2018, compared to FY2013 and FY2015
5.6.2.2 The graph shows all stations had an increase in utilisation times; the greatest increase was at
09 Temple and 10 Kingswood, both had increases of over an hour.
5.6.2.3 The graph shows that all wholetime stations, except 04 Patchway, have seen at least a daily
increase of at least 10 minutes.
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5.7

Utilisation Time by Pumping Appliance

5.7.1 Daily Utilisation by Appliance Call Sign
5.7.1.1 The graph below shows the average utilisation time per day for each appliance call sign,
which gives an indication of demand placed upon each appliance.
5.7.1.2 The order of utilisation shows wholetime crewed appliances are the most heavily utilised,
followed by the single day crewed appliance, and finally by the On-call appliances.
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↗ Average utilisation time, grouped by appliance call sign, for all incidents attended by AF&RS
between FY2016 and FY2018.
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5.7.1.3 Wholetime appliance utilisation ranged from 09P4 with a daily average of 2 hours 51 minutes
to 18P3, which had an average of 56 minutes a day.
5.7.1.4 03P1, the only day crewed appliance, had a daily average utilisation time of 38 minutes.
5.7.1.5 On-call appliances ranged from 21P1, the most utilised On-call appliance, which had an
average daily utilisation time of 26 minutes, down to 23P1 which had an average time of 9
minutes.
5.7.2 Appliance Utilisation Trends by Call Sign
5.7.2.1 Using the utilisation information the average times between FY2013 and FY2015 can be
compared with the times between FY2016 and FY2018 to identify trends and direction of
travel.
5.7.2.2 The graph below shows 32 of the 34 general purpose pumping appliances showed increased
utilisation times when comparing the two timeframes.
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↗ Average number of general purpose pumping appliance deployments to attended incidents by
AF&RS, grouped by appliance call sign, between FY2016 and FY2018 compared to FY2013 and
FY2015
5.7.2.3 Prior to 2016, 10 Kingswood only had one fire appliance, which had the call sign 10P1. In
2016 10 Kingswood was merged with 11 Speedwell as part of the Investing in the Future
programme, as a result a second fire appliance was located at Kingswood, and used the call
sign 10P4. This explains the sudden increase in usage of this appliance call sign. However, it
is worth noting that since the change took place, 10P4 has become one of the more utilised
appliances within AF&RS.
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6

Victims - Rescues, Injuries and Fatalities

6.1

Victims Overview

6.1.1.1 The IRS system used by AF&RS records information regarding people that have been
effected by incidents, these are referred to as victims. Victims are broken down by the level of
victim intervention required:
a. Rescue – no medical intervention required.
b. Basic First Aid – medical intervention required on scene delivered by either FRS or
ambulance personnel.
c. Slight injury (hospital) – medical intervention required at hospital level for a minor
injury.
d. Serious injury – medical intervention required at hospital level for a major injury.
e. Fatality – where victim has been classed as deceased at scene of incident.

6.2

Numbers of Victims

6.2.1.1 The graph below shows that the number of recorded victims over the last six financial years
within the AF&RS area has seen a steady increase; initially FY2013 to FY2014 had a
decrease of 5.35%. This follows the same pattern as the number of incidents AF&RS
attended over the same period of time. The following three years between FY2015 and
FY2017 had year on year increases of 6.2%, 8.25% and 1.35% respectively; this again follows
the same trend as incidents. Finally FY2018 had a very minor decrease in victim numbers by
0.7% despite incidents increasing by 4.05%.
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↗ Number of victims for all incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018.
6.2.1.2 Overall, comparing FY2013 with FY2018 there has been a 9.5% increase in the number of
victims AF&RS has dealt with as a result of attending emergency incidents.

6.3

Numbers of Rescues, Injuries and Fatalities

6.3.1.1 By analysing victim data by victim intervention, the graph below shows that the majority of
victims that AF&RS has dealt with over the last six years relate to rescues where no medical

Operational Baseline Report 2019 v1.2

Page 37

`

intervention was required. This is the best case scenario for victims involved in an incident
and should be considered a positive outcome.
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Hospital (24.98%) Hospital (10.21%)

Fatalities (3.9%)

↗ Number of victims for all incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by
victim intervention
6.3.1.2 AF&RS staff are trained to deliver low level medical treatment in the absence of ambulance
personnel. Between FY2013 and FY2018 it was recorded that for just over 15% of all victims
AF&RS tended to received basic first aid treatment.
6.3.1.3 The next three levels of intervention: slight injury, serious injury and fatality are severe enough
to either require hospital treatment for the victim or resulting in death; combined, these
makeup 39.09% of all interventions. This indicates that where a victim requires medical
attention at an incident attended by AF&RS, the majority of these victims require a higher level
of medical treatment than can be provided by AF&RS staff alone.
6.3.2 Victim Intervention Trends
6.3.2.1 The graph below shows the trends for each of the victim interventions, comparing the average
number for each intervention from the last three years (FY2016 to FY2018) to the previous
three years (FY2013 to FY2015).
Rescues (+23.94%)
Serious Injuries Hospital (+25.77%)
Fatalities (+38.14%)
Slight Injuries Hospital (-0.33%)
Basic First Aid (-14,26%)
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↗ Average number of victims at attended incidents by AF&RS, grouped by appliance victim
intervention between FY2016 and FY2018 compared to FY2013 and FY2015
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6.3.2.2 Rescues, which were the most common victim intervention, had the biggest increase;
amounting to an additional 115 rescues a year on average over the last three years.
6.3.2.3 Serious injuries had the next largest increase in numbers, with an additional 28 per year;
amounting to an increase of 25.77%.
6.3.2.4 Fatalities had the largest percentage increase of 38%, amounting to an additional 15 fatalities
a year.
6.3.2.5 Basic first aid is the only victim intervention to see any significant reduction, which has led to
an average of 28 less basic first aid victims a year.
6.3.2.6 Overall, the indication is that the number of victims involved in incidents is increasing and
while the numbers not requiring medical attention is the most significant contributor; the
increase in serious injuries and fatalities does also highlight a trend that needs to be analysed
and understood to enable AF&RS to better understand where it may be able to direct its risk
reduction activities to reduce harm and make its communities safer.

6.4

Victims Risk

6.4.1 Overview
6.4.1.1 By using a risk matrix the level of risk attributed to incidents attended over the last six years
(FY2013 to FY2018) can be assessed. To achieve this AF&RS needs to score the likelihood
and severity of victims.
6.4.1.2 This is the first time AF&RS has undertaken risk assessments for incidents based on this data,
which could mean that future method and scoring principles could be adapted and changed as
the Service improves with assessing risk or more information and new data is identified and
becomes available to AF&RS.
6.4.1.3 Using the five levels of victim intervention from the IRS system, AF&RS can apply scores on
the perceived severity of each; which is defined in the table below.

Victim Severity
Fatality
Serious Injury Hospital
Slight Injury Hospital
Basic First Aid
Rescue

Description
Where victim has been classed as deceased at scene of incident
Medical intervention required at Hospital level for a major injury.
Medical intervention required at Hospital level for a minor injury
Medical intervention required on scene delivered by either FRS or
Ambulance personnel.
No medical intervention required.

Score
5
4
3
2
1

6.4.1.4 Likelihood can be identified by getting the ratio of incidents where a victim is involved with the
number of incidents overall. This will give the probability of victims being involved. Using the
scoring method below will determine the likelihood score:

Likelihood of victim involved (Ration 1 in X number of incidents to have a victim)
1 in 3 or greater
Between 1 in 10 and 1 in 3
Between 1 in 10 and 1 in 20
Between 1 in 20 and 1 in 50
Lower than 1 in 50

Score
5
4
3
2
1

6.4.1.5 The table below shows running AF&RS historic incident data from IRS for the last six years
through the risk matrix produces a risk score of ‘6. Moderate’. This score has been achieved
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by the data returning an average severity score of 2, and an average likelihood of 3 which
equates to between 1 in 10 and 1 in 20.

Average Victim
Likelihood

Average Victim Severity
1 Very Low

2 Low

3 Medium

4 High

5 Very High

5 Frequent

5. Moderate

10. Moderate

15. High

20. High

25. High

4 Likely

4. Low

8. Moderate

12. Moderate

16. High

20. High

3 Possible

3. Low

6. Moderate

9. Moderate

12. Moderate

15. High

2 Often

2. Low

4. Low

6. Moderate

8. Moderate

10. Moderate

1 Rare

1. Low

2. Low

3. Low

4. Low

5. Moderate

↗ Average Risk score for all incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018.
6.4.1.6 This information can now provide AF&RS with a baseline in which to improve community
safety.
6.4.1.7 Identifying the average victim risk score over the last six years will give an overall view of
where the level of risk sits. However, AF&RS needs to break this down further into the two
elements of likelihood and severity and look at the information for each financial year to really
understand the risks, consistencies and trends.
6.4.2 Likelihood Trends
6.4.2.1 The table below shows victim likelihood over the last six years has remained between 1 in 10
and 1 in 12 incidents involving a victim. However, over the last three financial years the
probability has been steady at 1 in 10, higher than the three years previous. This could be an
indication that the likelihood of people getting injured is increasing, along with the increasing
number of incidents would also indicate the risk to people is increasing.

Likelihood of incident involving
a victim

2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

1 in 2
1 in 4
1 in 6
1 in 8
1 in 10
1 in 12
1 in 14
1 in 16
1 in 18
1 in 20

2015 - 2016

2016 - 2017

2017 - 2018

2018 - 2019

Victim Likelihood

↗ Average victim likelihood scores by fiscal year for incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013
and FY2018.
6.4.2.2 This would suggest further analysis and investigation is required to understand why this is the
case and identify how AF&RS may be able to respond to positively affect this trend.
6.4.3 Severity Trends
6.4.3.1 Average victim severity score over the last six financial years has remained consistently
between 2.21 and 2.26 for all except FY2016; where it dropped to an average severity score
of 2.08. This indicates that the average level of risk to people involved in incidents within the
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AF&RS area require basic first aid, and therefore some level of medical intervention is
required.
5
4

Average Severity
Score

3
2
1
0
2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

2015 - 2016

2016 - 2017

2017 - 2018

2018 - 2019

↗ Average victim severity scores by fiscal year for incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013
and FY2018.
6.4.3.2 Looking at severity as a trend, while there is a slight fluctuation, the level would be considered
low and there is no indication this trend is increasing or decreasing.
6.4.4 Risk Score Trends
6.4.4.1 Analysis has identified that across the last six financial years, the likelihood and severity
scores have resulted in a consistent risk score of ‘6. Moderate’. Although this could be
considered a positive that the risk score is relatively low, AF&RS should use this data to
prioritise work to attempt to further reduce the risk to make its communities safer.

6.5

Victim Risk grouped by Incident Category

6.5.1.1 Contained within the table below is a risk score for each of the three incident categories. This
has been achieved by using the same methodology previously applied for risk scoring.
Incident Category
Special Service
Fire
False Alarm

Likelihood
4. Likely
3. Possible
1. Rare

Severity
2. Low
2. Low
1. Very Low

Risk Score
8. Moderate
6 Moderate
1. Low

6.5.1.2 Special service incidents came out as having had the biggest victim risk attached to them,
which is higher than fires due to the increased likelihood of a victim being involved in incidents
of this type.
6.5.1.3 Fires have the next highest with a score of ‘6. Moderate’, but while the score is lower than
special service, fires still carry a significant risk.
6.5.1.4 False alarms unsurprisingly carry the lowest risk possible; this is due to the lack of
circumstances of hazards in which to cause harm to victims.

6.6

Victim Risk grouped by Incident Type

6.6.1 Incident Type Risk Scores
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6.6.1.1 The table below contains the risk score for each of the incident types. This is the next level of
detail below incident category and again is achieved by using the same victim risk
methodology used previously.

Incident Category
Suicide/attempts
Assist other agencies
Medical Incident - Co-responder
Medical Incident - First responder
Rescue or evacuation from water
RTC
Evacuation (no fire)
Hazardous Materials incident
Primary Fire
No action (not false alarm)
Lift Release
Other rescue/release of persons
Other Transport incident
Removal of people from objects
Advice Only
Effecting entry/exit
Making Safe (not RTC)
Removal of objects from people
Animal assistance incidents
Spills and Leaks (not RTC)
FADA
FAGI
FAM
Chimney Fire
Secondary Fire
Flooding
Stand By
Water provision

Likelihood
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
4. Likely
4. Likely
3. Possible
3. Possible
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
5. Frequent
2. Often
4. Likely
2. Often
4. Likely
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare
1. Rare

Severity
3. Medium
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
2. Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
2. Low
1. Very Low
2. Low
1. Very Low
2. Low
2. Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low
1. Very Low

Risk Score
15. High
10. Moderate
10. Moderate
10. Moderate
10. Moderate
10. Moderate
8. Moderate
8. Moderate
6. Moderate
6. Moderate
5. Moderate
5. Moderate
5. Moderate
5. Moderate
4. Low
4. Low
4. Low
4. Low
2. Low
2. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low
1. Low

6.6.1.2 Primary fire is the only incident type that has a risk score above ‘1. Low’ that isn’t categorised
as a special service incident. The remaining fire incident types and three false alarm incident
types carry very little risk to people.
6.6.2 Incident Type Risk Proportion
6.6.2.1 By taking the victim risk score for each of the incident types and multiplying by the number of
incidents, it will identify the proportion of risk each incident type presents to AF&RS.
6.6.2.2 The chart below shows primary fires are the incident type with the greatest proportion of risk,
followed by RTC, this is due to the moderate risk each of these incidents pose to people
combined with the large volume of incidents attended for each incident type.
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Remaining Incident
Types (9.74%)
Hazardous Materials
incident (1.35%)
Other rescue/release of
persons (1.77%)

Primary Fire (28.25%)

Lift Release (2.98%)
No action (not false
alarm) (4.17%)
Secondary Fire (4.25%)

FAGI (4.56%)

Assist other agencies
(6%)

RTC (18.42%)

Effecting entry/exit
(6.25%)
FADA (12.26%)

6.6.2.3 FADAs were the third biggest contributor to risk, bearing in mind the risk score for FADAs is
‘1. Low’, this indicates the risk is fed by the sheer number of FADA incidents that AF&RS
attends.
6.6.2.4 The risk from FADA down drops from just over 6% all the way down to less than 0.5%. Any
incident types with less than 1% of the victim risk proportion have been combined into the
Remaining Incidents Types category.
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7

Response Times

7.1

Overview

7.1.1.1 Response times refer the time taken for operational crews to respond to a call for assistance
from members of the public, to having a fire service resource on scene.
7.1.1.2 A response is made up of four timed events:
a. Call to Alert time – time taken from receipt of an emergency call received at AF&RS
control room to alerting an appliance crew or officer.
b. Alert to mobilisation time – time taken between an appliance crew or officer being
alerted to an emergency deployment and the time taken to mobilise the resource
requested.
c. Travel Time – time taken for the mobilised appliance or officer to get onto the scene of
the incident.
d. Alert to On Scene – the Alert to Mobilisation time and the Travel Time put together is
the time taken from the moment an appliance or officer is alerted to a deployment, to
arriving on scene of the incident.
7.1.1.3 Breaking the response down into these individual events allows the AF&RS to identify areas of
strength and weakness that contribute to the response as a whole.

7.2

Alert to Mobilisation

7.2.1.1 Alert to mobilisation is an area of the response standards where the Service has the biggest
influence, factors such as activities undertaken at the time alerted, the layout of a station,
crewing arrangements and time of day can all change how the length of time crews and
officers are able to respond.
7.2.2 Alert to Mobilisation by fiscal year
On Call

06:00

Minutes:Seconds

05:00
04:00
Day Crewing

03:00
02:00
01:00

Wholetime

00:00
2013 - 2014

2014 - 2015

2015 - 2016

2016 - 2017

2017 - 2018

2018 - 2019

↗ Average alert to mobilisation time for general pumping appliances for incidents attended by AF&RS
between FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by fiscal year.
7.2.2.1 The graph above shows three levels of alert to mobilisation response times, wholetime the
quicker, followed by the day crewing and then On-call.
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7.2.2.2 Wholetime, with 24/7 onsite response, have the quickest alert to mobilisation time with an
average time of 1 minute and 44 seconds. The times over the last six years have been
gradually decreasing; FY2013 and FY2015 had an average time of 1 minute and 50 seconds
which dropped to 1 minute 39 seconds between FY2016 and FY2018.
7.2.2.3 The day crewing model has only been in operation since 24 July 2017 within AF&RS when
03P1 was changed from wholetime to day crewing, therefore FY2018 is the full year of
available data. During FY2018 the average alert to mobilisation time for day crewing was 2
minutes 32 seconds. It would be expected that this average time would be slower than
wholetime crewing due to the On-call element during the hours of 17:15 and 07:00.
7.2.2.4 The On-call alert to mobilisation time takes into account the time for staff to travel to the
station, following them being alerted by Control by way of personal pager activation. The
average On-call alert to mobile time for the last six years has been 5 minutes and 22 seconds,
which has been steadily increasing over this time.
7.2.3 Alert to Mobilisation by time of the day
08:00

On Call

07:00

Minutes:Seconds

06:00
05:00

Day Crewing

04:00
03:00
02:00
Wholetime
01:00
00:00

↗ Average alert to mobilisation time for general pumping appliances for incidents attended by AF&RS
between FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by hour of the day.
7.2.3.1 The average alert to mobilisation times for wholetime crews between the hours of 07:00 and
23:00 were all below two minutes; an average time of 1 minute 33 seconds. Between the
hours of 23:00 and 07:00 this time increases to an average of 2 minutes 24 seconds.
7.2.3.2 On-call have a number of fluctuation points. Average times between the hours of 09:00 and
17:00 were between 5 and 6 minutes. After 17:00 until 22:00 average alert to mobile times
drop to below 5 minutes. Then the average time increases to above 6 minutes until 07:00;
during this period is where the slower response times are exhibited.
7.2.3.3 The day crewing model is only in use at 03 Yate and only includes figures for FY2018 due to
this being the first full year of data. Day crewing is made up of a permanently crewed
appliance during the hours of 07:00 and 17:15 and an On-call model after 17:15 until 07:00.
As a result, during the day time results are very similar times to the wholetime appliances.
Similar results can be seen when the appliance changes to On-call with times comparable to
those exhibited by dedicated On-call appliances.
7.2.4 Average Alert to Mobilisation by Station
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7.2.4.1 The graph below shows the average alert to mobilisation broken down by each of the current
stations within AF&RS.
7.2.4.2 The first behaviour that can be observed is the alert to mobilisation is grouped by crewing
model, wholetime stations are quicker to respond than day crewing, who in turn are quicker
than On-call; this does not identify any worrying trends.
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↗ Average alert to mobilisation time for general pumping appliances for incidents attended by AF&RS
between FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by Station.
7.2.4.3 The VISION system used by AF&RS to deploy fire appliances makes its decision on which
appliances are best placed to attend an incident, based on their alert to mobilisation time as
well as the estimated time of travel. For wholetime, the system uses 1 minute and 30 seconds
alert to mobilisation time, and 5 minutes for On-call.
7.2.4.4 Two of the seven wholetime stations have alert to mobilisation times within the 1 minute 30
seconds, three are then within 7 seconds, and one station is 16 seconds slower.
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7.2.4.5 Wholetime/On-call stations have a mixture of both crewing type appliances; as such they don’t
have an overall target and will depend on which appliance is deployed. However, it is positive
to see that both wholetime/On-call stations have an average alert to mobilisation time within 1
minute of the wholetime target.
7.2.4.6 Only two of the On-call stations are within the 5 minute target, three are then within 7 seconds.
The slowest times were by 23 Blagdon and 20 Chew Magna who have 6 minutes 51 seconds
and 6 minutes and 11 seconds respectively. For station 23 Blagdon this is nearly two minutes
slower on average than the time VISION uses to assign them to incidents. This indicates that
there may be a need to address the alert to mobilisation time for this station, or look at
changing the assumed response time on VISION to better reflect the reality of providing an
On-call service.

7.3

Travel Times for first in attendance

7.3.1 Travel Times for first in attendance by fiscal year
7.3.1.1 Wholetime appliances over the last six years have had an average travel time of 5 minutes
and 24 seconds. The graph below shows that these times have been gradually increasing
year on year, the result of which is that FY2018 had an average response time 42 seconds
slower than in FY2013; increasing by an average of 9 seconds each year. However the rate of
the increase has been slower in the last three years; this will need to be monitored to ensure
AF&RS maintains its response standards.
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On Call
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↗ Average travel time for general pumping appliances for incidents attended by AF&RS between
FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by fiscal year.
7.3.1.2 On-call appliance travel times over this same period have had an average travel time of 5
minutes; over the last three years the travel time appears to have settled just above the 5
minute mark.
7.3.1.3 Day crewing is the measure for the average times for 03P1 only, and FY2018 was the first full
year where this information has been recorded therefore we can only show the one time for
FY2018. The average travel time for day crewing in FY2018 was closer to that of the
wholetime appliances.
7.3.1.4 As wholetime appliances have much shorter alert to mobilisation times, the VISION system
used to deploy appliances will, on occasion, send a wholetime appliance over an On-call
appliance to an incident due to the faster combined alert to mobilisation and travel times
despite being further away from the incident, this could explain the longer average travel times
exhibited by wholetime appliances.
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7.3.2 Travel time for first in attendance by Community Safety Sector
7.3.2.1 Each station is responsible for serving an area within the AF&RS area. This is referred to as
their community safety sector. The graph below shows the average travel times for the first
appliance or officer to arrive on scene for each of the community safety sectors. The graph
below shows the average travel time exhibited in each of the community safety sectors.
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↗ Average travel time for general pumping appliances for incidents attended by AF&RS between
FY2013 and FY2018, grouped by station.
7.3.2.2 The average travel times for community safety sectors range from 17 Clevedon with an
average time of 3 minutes 16 seconds to 24 Winscombe which has an average time of 8
minutes 37 seconds.

7.4

Alert to First on Scene

7.4.1 Alert to first on scene by fiscal year
7.4.1.1 The graph below shows the average length of time between the first appliance being alerted,
to the first appliance arriving on scene.
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↗ Average alert to first on scene for incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018,
grouped by fiscal year.
7.4.1.2 Over the last six years, wholetime have had a 7 minute and 4 second average alert to on
scene time. The times have been gradually increasing year on year, which has been caused
by the increasing travel times exhibited by wholetime appliances, however, some of this has
been offset by the improving alert to mobilisation times. The result has been, while travel times
increased by 42 seconds, this only resulted in alert to on scene increase of 24 seconds.
7.4.1.3 On-call had an average time of 9 minutes and 58 seconds, which has been gradually
increasing over the last six years; FY2014 the only year to see a minor reduction. This
appears to as a result of the increase in both the alert to mobilisation and travel times for Oncall appliances.
7.4.1.4 The only day crewing appliance is 03P1 with only one full years’ worth of data to work from. In
FY2018, 03P1 achieved an average time of 8 minutes and 16 seconds; a time much closer to
that of wholetime appliances, indicating that the majority of incidents occur during times where
the station has a quicker alert to mobilisation response.
7.4.2 Alert to first on scene by Community Safety Sector
7.4.2.1 The graph below shows the average time between the first appliance being alerted and the
first arriving on the scene of an incident, broken down by community safety sector. This gives
an indication of the areas that could be potentially more at risk due to the extended response
times.
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↗ Average alert to first on scene for incidents attended by AF&RS between FY2013 and FY2018,
grouped by community safety sector.
7.4.2.2 Alert to on scene times unsurprisingly fall in line with the crewing arrangements of stations that
serve the community safety sectors for all but one; wholetime are the quickest followed by day
crewing then On-call.
7.4.2.3 The exception to the rule is 17 Clevedon, an On-call station which, over the last six years, has
sat above 03 Yate. This appears to be due to 17 Clevedon having the quickest travel times of
any station as well as a reasonable alert to mobilisation time.
7.4.2.4 It is positive to see that all community safety sectors served by wholetime stations have
average alert to on scene times under the 8 minutes that is Emergency: Critical target that
AF&RS is launching in April 2020.
7.4.2.5 Another positive is that 18 of the 21 community safety sectors have an alert to on scene within
12 minutes, that’s 85% of the entire Service area.
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Appendix

8.1

Incident Types

Incident Type
FADA
FAGI

Incident Category
False Alarm
False Alarm

FAM
Chimney Fire
Primary Fire

False Alarm
Fire
Fire

Description
False Alarm caused by apparatus (not persons).
False Alarm good intent is where an alarm has been raised where someone believed there was an emergency
situation.
False Alarm Malicious is where someone has raised an alarm knowing there is no emergency situation.
Fire in a chimney, not affecting house.
Primary fires are defined as fires that cause damage and meet at least one of the following conditions:




Secondary Fire
Advice Only
Animal assistance incidents
Assist other agencies

Fire
Special Service
Special Service
Special Service

Effecting entry/exit

Special Service

Evacuation (no fire)

Special Service

Flooding
Hazardous Materials incident
Lift Release
Making Safe (not RTC)
Medical Incident - Co-responder
Medical Incident - First
responder
No action (not false alarm)

Special Service
Special Service
Special Service
Special Service
Special Service
Special Service

Other rescue/release of persons

Special Service

Other Transport incident
Removal of objects from people

Special Service
Special Service

Special Service

any fire that occurred in a (non-derelict) building, vehicle or (some) outdoor structures
any fire involving fatalities, casualties or rescues
any fire attended by five or more pumping appliances.

Secondary Fires are generally small outdoor fires, not involving people or property.
An incident where only advice required, no other action by fire and rescue service.
Incidents that involve rescue of animals.
Incidents where another agency, such as Ambulance and Police have requested the attendance of AF&RS for
additional capability and or expertise.
Having to force entry into a place or property for the purposes of either saving life or preventing an emergency
situation occurring or developing.
An emergency situation that requires evacuating people, where no fire is involved; for example a gas leak or
terrorist threat.
A flood is an overflow of water that submerges land that is usually dry; this does also include leaks from plumbing.
This refers to incidents that involve the release of or exposure to biological, chemical and radioactive hazards.
Release of persons trapped inside a lift.
Making a vehicle safe, but not a Road Traffic Collision.
Incident that requires medical intervention when responding with another emergency service.
Incident that requires medical intervention where AF&RS are the first responder.
This is used where AF&RS attend but no action required that isn’t covered under the category of False Alarm,
Includes use for smoke cloak where the service is called, knowing there is no incident, but just to ventilate the
premises.
This can cover a multitude or emergency situations where someone requires rescuing from entrapment, confined
spaces, height, below ground or mud.
Transport incident that is not covered by RTC, for example Rail Incidents.
Removing objects from someone.

`

Removal of people from objects
Rescue or evacuation from
water
RTC
Spills and Leaks (not RTC)
Stand By (at an incident)

Special Service
Special Service

Removing someone from an object.
Incidents where people require extricating from water.

Special Service
Special Service
Special Service

Suicide/attempts
Water provision

Special Service
Special Service

Road Traffic Collision
Refers to leaks and spills from road vehicles that hasn’t been caused by an RTC.
This is for incidents that required fire service to stand by in case of emergency situation materialising, for example
an aeroplane reporting issues prior to landing at an airport.
Incidents attended where someone has or is attempting to commit suicide or have committed suicide.
Incident where AF&RS attend to provide water not for Fire and Rescue purposes.
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