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AGENDA 

KENT AND MEDWAY FIRE AND RESCUE AUTHORITY 

Thursday 6th August 2026 10.00am Ask for: Kirsty Driver 

Kent Fire and Rescue Service HQ 
The Godlands, Straw Mill Hill, Tovil, Maidstone ME15 6XB 

Telephone: (01622) 692121 

UNRESTRICTED ITEMS 
(During these items the meeting is likely to be open to the public) 

A Routine Business 

A1. Chair’s announcements 

A2. Membership changes and apologies for absence 

A3. Declarations of interest in items on this agenda 

A4. Minutes of the Authority meeting held on 25th June 2026 (for approval) 

B For Decision 

B1.  Report of the resourcing review cross party member working group and proposed 
changes for public consultation 

C For Information 

None  

D Urgent Business (Other items which the Chair decides are urgent) 

E Exempt Items 

Kirsty Driver - Clerk to the Authority 

21st July 2026 

Please note that any background papers referred to in the accompanying reports may be inspected by 
arrangement with the Lead/Contact Officer named on each report. 
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........ 

KENT AND MEDWAY FIRE AND RESCUE AUTHORITY 
______________________________ 

MINUTES of the Annual Meeting of the Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue Authority held on Thursday 
25th June 2026 at Kent Fire and Rescue Service HQ, The Godlands, Straw Mill Hill, Tovil Maidstone 
ME15 6XB.  

PRESENT:- Cllr T Mallon, Cllr V Maple, Cllr M Prenter, Cllr B Kemp, Cllr Z Van-Dyke, Cllr R Ford, Cllr 
T Prater, Cllr J Henderson, Cllr J Finch, Cllr M Sole, Cllr N Williams, Cllr A Brady, Cllr M Hood, Cllr B 
Fryer, Cllr S Emberson, Cllr T Mole, Cllr T Shonk, Cllr S Roots, Cllr J Baker, Cllr D Burns, Cllr S Dixon, 
Cllr M Lawes, Cllr R Palmer, Cllr Fraser Moat, Mrs J Waterman (Independent Member) 

APOLOGIES: -. Cllr M Munday 

OFFICERS:- The Chief Executive, Miss A Millington; Director, Response and Resilience, Mr M 
Deadman; Director Protection, Prevention and Customer Engagement, Mrs L McMahon; Director of 
Finance, Mr B Fullbrook; Assistant Director Response, Mr N Scott; Assistant Director Resilience, Mr 
S Burwell; Assistant Director Transformation, Mr S Evans; Head of Policy, Dr O Thompson; and 
Clerk to the Authority, Mrs K Driver.   

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE: Mrs H Ward, Monitoring Officer. 

UNRESTRICTED ITEMS 

1. Election of Chair for 2026/27
(Item A1)

(1) Cllr Lawes moved, Cllr Palmer seconded, that Cllr Mallon be elected Chair of the
Authority.

(2) There being no other nominations, Cllr Mallon declared the elected Chair of the Authority
for 2026/27.

2. Election of Vice-Chair for 2026/27
(Item A2)

(1) Cllr Maple moved, Cllr Prenter seconded, that Cllr Kemp be elected Chair of the
Authority.

(2) There being no other nominations, Cllr Kemp declared the elected Chair of the Authority
for 2026/27.

3. Chair’s Announcements
(Item A3)

(1) Chair reminded Members of the Standing Orders and that Members may only speak
once on each report.

(2) Members informed that the order of the agenda has been changed. Item B3 will be
discussed first. The rest of the agenda will then be followed in order. There are many
people standing outside in the heat awaiting the outcome of this.

4. Membership Changes and Apologies for Absence
(Item A4)
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(1) Chair noted the apologies received. 
(2) Chair welcomed new Authority Members. Councillors Fraser Moat, Lawes, Palmer, 

Baker and Defriend. 

(3) Councillors Henderson, Wibberly, Mulvihill, Morton and Brown are no longer Members of 

the Authority. 

5. Declarations of Interest in Items on this Agenda 
 (Item A5) 
 

(1) No declarations received before the meeting 
 

(2) Cllr Maple noted as always, he will declare an interest to all future items relating to pay and 
conditions due to his role on the NJC. 
 

6. Minutes of the Meeting of the Authority held on 18th February 2026 
 (Item A6) 
 

(1) Cllr Finch missed from attendee list in the pack and has now been added. 
 

(2) RESOLVED that:  
(a) the Minutes of the Authority meeting held on 18th February 2026 be approved and 

signed as a true record.  
 
7. Minutes of the Audit and Governance Committee 29th January 2026 
 (Item A7) 
 

(1) RESOLVED that:  
(a) the Minutes of the Audit & Governance meeting held on 29th January 2026 were 

noted. 
 
8. CRMP and Resourcing Review 

(Item B3 – Chief Executive Officer) 
 

(1) Overview of the report and its key points given by the Chief Executive Officer. 

(2) Cllr Ford suggested the Service should be increasing not cutting. He also claimed the 
Service only reaches its attendance targets in 8% of cases, that we should not be cutting 19 
appliances and listed a number of incidents which required the attendance of multiple 
appliances. Director of Response & Resilience responded that we do not recognise the 
statistic of 8%. We currently hit the urban & rural response times 72% of the time. At no point 
have we suggested cutting 19 appliances. With regards to the incidents listed, these were 
big incidents and nearly all took place during the daytime. This highlights the need for 
increased cover during the day which is what these proposals achieve. 
 

(3) Cllr Sole noted as a long time member of the Authority he has the upmost confidence in the 
ability of the officers, there is merit in these proposals to improve service. While there are 
some budgetary issues, these are not the main focus of the proposals. He keeps being 
asked if there are other options and what are the ramifications of not allowing these 
proposals. Chief Executive Officer responded that the alternatives that were considered are 
in the pack and all were discounted for different reasons. No other stations are being 
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considered for closure because they are viable. Any alternatives would boil down to straight 
cuts to save money and this is about demand. 
 

(4) Cllr Kemp spoke on the Hoo Peninsula being isolated, with a growing population, potential 
for blockages on the A228 and industrial facilities in the area, with Hoo station only being 
crewed during the day. Wanted to know how the operational services will be maintained 
given distance and access. Director of Response & Resilience confirmed Hoo is not day 
crewed, it is on-call. Strood station gaining an engine under these proposals would increase 
response capabilities. While the concerns mentioned are valid, the risk has reduced over 
time. Improvements on the A228 have reduced crashes. There are high risk sites there, 
however, incidents in those sites would require resources from across the north of the 
county, which again backs the need for additional appliance at Strood and increased day 
cover. Chief Executive Officer confirmed those sites do not rely on Grain and they have their 
own very good processes in place. Grain would not manage an incident at those types of 
sites in isolation and would require support from other fire stations. Director of Response & 
Resilience confirmed also that the increases in housing in Hoo, will actually help us keep 
Hoo station crewed. The number of houses doesn’t immediately increase the risk. Fire is a 
product of deprivation, that is a bigger risk. On the issue of access to Grain, that issue is 
there now, Strood already covers Grain, so that doesn’t change. 
 

(5) Cllr Kemp also wanted to know how he can convince people that response times won’t get 
worse. Chief Executive Officer confirmed KFRS will visit communities, ensure they are aware 
of Home Fire Safety Visits we offer and the support we can provide as well as ensuring they 
understand the proposals. 
 

(6) Cllr Hood noted it is important that residents know what will happen if this doesn’t go ahead. 
Need to have confidence in why this is the best option. Chief Executive Officer responded 
that the public get a survey which gives some detail but has to be understandable to anyone, 
not just those who are able to analyse complex data so it must be kept simple. We follow 
NFCC guidance, using the Gunning Principles that the public gets the best and most 
sensible proposals. Sending them a list of stations to pick from doesn’t work, partly because 
closing any other stations isn’t viable and partly because people will just select any station 
that isn’t their own. Director of Response & Resilience pointed out again that alternatives 
which were considered are in the pack on pages 49-53.  
 

(7) Mr Evans gave an explanation of how modelling works to aid members understanding. 
 

(8) Cllr Brady raised a number of questions including why members were not given details of 
alternatives, it was again explained that these are in the pack however beyond those 
alternatives which were not viable, the only remaining alternatives are no change to improve 
the service and any financial savings would have to be made using cuts and redundancies.  
 

(9) He noted that modelling doesn’t utilise local knowledge so how was this accounted for? 
Chief Executive Officer responded that there were many people involved in this including 
1400 colleagues who possess that local knowledge. Cllr Brady then wanted know how this 
influenced the decisions. Chief Executive Officer explained that the consultation and input 
from colleagues is the reason Maidstone and Canterbury arrangements were removed from 
the proposals. As would happen with the public consultation, if an alternative solution or just 
something we hadn’t considered is bought to attention through the consultation then we 
would reconsider the proposal and see if there are further amendments needed. 
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(10) Cllr Brady wanted to know what Trend and Horizon scanning had been carried out 
and raised concerns about solar panels and EVs. Director of Response & Resilience noted 
that we were rated Outstanding at inspection on understanding risk we are also tied in with 
national groups and understand the risks of EVs and solar panels. EVs, while difficult to put 
out, are less likely to catch fire than petrol cars. Similarly solar farms in general have a low 
likelihood of catching fire, but when they do, they often don’t need a huge amount of 
resources to manage the incident. Chief Executive Officer discussed the risk analysis that 
was carried out. Details of which are included in the papers. 

(11) Cllr Brady also wanted to know, where does the Matthew’s Pension Grant funding sit. 
Director of Finance confirmed that whilst the Matthew’s Pension Grant funding was 
accounted for in the Firefighters’ Pension Fund Account, it was available to invest while 
pensions were waiting to be paid out and any surplus funding returned to Government. 
Although the Matthew’s grant helped to generate additional one-off investment income, this 
can’t be relied upon as a sustainable funding source going forward. The additional 
investment income contributed to the overall net revenue budget underspend of £1.7m for 
2025/26. The budget that was agreed for 2026/27 in February confirmed a £1.5 million draw 
down from reserves to balance the budget. It was agreed that the 2025/26 net revenue 
budget underspend would be used to provide a one-off funding source to balance the 
2026/27 budget. 

(12) Cllr Brady wanted to know why KFRS has stricter on-call shift patterns compared to 
other services making it difficult for on-call crews to swap shifts. Chief Executive Officer 
confirmed it’s not that we are stricter, it’s because we have given pro-rata rights to all on-call 
crews which makes it complex. No other service has done that, however this means we 
need to know exactly what they have worked. The new rota system will help with this making 
it somewhat easier, however it will still be the case that in order to provide those benefits, we 
need to know what people work. 

(13) Cllr Brady also stated he doesn’t like that we use London Fire Brigade for cover. It 
was explained to him that we work together with them, especial close to the border. This is 
not exclusive to Kent and London, but is how all FRS operate nationally.  

(14) Cllr Brady then asked if this affects the resilience of Kent as a whole. Chief Executive 
Officer responded that the risk is higher in the day and that these proposals increase cover 
during the day, bringing greater resilience. There is no better option that does this. The 
options we are giving are the only viable ones. Director of Response & Resilience 
commented that degradation is one of the driving factors in increasing day cover. If 
firefighters in the affected on-call stations that want to, they will be given annualised hours 
contracts giving us a pool of additional resources to pull from when needed with more 
flexibility than the current on-call system. 

(15)  Cllr Maple commented that even if we were financially in a surplus, many of these 
recommendations would still be considered, finance is not the main driver. Wanted to know 
what influence on final result does the consultation have? Chief Executive Officer confirmed 
that a neutral, external company is being used to carry out the survey and ensure it’s pushed 
out, especially in the areas affected. As of Monday we will be talking to District Councils, 
MPs, anyone who wants to talk to us, we will be out talking to people. The choice to use an 
external provider for the survey was to ensure we have no access to the data, it will come to 
us complete. Every message from every route is being logged. We want the public to tell us 
their concerns and then we can see if those concerns have any impact on our decisions, on 
the proposals and if changes are needed. 

(16) Cllr Burns made comments relating to the change in shift pattern. It was pointed out 
that this is not part of the public consultation and is an internal consultation. 

(17) Cllr Van Dyke wanted to know what happens if the access to the Peninsula is 
gridlocked. Chief Executive Officer confirmed that would be an issue now given that Strood 
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station currently attend most incidents there. Director of Response & Resilience noted there 
are other routes available off the main road. 

(18) Cllr Finch commented that the rural landscape has changed over the years with more 
wildfires, solar farms and traffic. Director of Response & Resilience explained again that this 
demonstrates the need for additional daytime cover. 

(19) Cllr Prater asked Members to remember that they are being asked to vote for better 
daytime cover, faster response times during the day which can only be a good thing. If the 
alternative is cuts, why would Members not vote to improve service rather than vote against 
it and leave cuts as the only options. 

(20) Cllr Maple moved to propose the following motion which was seconded by Cllr 
Palmer: 
Do not commence the consultation at this stage – create a cross-party working group to 
explore other options and proposals on the issues raised in the resource review to report 
back in 6 weeks at an Exceptional General Meeting. 
Following a vote 14 members voted for the motion, 9 voted against, 1 abstained. Motion 
passed. 
 

(21) RESOLVED that: 
(a) A cross-party working group will be set up to look at the data in more detail and try to 

find alternative proposals. These will be presented at an Extraordinary Meeting of the 
Authority in 6 weeks’ time. 
 

Meeting adjourned at 13:15pm - Meeting reconvened at 13:30pm 
 

9. Review of Proportionality 2026/27 
 (Item B1 – Clerk to the Authority) 
 

(1) Introduction by Clerk to the Authority  

(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(a)  For the purposes of the statutory review of proportionality, the overall political 
composition as detailed in the report be approved. 

(b)  The size and political composition of the Audit and Governance Committee be 
approved 

(c)  The size and composition of the Senior Officer Appointment, Conditions and  
Conduct Committee be approved 

(d)  Hearings Panel (when needed) should comprise of 6 Members in total, each of 
which should be nominated by the relevant Group Leader be approved. 

 

10. Refreshed Strategies for 2025-29  

 (Item B2 – Chief Executive Officer) 

  

(1) Introduction by Chief Executive Officer. 

(2) RESOLVED that: 

(a) the Refreshed Protection and Prevention Strategy be approved 

(b) the refreshed Response and Resilience Strategy be approved 

 

9



25th June 2026 

  

11. Governance and Policy update 

 (Item B4 – Head of Policy ) 

 

(1) Introduction by Head of Policy 

 

(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(a) The revised KMFRA Constitution be approved 

(b) The following policies be approved; Disciplinary and Restorative Healing Policy 
(V12) and its underlying Tier 3 guidance (Disciplinary Procedure for Dealing with 
an Allegation of Misconduct by a Senior Officer); Financial Planning Policy (V4); 
Managing Structural Change Policy (V4); Talent Management Policy (V7).  

(c) The remaining contents of the report be noted. 

 

12. Modern Slavery and Transparency in Supply Chains Statement 2025/26 

 (Item B5 – Chief Executive Officer) 

(1) introduction by Chief Executive Officer. 

(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(a) the Modern Slavery and Transparency in Supply Chains Statement for 2025/26 be 
approved. 

(b) The remaining content of the report be noted. 

 

13. Provisional Revenue and Capital Budget Outturn for 2025/26 

 (Item B6 – Director of Finance) 

(1) Overview given by Director of Finance 

(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(a) The revenue and capital budget outturn position for 2025/26 be noted 

(b) Transferring the revenue budget underspend to the Insurance and Resource 
Reserve be approved 

(c) The remaining contents of the report be noted. 

 

14. Treasury Management Year End Report for 2025/26 

 (Item B7 – Director of Finance) 

(1) Overview given by Director of Finance 
 

(2) RESOLVED that: - 
(a)  the year end report on Treasury Management activity be approved. 

 
15. Financial Summary Update 2026/27 

 (Item B8 – Director of Finance) 
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(1) Introduction by Director of Finance 
 

(2) Cllr Maple wanted to know if other Fire & Rescue Services are having similar issues with 
regards to ill health retirements. Chief Executive Officer confirmed that the pension age 
has been changed to 60 so we expected to see some issues given the physical nature. 
From other conversations, this does seem to be a national issue. Director of Finance 
confirmed we are discussing with insurers to see if there is any insurance we can look at 
for this. 
 

(3) RESOLVED that: - 
(a) The extension of the property lease for the current vehicle servicing and 

maintenance workshop for a period of 36 months be approved. 
(b) The remaining contents of the report be noted. 

 
 

16. Information Update 

 (Item C1) 

Taken as read 
 

(1) RESOLVED that: - 
(a) The contents of the presentation be noted. 

 
17. Flag Flying 

 (Item C2) 

(1) Taken as read. 
(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(a)  The content of the report be noted. 
 

18. Annual Report of the Monitoring Officer 

 (Item C3 – Monitoring Officer) 

(1) Taken as read. 
(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(b)  The content of the report be noted. 
 

19. Recruitment of Independent Remuneration Panel for review of Member Allowances 
Scheme 

 (Item C4 – Clerk to the Authority) 

(1) Overview given by the Clerk 
(2) RESOLVED that: - 

(c)  The content of the report be noted. 
 

 
20. Information Update 
 (Item C5) 
 

(1) Taken as read – information only. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 14:09 
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Item Number: B1 

By: Chief Executive 

To: Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue Authority – 06 August 2026 
 

Subject: REPORT OF THE RESOURCING REVIEW CROSS PARTY 
MEMBER WORKING GROUP AND PROPOSED CHANGES 
FOR PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

Classification: Open 

FOR DECISION 

SUMMARY  

This report presents the background to the Service’s Resourcing Review (2026) and 
outlines the proposed changes that are recommended for public consultation. The 
report also covers the consultation survey and programme. 

This report was first considered by the Authority on 25 June 2026, when Members 
agreed that, given the volume and complexity of the data and analysis involved, a 
cross-party Member Working Group would be established. This was to scrutinise the 
proposals and consider any other alternative solutions in detail over a six-week 
period before any decision was taken on whether to proceed to public consultation. 
This Extraordinary Meeting on 6 August 2026 follows that period of scrutiny. 

The problem 

The Service’s current resourcing model does not align with demand patterns, 
particularly between day and night activity, and on-call availability is increasingly 
unsustainable. Without change, this will impact operational resilience and financial 
sustainability. As set out in the Retain Current Arrangements option section of the 
Revised Strategic Case and Options appraisal, retaining the current arrangements 
unchanged would leave these risks unaddressed and would also forgo savings 
needed to meet the Authority’s wider financial sustainability requirements. The 
Resourcing Review (2026) addresses these challenges and proposes effective 
change.  

Additional scrutiny 

Over the six-week scrutiny period, the Member Working Group reviewed every 
realistic alternative to these proposals, including the Fire Brigades Union’s 
alternative proposal, officers’ independent analysis of it, and the other options 
considered during development of the Strategic Case. We have also conducted a 
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peer review where 14 Chief Fire Officers and their analysis teams have reviewed our 
proposals. No viable alternative was identified that would immediately and reliably 
deliver the required improvement in daytime fire engine cover within the Authority’s 
existing financial envelope.  

Revised proposals 

The original principles of the resourcing review stood up to scrutiny and are 
presented here. However, following additional engagement with Members, 
colleagues, and stakeholders, the following amendments have been made to the 
original proposal: 

• Grain fire station is no longer proposed for closure. 

• Taking a phased approach to the closure of the other 4 on-call stations. 

• Changing the start and finish times, and shift lengths, at wholetime 
stations to balance operational need with colleague wellbeing.  

Members are therefore presented with two choices at this meeting - proceed with the 
proposals set out in this report or retain the current arrangements unchanged.  

Members are requested to: 

1. Approve either Option 1 Officer Recommendations or Option 2 Retain Current 
Arrangements 

2. If Option 1 agreed for public consultation approve publication of the draft 
Resourcing Review (2026) Strategic Case and Options Appraisal at Appendix 
1, as updated following the Working Group’s review.  

3. Note the report of the Member Cross-party Working Group at Appendix 2. 

4. Approve the publication of the public consultation document at Appendix 3. 

5. Approve the publication and launch of the public consultation survey at 
Appendix 4. 

6. Note the Chief Officers’ peer review feedback at Appendix 5. 

7. Note the summary of the On-Call project at Appendix 6. 

8. Note the Community People Impact Assessment at Appendix 7. 

9. Note the Workforce People Impact Assessment at Appendix 8. 
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10. Approve that any minor amendments to the text of the review be delegated to 
the Chief Executive. 

11. Approve that agreement on the final date for changes to wholetime fire engine 
cover be delegated to the Chief Executive (see Timeframes section). 
 

COMMENTS 

Background 

1. The Authority published its Community Risk Management Plan (Delivery 
Plan) in 2024. The CRMP has informed the development of the Response 
and Resilience strategy, and Prevention and Protection strategy. Those 
strategies set out the transformational activities we need to undertake to be 
able to deliver against the external and internal challenges we face. Those 
key challenges include: 

• Our fire engine availability does not match our demand profile; and 

• Pressure on the on-call availability model. 

2. Our HMICFRS inspection of 2025 also highlighted the need to conduct a 
resourcing review and bring forward proposals to deal with the on-call 
issues. 

3. To address these issues, we identified that we need to review our workforce 
and capability distribution. This is known as a resourcing review. This 
involves a comprehensive assessment of where our fire stations and fire 
engines are located and how they are crewed. We use historic data, 
alongside future forecasts of risk, to determine whether they remain in the 
right place and available at the right times to cover the risk. The Revised 
Strategic Case and Options Appraisal is at Appendix 1. 

4. The Resourcing Review (2026) represents the biggest change to 
emergency cover since 2012. However, since then we have continued to 
evolve front-line response arrangements with focused reviews and changes 
to specialist capabilities – the most recent being the decision to relocate 
water rescue assets from Sheppey fire station to Rochester fire station, 
which Members approved last year. 

5. These proposals have been developed following in-depth analysis of risk 
(including pre-consultation with colleagues in local areas), demand and 
isolation information for each fire station in the county, as well as analysis of 
simultaneous activity occurring in each emergency ‘reporting cluster’. 
Foremost in our minds has been the safety of our customers and 
colleagues, and we have sought to ensure that proposals are transparent in 
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identifying impacts on response times, and that we are clear on how we 
propose to respond effectively to incidents in these locations in the future. 

6. Relocating or removing fire engines, or closing stations, is never going to be 
a popular option with our customers or our colleagues. But the proposals 
made either improve our alignment between fire engine availability and 
incident demand or remove fire engines in areas where we believe this to be 
an over-provision of service. 

7. Firefighters need enough real emergency incidents to maintain their 
professional competence. The low levels of demand at some of the stations 
we are closing means maintaining this level of experience, and therefore 
safety, can be very difficult. 

Budget Considerations 

8. How effectively the Authority's budget is spent has a direct impact on driving 
down community risk, and our objective is to allocate resources in the most 
efficient and effective way possible, particularly as ongoing reductions in 
central and other funding, combined with rising costs, continue to place 
pressure on our budget and require a sustainable resourcing profile now 
and into the future.  

9. The Fire Authority approved a Council Tax increase of 5.2% (£4.95 a year 
for a Band D property) for 2026/27 alongside a £1.547m drawdown from 
earmarked reserves to balance that year's budget, but this was always 
contingent on identifying further base savings of £1.658m between 2027/28 
and 2029/30, a gap that has since widened to an estimated £2m-£3m due to 
higher than budgeted national pay awards, increased firefighter ill health 
retirements, and other emerging pressures, meaning savings of this scale 
must now be found to secure long-term financial sustainability.  

10. While the primary driver of this Resourcing Review is optimising fire engine 
alignment to meet community demand, any proposals must therefore be 
contained within our existing projected financial envelope, meaning options 
requiring a net increase in overall base budget spend — such as 
establishing new wholetime fire stations — have been robustly evaluated 
and discounted at this stage, and since financial sustainability is a shared 
responsibility rather than one falling solely on frontline services, a parallel 
comprehensive evaluation of non-frontline expenditure, corporate support 
functions, and all other pay and non-pay budgets is underway to ensure 
efficiency across the entire Authority.  

Outcome of the Member Working Group 

11. Following the Authority’s decision on 25th June 2026 to pause and establish 
a cross-party Member Working Group, officers made available the draft 
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Strategic Case, the alternatives considered (including the Fire Brigades 
Union’s alternative proposal and analysis of it), and a guide to aspects of 
the Service and the relevant legislation, to support Members’ scrutiny. 

12. The Working Group has met over a six-week period to: 

• Use the draft document as a starting point for discussion; 

• Clarify language so the consultation material is as plain and accessible 
as possible; 

• Request further information or evidence on aspects of the review; 

• Seek clarification on the analysis undertaken by officers; and 

• Propose alternative options or refinements for officers to consider. 

13. This six-week period of detailed cross-party scrutiny meant that, before any 
decision was taken on whether to proceed to public consultation, Members 
had the opportunity to test the evidence base, challenge the officers’ 
analysis, and explore every realistic alternative for improving daytime fire 
engine cover, including options that would not require additional unfunded 
base budget increases. Appendix 2 is the Cross-Party Working Group 
report. 

14. The Working Group provided a structured and constructive forum for this 
challenge, ensuring that questions or concerns raised by individual 
Members, or by colleagues and stakeholders feeding into Members, could 
be addressed by officers in a timely way ahead of this meeting, rather than 
only being raised for the first time today. 

15. Officers advised the Working Group on the scope of the review and 
provided independent professional advice on the viability, risks, benefits and 
consequences of the alternative options raised, including an in-depth review 
of the Fire Brigades Union proposal. The Fire Brigades Union and Fire and 
Rescue Services Association (FRSA) were present in the meetings. 

Closing Position from the Working Group 

16. As a result of the debate within the Working Group, an amended proposal 
regarding the way on call station closures are managed, providing a future 
review point, has been proposed to give additional assurance around 
consequence management. That amendment is detailed in the Strategic 
Case and Options Appraisal at Appendix 1. 

17. Having now tested the evidence base, the officers’ analysis, and every 
alternative option raised - including the Fire Brigades Union’s proposal - the 
Working Group’s scrutiny is complete.  
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18. Members are asked to consider this report on the basis that two options 
remain open to them: adopt the proposals recommended for consultation, or 
retain the current arrangements unchanged, with the consequences set out 
in Appendix 1. 

Chief Officer Peer Review 

19. In the same period, we invited a peer review from other services asking a 
simple question - is there a viable alternative within our budget constraints.  
14 Chief Fire Officers and their CRMP analyst teams offered their time. No 
viable alternative was offered. Indeed, most respondents underline similar 
approaches in closing or reallocating resources to meet new needs. The 
summary of the review is in Appendix 5. 

The Retain Current Arrangements Option and Considerations 

20. The Member Working Group has, over six weeks of scrutiny, tested every 
realistic alternative to the proposals in this report, including the Fire 
Brigades Union’s alternative and the other options considered during 
development of the Strategic Case. No funded alternative was identified. 

21. Members’ choice at this meeting is therefore between the proposals set out 
in Appendix 1, which are to either retain current arrangements or go to 
public consultation on the revised resourcing review proposals. 

22. In summary, the Resourcing Review now proposes: 

1. An increase of 3 wholetime fire engines during the day. 

2. Removal of 2 wholetime fire engines at night. 

3. Phased closure of 4 on-call fire stations. 

4. Removal of 4 attached on-call sections. 

23. As a result of further stakeholder engagement, officers are recommending 
that the proposed closure of Grain on-call fire station is withdrawn from this 
round of proposals, in recognition of the concerns raised about the isolation 
of the area it serves. Officers will gather a further two years of data and 
explore options to improve the viability of Grain fire station, reporting back to 
the Authority later in 2028. 

Review timetables 

24. To deliver additional assurance and scrutiny, officers are proposing review 
points. These are: 
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a. Review of standalone stations and building status in February Authority 
2028. 

b. Review of Grain fire station status in Authority meeting of October 2028. 

25. We are currently implementing our On-Call project (see below). The key 
goal of this project is to improve on-call availability. This will take time to see 
the results (realistically at least 3 years).  

26. We would look to undertake another resourcing review at the end of this 
strategy period (2029/30) that will evaluate the effectiveness of any 
proposals from this resourcing review. This would include consideration as 
to whether any improvements in on-call availability influence how we 
guarantee daytime availability using wholetime fire engines.   

Phased approach to closing On-call standalone stations to test proposals 

27. To give assurance to the public we propose to implement on-call closures in 
two stages:  

• Stage 1: Posts and crewing are removed at the affected stations on the 
existing Resourcing Review timetable following the Authority meeting in 
November 2026, delivering the identified savings without delay. 

• Stage 2: Buildings are kept, not disposed of, for a period of 12 months - 
secured, weatherproofed, and maintained to a minimum standard. 

28. A formal review would be scheduled at the 12-month point, with outcomes 
being presented to the Authority in February 2028.  

29. The final review must be credible and reflect risk and demand over time, 
rather than single isolated events. It is proposed that the review test for a 
sustained, structural increase in demand at each station - not a single event. 
Specifically, the review would look for: 

• A consistent upward trend in call volume over the review period, 
evidenced across multiple months rather than a single spike. 

• Evidence that any increase reflects a change in underlying risk profile for 
the area (e.g. sustained growth in demand type), rather than an isolated 
significant or major incident. 

• Confirmation that the increase, if any, is expected to persist, based on 
demand forecasting, rather than being a one-off. 

• A single large fire or major incident occurring during the review period 
would not, on its own, meet this threshold. The review is designed to test 
whether the case for re-opening the station has changed on the 
evidence.  
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30. Our proposals involve the withdrawal or relocation of some of our fire 
engines. Such changes require public consultation as part of the Fire 
Authority’s decision-making process.  

31. The public consultation document is Appendix 3. The proposed survey for 
this consultation is attached at Appendix 4. We have designed the survey to 
be as inclusive as possible. To ensure we get representation from local 
people and traditionally underrepresented groups, we would also be 
conducting a series of focus groups.  

32. To ensure the impartiality of these focus groups we would be using Opinion 
Research Services, who would also collate and process consultation 
responses. 

33. The risk analysis underpinning all the proposals would be publicly available 
as technical appendices to the Resourcing Review, but these do not form 
part of the consultation document itself. This approach has worked well in 
the past, allowing the text to be written in a simple and widely accessible 
style, while giving access to the technical material for those who want it. 

The On-Call Project 

34. The Resourcing Review itself is driven by demand, not by on-call 
availability. This is important. Its central purpose is to align fire engine 
provision with where and when risk actually occurs, not to solve the on-call 
problem.  

35. However, alongside that core work, the Service is using the review as an 
opportunity to take targeted action regarding on-call availability at stations 
identified as viable and worth investing in. This includes recruitment 
campaigns, expanded use of part-time and flexible contracts, and specific 
local investment such as at Hoo, aimed at improving daytime cover where 
the underlying demand case supports keeping the station on an on-call 
footing.  

36. Where a station's demand and risk profile does not justify that continued 
investment, it falls instead within the Review's separate demand-led 
proposals. The two strands are related but distinct, one is about right-sizing 
provision to demand, the other is about sustaining the on-call model where it 
remains the right long-term answer.   

37. Appendix 6 has a fuller explanation of the On-Call issues.  
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Impact on customers 

38. To understand impact on customers, we completed a community impact 
assessment to understand which groups may be impacted by our 
resourcing review changes, and how. We looked at the community profile of 
each of the local areas subject to changes. This told us what groups are 
most likely to be impacted. From this we have developed a plan of 
mitigating actions. We would further develop these as we receive 
consultation feedback and they would form part of any final proposal. These 
would be available as part of the additional information within the resourcing 
review, provided on an area-by-area basis. 

39. Our Community People Impact Assessment is included at appendix 7. 

Impact on Colleagues 

40. There are two groups of colleagues who are likely to be impacted by the 
changes: 

• Wholetime colleagues affected by the proposed movement of fire engines 
from night cover at one station to day cover at another. These changes are 
requiring amendments to shift arrangements and would also result in some 
colleagues moving base location. We are undertaking an internal formal 
consultation with colleagues. 

• On-call colleagues at stations or sections that are proposed to be 
closed/removed. We want to avoid compulsory redundancies wherever 
possible. As a result, we would be offering a range of options including:  

a. voluntary redundancy;  

b. if possible, a move to another on-call station;  

c. the possibility of a wholetime firefighter contract, with interim placement 
on an annualised hours contract in a redeployment pool to provide 
additional fire engine availability during periods of high demand until a 
wholetime contract is issued;  

d. an annualised hours contract for those colleagues who cannot, or do 
not, wish to join wholetime;  

e. or suitable alternative roles within KFRS. The Workforce People Impact 
Assessment is attached as Appendix 8. 

41. Whilst no decisions on station closures or re-deployment of fire engines 
would be made until the outcome of any public consultation, we have 
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entered a period of consultation with colleagues affected to provide 
assurance and certainty on what arrangements may look like, helping to 
reduce the anxiety associated with change. 

42. A full people impact assessment has been completed and would help inform 
consultation with colleagues. 

43. We have reviewed our Managing Structural Change policy and our 
Supporting Attendance guidance to ensure legal compliance. These 
documents have been assessed by our legal advisors. These would be 
offered to Unions as documents which are material to the changes. 

44. We would take a collective bargaining approach with the Unions, and have 
also undertaken a pre-consultation period with colleagues, allowing them to 
submit questions, concerns, or ideas.  

45. We have either responded directly to individuals in the case of specific 
questions or have published the responses to all general questions on a 
frequently asked questions page of our dedicated resourcing review intranet 
site. We have also produced a series of podcasts with the Chief Executive 
and Director Response and Resilience outlining responses to questions and 
rationale for change. 

46. We have provided the opportunity for colleagues to register any personal 
issues, such as childcare or secondary employment impacts, with a named 
email contact. 

Consultation Process 

47. The consultation process is the main route for customers and stakeholders 
to make their views known to the Authority on service development. For this 
consultation we have set the following objectives in our communications and 
engagement plan: 

• Ensure all members of the public, particularly those in affected areas, 
understand what is being proposed and why, using plain, accessible 
language free from jargon. The Public Consultation document is at 
Appendix 3. 

• Maximise participation across all demographic groups, with efforts to 
reach those who are less likely to engage through traditional channels. 

• Provide a clear, easy mechanism for people to express their views, and 
demonstrate that responses would genuinely influence decision-making. 

• Maintain a transparent audit trail of all consultation activity to underpin 
the legal defensibility of any decision made by the Fire and Rescue 
Authority. 
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• Manage community concern and media scrutiny with honest, timely and 
consistent messaging from identified spokespeople. 

• Meet all obligations under the Public Sector Equality Duty, ensuring no 
group is disadvantaged in their ability to participate in or access the 
consultation, including consideration of impacts across protected 
characteristics under the Equality Act 2010. 

48. Carrying out consultation in this way ensures that we comply with our legal 
obligations set out in the Fire and Rescue National Framework for England 
(2018), which requires that, in demonstrating their accountability to 
communities for the service they provide, fire and rescue authorities need 
to: 

• Be transparent and accountable to their communities for their decisions 
and actions; 

• Provide the opportunity for communities to help to plan their local service 
through effective consultation and involvement; and 

• Have scrutiny arrangements in place that reflect the high standard 
communities expect for an important public safety service. 

49. We have also conducted our approach to developing our draft proposals in 
line with the Gunning Principles, which provide: 

• That consultation must be at a time when proposals are still at a 
formative stage; 

• That the proposer must give sufficient reasons for any proposal to permit 
of intelligent consideration and response; 

• That adequate time is given for consideration and response; and 

• That the product of consultation is conscientiously considered when 
finalising the decision. 

50. In addition to the consultation document and questionnaire being sent to all 
key stakeholders, the Authority uses several other consultation forums, such 
as: 

• Awareness raising and signposting to the consultation through our 
website and social media channels. 

• Internal intranet, team update, posters, and magazine. 

• Promotional material supplies to key public locations such as libraries 
and civic centres throughout Kent and Medway. 
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• Attending parish council meetings. 

• Targeted promotions through digital channels. 

• Media engagement (interviews, articles). 

• Email marketing to businesses through GovDelivery. 

51. These measures would ensure a wide awareness amongst our customers 
and relevant stakeholders of the proposals. No final decisions have been 
made. Consultation responses would be fully considered and may lead to 
modification of the proposals. The public consultation survey is at Appendix 
4. 

Timeframes 

52. Should Members approve the draft proposals for public consultation, we 
would undertake an 8-week consultation with our customers and other 
stakeholders. The results of the consultation and the final proposals would 
be presented to the Fire Authority on 6th November 2026. 

53. The consultation period has been revised from 12 weeks to 8 weeks. The 
project was launched on the 20th of April 2026 and from that date there has 
been a constant presence on social media and has attracted significant 
public and press interest. Following the Authority’s decision in June to 
pause and scrutinise them through the Member Working Group, there has 
been heightened awareness gives us a strong foundation to drive 
participation in the survey from the outset, rather than needing a longer 
period to build awareness gradually. 

54. We have consulted with Opinion Research Services, who believe that an 8-
week consultation period remains robust and allows time for full public 
engagement. 

55. An 8-week consultation period also allows the Authority’s financial planning 
and consultation timetable to remain unchanged and on target for achieving 
alignment with financial reporting target dates. 

56. We have been in receipt of Freedom of Information requests and 
emails/letters from the 24th of April 2026 when the BBC news first published 
information about the proposals. 

57. Evidence from previous consultations also suggests that engagement tends 
to peak in the early weeks and then tail off the longer a consultation runs - 
people who intend to respond often do so promptly, and interest can go “off 
the boil” over an extended period, particularly once initial press coverage 
fades. 

24



13 

58. A tighter, 8-week timeframe allows us to capitalise on current momentum, 
encourages people to respond while the issues are fresh in their minds, and 
reduces the risk of fatigue or disengagement that can come with a longer 
process. It also maintains the date on which the Authority can consider final 
proposals, without compromising the adequacy of time given for 
consideration and response under the Gunning Principles. This would help 
employees affected as they would not wait beyond the original time frame. 

59. Should the closure of any station or on-call section be approved at the 
November Authority meeting, the process for withdrawing those resources 
would start immediately. 

60. Should the changes to the distribution of wholetime fire engines from night 
to day cover be approved, those changes are planned to come into effect 
from 1st January 2028. The delay in implementation is deliberate. There are 
two critical systems being replaced in 2027 (workforce planning and 
command and control), and the outcomes of the Resourcing Review must 
be incorporated into these systems. We also want to allow colleagues time 
to adjust to new working arrangements. 

61. While some feedback suggests an earlier implementation date is preferred, 
any acceleration would only be considered where it does not risk delivery of 
these systems. We therefore request that the final implementation date be 
delegated to the Chief Executive. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Members are requested to: 

1. Approve either Option 1 Officer Recommendations or Option 2 Retain Current 
Arrangements 

2. If Option 1 agreed for public consultation approve publication of the draft 
Resourcing Review (2026) Strategic Case and Options Appraisal at Appendix 
1, as updated following the Working Group’s review.  

3. Note the report of the Member Cross-party Working Group at Appendix 2. 

4. Approve the publication of the public consultation document at Appendix 3. 

5. Approve the publication and launch of the public consultation survey at 
Appendix 4. 

6. Note the Chief Officers’ peer review feedback at Appendix 5. 

7. Note the summary of the On-Call project at Appendix 6. 
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8. Note the Community People Impact Assessment at Appendix 7. 

9. Note the Workforce People Impact Assessment at Appendix 8. 

10. Approve that any minor amendments to the text of the review be delegated to 
the Chief Executive. 

11. Approve that agreement on the final date for changes to wholetime fire engine 
cover be delegated to the Chief Executive (see Timeframes section). 
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Appendix 1 

Revised Strategic Case and Options Appraisal 

Introduction to the Appendix 

This appendix sets out the supporting evidence and analysis that underpin the 
conclusions reached in the main body of the B1 report.  

The material that follows includes the additional analysis we commissioned or requested 
during our review, the detailed responses we received to the questions we raised with 
officers, and our assessment of the alternative proposals put before us, including the 
submission from the Fire Brigades Union. Where we asked for further work to be done on 
costings, risk, or service impact, the results of that work are set out here in full, not merely 
summarised. 

We have organised the appendix to follow, as closely as possible, the structure of our 
deliberations: beginning with the evidence base we tested, moving through the options we 
considered, and concluding with the detailed reasoning behind the recommendations we 
have made. Cross-references to the relevant sections of the main report are provided 
throughout. 

It is not our intention that this appendix should be read in isolation. It is intended to be 
read alongside the main report and the original Strategic Case and Options Appraisal 
considered by the Authority on 25 June 2026, so that the full evidential chain — from initial 
proposal, through challenge, to final recommendation — is transparent and available for 
scrutiny. 

 

1. The Problems We Are Facing 

Resourcing Review – addressing operational challenges by reallocating 
existing resources and released budget 
Ensuring fire engines are available in the right places, at the right times, is 
fundamental. 

The Service undertook a detailed review of seven years of incident and availability data 
(Between 2018 and 2025) covering periods both before and after Covid-19, to make sure 
any short-term anomalies are smoothed out. 

This was carried out in conjunction with reviewing all aspects of our two main strategies. 
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That review identified a clear mismatch between when incidents happen and when fire 
engines are available to respond. This paper is a summary of the problems found, the 
proposals put forward to address them, and an appraisal of the alternative options 
considered.  Appendix A has a list of potential straight cuts/savings if we don’t put these 
proposals forward. 

 
Problem 1: Fire engine availability does not match incident demand 
 
Incident demand rises from around 7am and remains high into the evening, peaking 
around 9pm. Fire engine availability runs in the opposite direction - it is at its lowest during 
the day (when on-call firefighters are most likely to be at their primary jobs) and at its 
highest overnight. 

 

FIGURE 1: 24-hour profile showing incident demand (red line) rising during the day while average fire 
engine availability (blue bars) falls - the core mismatch driving this review. 

 

 

 
 
 
Problem 2: The 32–44 resource model relies on fragile on-call availability 
 

The Service's normal operating range depends on having at least 32 fire engines available 
countywide. Only 26 wholetime (WT) fire engines can be guaranteed day and night; the 
rest must come from on-call (OC) crews. At night, on-call availability is strong (giving us a 
total of around 53 fire engines available on average). During the day it is far less reliable, 
averaging only 31 (26 WT + 5 OC) meaning normal operating range is achieved with very 
little headroom, and significant daily effort is needed simply to resource on-call cover. 

 
Problem 3: It is challenging to maintain county-wide response during periods of 
high demand 
Because daytime availability sits so close to the threshold, it takes comparatively few 
simultaneous incidents to push the Service into a degraded state, a point at which the 
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number of available fire engines falls below 19, seriously reducing the Service's ability to 
respond effectively. KFRS has recorded 612 separate occasions of degradation since 
2017, and the data shows this trend increasing year on year. 

 
Problem 4: On-call availability is declining nationally, not just in Kent 
On-call firefighting is becoming structurally harder to sustain across the whole UK fire 
sector, not only in Kent. Without intervention, the gap between demand and availability is 
projected to widen further, making daytime cover increasingly difficult to maintain. 

 
Problem 5: Some on-call resources are rarely used and serve lower-risk areas 
In a small number of areas, on-call fire engines are very rarely mobilised, are often 
unavailable when needed, and cover communities with a comparatively low risk profile. 
Continuing to fund underused provision in these areas is not the most effective use of 
public money. 

 
Problem 6: The cost of maintaining underused or unreliable provision is not 
sustainable 
Resources tied up in fire engines that are frequently unavailable and rarely needed could 
instead be redirected toward prevention activity, such as home fire safety visits or our 
regulatory role, which has a demonstrable impact on reducing serious harm, particularly 
given the evidence (set out in Section 4) on the importance of early discovery in fire 
outcomes. 
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2. Revised Proposals to Address the Problems 

WHAT IS NOT CHANGING: No wholetime firefighter posts are being cut, and no wholetime fire station is 
proposed for closure. The proposals move existing resources from times of lowest demand to times of 
highest demand. No compulsory redundancies. 

 

3.1 Summary of the change 

The Service is proposing to add three additional fire engines during the day (8am–
6.30pm) at Strood, Ashford and Folkestone, crewed by wholetime firefighters on 10½ -
hour day shifts. This daytime resource would be funded by: 

• Seven new wholetime firefighter posts being created; and 
• Withdrawal of the overnight second fire engines currently based at Dartford and 

Thames-side, which would instead crew the new daytime provision. This would be 
formally reviewed and brought back to Members, as part of a resourcing review at the 
end of the strategy period in 2029/30. 
 

Overnight, Dartford and Thames-side would each retain one fire engine (instead of two). 
We assess that Dartford and Thames-side’s relatively close location to one another, 
coupled with local on-call stations at Swanscombe and Swanley, provides suitable 
resilience in the area. Additionally, and as with all services, we also have mutual aid 
arrangements with neighbouring services to provide backup cover.   

3.2 Current vs proposed wholetime shift fire engine availability 

  Number of wholetime shift fire 
engines available 

 

Day Night  
Station Current  Proposed Current Proposed 
Dartford 2 2 2 1 
Thames-side 2 2 2 1 
Maidstone 2 2 2 2 
Canterbury 2 2 2 2 
Strood 1 2 1 1 
Ashford 1 2 1 1 
Folkestone 1 2 1 1 
Chatham 1 1 1 1 
Rochester 1 1 1 1 
Margate 1 1 1 1 
Ramsgate 1 1 1 1 
Dover 1 1 1 1 
Tunbridge Wells 1 1 1 1 
Total 17 20 17 15 
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3.3 Predicted positive impacts 
• Daytime response: First fire engine response times at Strood, Ashford and 

Folkestone are predicted to improve, in some cases by over a minute (although we do 
recognise nighttime response times at Dartford and Thames-side are set to increase 
marginally). 
 

• County-wide resilience: County-wide, the average second fire engine response time 
('second pump lag') is predicted to improve by over 5% in urban areas - around 90 
seconds faster on average. 

 

FIGURE 3: Predicted change in first fire engine response times by station and time of day. Negative 
values indicate a quicker response; positive values indicate a slower response. 

 

 

3.4 On-call station changes 

The Service is also proposing changes to a small number of on-call stations identified as 
little used, often unavailable, and serving lower demand and lower risk communities. 
Some of the money released would be reinvested, including in increased prevention work 
such as home fire safety visits, funding additional wholetime firefighter posts, or used to 
mitigate future budget pressures. Recognising Members’ concerns about permanent 
closure and disposal of stations, we have now amended the proposal so: 

• Posts and crewing are removed at the affected stations on the existing Resourcing 
Review timetable, delivering the identified savings without delay. 

• Buildings are retained, not disposed of, for a period of 12 months - secured, 
weatherproofed, and maintained to a minimum standard. 

• A formal review is scheduled at the 12-month point, so that Members have a 
concrete, near-term commitment to point to when speaking with residents.  
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Review Criteria 

To keep the review credible and to avoid it being reopened by every isolated incident, it is 
proposed that the review test for a sustained, structural increase in demand at each 
station - not a single event. Specifically, the review would look for: 

• A consistent upward trend in call volume over the review period, evidenced 
across multiple months rather than a single spike. 

• Evidence that any increase reflects a change in underlying risk profile for the 
area (e.g. sustained growth in demand type), rather than an isolated 
significant or major incident. 

• Confirmation that the increase, if any, is expected to persist, based on 
demand forecasting, rather than being a one-off. 

• A single large fire or major incident occurring during the review period would 
not, on its own, meet this threshold. The review is designed to test whether 
the case for re-opening the station has changed on the evidence.  

These specific proposals are subject to full public consultation, and the great majority of 
stations are unaffected. 

 

Detailed breakdown of the proposals: 

1. An increase of 3 wholetime fire engines available during the day. These 
additional wholetime fire engines would be located at Strood, Ashford, and 
Folkestone - providing 2 wholetime fire engines during the day and 1 wholetime 
fire engine at night at each of these locations. 

2. To achieve the above, 2 wholetime fire engines would be made unavailable at 
night. These fire engines would be the second fire engines at Dartford and 
Thames-side fire stations. These locations would now have 2 wholetime fire 
engines during the day and 1 wholetime fire engine at night.   

3. This element of the project does not start until 1st January 2028 as there are 
planning dependencies in our new Control project and new Workforce Planning 
System. This would be formally reviewed and brought back to Members, as part 
of a resourcing review at the end of the strategy period in 2029/30.  

4. The closure of 4 on-call fire stations at Chilham, Wye, Cliffe, and Westerham. The 
proposed closure of Grain fire station is withdrawn from this round of proposals.   

5. We are currently implementing our On-Call project (see below). The key goal of 
this project is to improve on-call availability. This will take time to see the results. 
If we see a significant improvement in on-call availability, we would consider this 
as part of a resourcing review at the end of the strategy period in 2029/30. If on-
call availability reliably improves daytimes cover within the target operating model 
(32-44 fire engines) this would influence considerations around WT fire engine 
distribution.  
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6. To give assurance to the public we propose to implement on-call closures in two 
stages:  

• Stage 1: Posts and crewing are removed at the affected stations on the 
existing Resourcing Review timetable following the Authority meeting in 
November 2026, delivering the identified savings without delay. 

• Stage 2: Buildings are kept, not disposed of, for a period of 12 months - 
secured, weatherproofed, and maintained to a minimum standard. 

7. A formal review would be scheduled at the 12-month point, with outcomes being 
presented to the Authority in February 2028.  

8. The final review must be credible and reflect risk and demand over time, rather 
than single isolated events. It is proposed that the review test for a sustained, 
structural increase in demand at each station - not a single event. Specifically, the 
review would look for: 

• A consistent upward trend in call volume over the review period, evidenced 
across multiple months rather than a single spike. 

• Evidence that any increase reflects a change in underlying risk profile for the 
area (e.g. sustained growth in demand type), rather than an isolated 
significant or major incident. 

• Confirmation that the increase, if any, is expected to persist, based on 
demand forecasting, rather than being a one-off. 

• A single large fire or major incident occurring during the review period would 
not, on its own, meet this threshold. The review is designed to test whether 
the case for re-opening the station has changed on the evidence.  

9. The removal of 4 ‘attached’ on-call sections at Deal, Herne Bay, Faversham, and 
Tunbridge Wells. There would still be a wholetime fire engine available 24/7 at 
each of these locations. 

10. Re-investing some of the savings from these on-call changes into an additional 7 
wholetime firefighter posts to help achieve the improvement in daytime fire engine 
numbers. 

11. In developing our proposals, we have been careful not to impact our overall 
emergency response capability – we do not want to detrimentally impact overall 
response times.  

12. However, we do recognise that the withdrawal of resources in certain locations 
may have impacts including increasing local response times.  

13. Where this is the case, we have carefully weighed the impact of these against the 
frequency of occurrence and mitigations, such as where the next nearest 
resource is coming from. 
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4. The Evidence Base 

Proposals have been developed using seven years of incident and mobilisation data 
(2018–2024), analysed through a recognised Workload Modelling system. Every proposed 
change is compared against a 'reality base case', a snapshot of how the Service operates 
today so that the difference made by each change can be evaluated. 

4.1 Building fires 

Analysis of 35 fatalities and 62 serious casualties in building fires over six years shows 
that the single biggest factor in whether a fire becomes serious is how quickly it is 
discovered, not how quickly a fire engine arrives. Casualty outcomes do not appear in the 
data to be drastically affected by the speed of response. Across all building fires with 
serious casualties and fatalities 65% had a fire engine in attendance within 10 minutes. It 
is also important to note that of the 35 fatalities, only seven were alive on scene but died 
later, the remaining 28 were either thought to be deceased before our arrival or we were 
unable to resuscitate. This is why Prevention is so vital. 

For the most severe outcome, total loss of a building, 61.2% of those buildings were 
already lost by the time crews arrived during the day, rising to 77.8% at night, reinforcing 
that early discovery, not response time, is the dominant factor in the very worst outcomes.  

4.2 Road traffic collisions 

Road traffic collisions show a more direct link between response time and outcome, and 
they happen disproportionately during daytime hours. Of 2,714 RTCs attended over six 
years (4,168 casualties, including 138 fatalities), the majority occurred during the day - 
precisely the period when the proposals add capacity at Ashford, Folkestone and Strood – 
all of which sit very close to the strategic road network. 

4.3 Second fire engine performance 

Extended delay before a second fire engine arrives can reduce the effectiveness of early 
firefighting, particularly at fires that are escalating. The proposals are predicted to improve 
average second fire engine arrival time county-wide by around 90 seconds in urban areas 
and 56 seconds in rural areas, while remaining within acceptable parameters for incidents 
at Dartford and Thames-side where it may increase. 

4.4 Risk profiling  
The Service has also assessed area-level risk (using its Kent Activity, Isolation and Risk 
(KAIR) profiling) and Site-Specific Risk Information for each affected station ground.  

The purpose of the KAIR profile is to provide a consistent, transparent and evidence-
based way of understanding how activity, isolation and risk vary across Kent and Medway, 
so that resource planning is informed by current community needs rather than historic 
station arrangements alone.  
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The method combines incident activity data, indicators of community and premises risk, 
and measures of geographic or operational isolation into a single comparative profile for 
each station area.  

This allows locations to be benchmarked against one another, highlights areas where 
further analysis is required, and supports professional judgement when considering 
whether existing emergency cover remains proportionate, sustainable and aligned to risk. 

 

4.5 New Housing  
A consistent theme from engagement with Members, MPs, and our customers has been 
the perception that new housing will generate additional risk and increased demand. 

We have produced a separate New Build Housing Development and Fire Risk paper 
which summarises the UK evidence on the relationship between housing growth and fire 
risk. 

Perhaps the most significant finding is that, nationally, building fires fell by 18% 
between 2014 and 2024 despite England's housing stock increasing by around 
180,000 new homes each year.  

In other words, whilst the number of homes has continued to grow, the rate of fire per 
dwelling has continued to fall. This demonstrates that additional housing does not 
automatically result in a proportional increase in fire incidents or emergency demand. 

The evidence paper goes on to explain why this is the case. It concludes that: 

• New build homes are materially safer than older housing because they are 
constructed to modern fire safety standards, including improved compartmentation, 
fire-resistant construction and interconnected smoke detection. 

• The strongest predictors of fire risk are not the number of new homes, but factors 
such as deprivation, older housing stock, fuel poverty, alcohol and substance 
misuse, hoarding behaviour and health vulnerabilities. 

• Whilst housing growth is always considered as part of our statutory risk assessment 
process, it does not, in itself, provide evidence that emergency response resources 
should be maintained or increased. The relevant question is whether the 
development materially changes the overall risk profile of an area when considered 
alongside all available evidence. 

  

Importantly, this does not mean that Kent Fire and Rescue Service ignores future housing 
growth. We routinely review local plans, the Kent and Medway Growth and Infrastructure 
Framework, planning applications and infrastructure proposals to understand where 
development may influence future community risk. This information is incorporated into 
our annual community risk management planning and is one of the many datasets 
considered when determining the most appropriate deployment of our resources. 
HMICFRS has highlighted that our approach to understand the risk fire is outstanding in 
our recent inspections and specifically highlighted our use of the Growth and Infrastructure 
Framework when assessing future risk. 
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4.6 Traffic Impact   
We also heard concerns from stakeholders about the impact of increasing traffic on 
response times. 
 
We have reviewed seven years of operational performance data, examining every incident 
where the Service did not achieve its response standard (against the metric that was in 
use at the time; life threatening emergencies attended within 10 minutes) and the reason 
recorded by operational crews. 
  
Between 2018 and 2024, the Service recorded 26,329 incidents where the response 
standard was not achieved. Of those incidents, traffic congestion was recorded as the 
primary reason in 1,386 cases, representing 5.3% of all missed response standards. 
  

 
  
This means that approximately 95% of occasions where response standards were 
not achieved were attributable to factors other than traffic congestion. 
  
The evidence demonstrates that, whilst traffic congestion can and does affect individual 
incidents, it has historically accounted for only a small proportion of missed response 
standards, and this has remained consistent over each of the years individually; there is 
no sign this is increasing. The overwhelming majority of delays have resulted from other 
operational factors, including appliance availability, simultaneous incidents, resource 
deployment, mobilisation and other operational circumstances. Members should therefore 
note that the evidence does not support the proposition that traffic congestion has 
historically been a significant driver of response performance across Kent and Medway. 
  
This does not mean future traffic growth is disregarded. Traffic conditions form part of 
wider Community Risk Management Plan process and are considered alongside future 
housing growth, infrastructure development and changes in demand. However, based on 
seven years of operational evidence, traffic congestion has not been the principal factor 
affecting the Service's ability to achieve its response standard. Housing stock has 
increased during this period so we would expect to see an increase in traffic related 
delays, but we are not seeing this.  
  
Taken together, the evidence demonstrates that the principal challenge facing the Service 
is not traffic congestion but ensuring sufficient fire engine availability at the times when 
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demand is highest. This is consistent with the wider findings of the Resourcing Review, 
which identified daytime appliance availability as the primary operational pressure rather 
than journey times once appliances are mobilised. 
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5. Assessing the impact of the options and alternatives 
We have rated the impact of our proposal and the alternative options against the following 
criteria: 

Criteria Green Amber Red 

Overall, first fire 
engine response 
times:  

Improvement in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

No change in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

Reduction in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

Overall, second fire 
engine response 
times 

Improvement in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

No change in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

Reduction in 
modelled response 
time across Kent 

Daytime cover Increase in number 
of “guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the day 

No change in 
number of 
“guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the day 

Decrease in the 
number of 
“guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the day 

Nighttime cover Increase in number 
of “guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the night 

No change in 
number of 
“guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the night 

Decrease in the 
number of 
“guaranteed” fire 
engines available 
during the night 

Degradation Anticipated 
reduction in the 
number of occasions 
Service enters 
degradation 

Number of times the 
Service enters 
degradation likely to 
stay broadly the 
same 

Anticipated increase 
in the number of 
occasions Service 
enters degradation 

Financial 
sustainability/ 
affordability 

Option is fully 
funded and delivers 
wider savings 

Option is cost 
neutral 

Option is unfunded, 
requires additional 
investment, and 
delivers no 
contribution to 
savings 

Productivity Opportunities for 
additional 
productivity 
(Prevention, 
Protection, 
Exercising activities) 

Productivity 
anticipated to remain 
the same as under 
current 
arrangements 

Anticipated 
reduction in 
productivity  

Strategic fit Delivers 
improvements that 
contribute to CRMP 
objectives 

Does not contribute 
positively or 
negatively to CRMP 
objectives 

Makes delivery of 
CRMP objectives 
more challenging 
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Impact assessment: 
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1st fire engine 
response time 

        ? 

2nd fire engine 
response time 

        ? 

Daytime cover         ? 

Nighttime cover         ? 

Degradation         ? 

Financial 
sustainability/ 
affordability 

         

Productivity          

Strategic fit          

? = where we are not clear on the impact. Whilst the proposal states more on call fire engines would be provided, it is likely that the 
approach taken would see on call firefighters withdraw their availability at other locations, leading to a potential reduction in the number 
of on call fire engines available. 
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6. Options Appraisal & Alternatives Considered 

In developing the proposals set out in this review, we started by reviewing multiple 
alternative approaches even if it would cost more money. We also reviewed what other 
services had or were doing to meet similar challenges. 

This section sets out the main alternatives that were considered, including the evidence 
base, the operational reality behind each decision, and an explanation of why each option 
was not pursued, or was pursued only in part. 

This evidence is relevant both to the Authority's decision-making and to the legal 
robustness of the consultation process. Options are grouped into two categories - those 
that were subject to more analysis and, in some cases, modelling, and those identified at 
the initial scoping stage but not taken forward for detailed analysis. 

We have considered the retain current arrangements scenario and alternative intervention 
options. To ensure complete financial transparency and legal robustness, cost 
placeholders are detailed below to allow decision-makers to weigh total operational value. 

 

Options that were considered and were subject to analysis and 
modelling 

Option: Retain Current Arrangements Option and Considerations 

14. Retain the current station, crewing and fire engine arrangements unchanged. 

15. As set out in the Working Group Outcome section below, the Member Working 
Group has, over six weeks of scrutiny, tested every realistic alternative to the 
proposals in this report, including the Fire Brigades Union’s alternative and the 
other options considered during development of the Strategic Case. No funded 
alternative was identified. Members’ choice at this meeting is therefore between 
the proposals set out in this report and retaining current arrangements; there is 
no third option on the table which doesn’t cost money. 

16. This option would leave in place the fundamental mismatch between demand 
(highest during the day) and availability (highest overnight) that this review was 
established to address. In practice, this means: 

Operational and safety consequences 

17. The three areas identified as most in need of additional daytime cover - Strood, 
Ashford and Folkestone - would continue to be served by only one wholetime fire 
engine during the hours of highest demand, rather than the two proposed under 
this review. 
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18. On-call availability, already identified as “increasingly unsustainable,” would 
continue to deteriorate with no structural change to address it, increasing the risk 
of fire engines being unavailable when needed. 

19. Stations with persistently low demand would continue to operate as now, 
meaning firefighters at those locations would continue to have limited exposure to 
real incidents. Firefighters need enough real emergency incidents to maintain 
their professional competence. 

20. Many of the affected stations were built over 50 years ago and, under retaining 
current arrangements, would remain sited according to historic risk patterns 
rather than the current evidence base. 

21. Over-provision would continue in some areas at the same time as under-
provision persists in others, meaning the Service’s overall resilience is weaker 
than it needs to be for the same total resource. 

 

Financial consequences 

22. Retaining current arrangements releases none of the approximate £0.4m of net 
savings (from £0.9m gross budget released) that the preferred option would 
generate. This sum sits within the wider Medium-Term Financial Plan 
requirement for £2m-£3m further base savings to be realised between 2027/28 
and 2029/30. Without this contribution, that shortfall would need to be found 
elsewhere, possibly including a drawdown of reserves beyond the £1.547m 
already used to balance the 2026/27 budget, or larger reductions elsewhere in 
the organisation, including in the non-frontline and corporate support budgets that 
are already being separately reviewed for efficiencies. 

23. Reserves cannot be drawn down indefinitely to balance the budget; continuing to 
rely on this approach without addressing the underlying resourcing misalignment 
increases the risk to the Authority’s financial sustainability and capital 
programme. 

24. Budget that could otherwise be redirected toward higher-impact activity - such as 
targeted prevention work, which can have a more beneficial impact on safety than 
resourcing that is rarely used - would remain tied up in the current, less efficient 
distribution of fire engines. 

25. The additional 7 wholetime firefighter posts proposed to support improved 
daytime cover would not be funded, as they rely on savings generated through 
the on-call station and section changes. 
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Strategic consequences 

26. Retaining current arrangements does not represent a neutral or “safe” choice: the 
current model has already been assessed as not aligning with demand patterns, 
and retaining it means operational resilience and financial sustainability continue 
to be put at risk. 

27. The evidence base, the Working Group’s six weeks of scrutiny, the Fire Brigades 
Union’s alternative proposal, and the alternatives considered by officers were all 
evaluated against the objective of improving daytime fire engine cover without an 
unfunded increase to the base budget. No viable alternative to change was 
identified during that process that would deliver the required improvement in 
daytime cover within the existing financial envelope; retaining current 
arrangements does not meet that objective at all. 

28. Deferring change does not remove the underlying pressures; it defers them into 
future years, when the savings requirement, and the demand/availability 
mismatch, would still need to be addressed - likely at a point with less financial 
headroom and less opportunity for the kind of measured, phased approach (e.g. 
the extended data-gathering period agreed for Grain, described below) that this 
review has been able to take. 

29. HMICFRS inspection round 4 will be in early 2027. As one of their 
recommendations was to carry out a Resourcing Review it will be difficult to see 
how we maintain the high ratings we have received since Inspection started.  We 
are in the top three rated services in the UK and on some criteria the top 
performing. 
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Option: Increased investment in on-call systems including recruitment 
and retention 

Status: Considered; partially adopted at viable stations 

Cost / impact summary 
Current annual spend: £852k/yr (£450k Pilot Teams + £402k part-time contracts) 
 
Projected additional investment: Not pursued further at low-demand stations as 
cost not justified 

 

KFRS has already invested significantly in on-call sustainability, including the On-Call Pilot 
Team, part-time contracts, and targeted recruitment campaigns. These measures have 
had some positive effects at specific stations but have not resolved the systemic issue of 
daytime availability. 

The fundamental challenge - that on-call colleagues are unavailable during primary 
employment hours - cannot be overcome through recruitment investment alone, although 
this remains important across viable on-call stations. For stations where demand is also 
low, additional investment in recruitment would not be justified by the operational return 
even if it succeeded. 

Where stations have reasonable demand, risk or location characteristics, investment in 
on-call sustainability remains the right approach and is reflected in the proposals. Hoo, for 
example, is specifically identified for targeted recruitment investment as part of the Strood 
cluster changes. 

Conclusion: Recruitment investment alone cannot resolve structural daytime 
availability and is not justified at low demand stations but remains part of the 
approach at viable locations such as Hoo. 

 

Option: Wholetime conversion of on-call stations 

Status: Considered and discarded on cost/benefit grounds 

Cost / impact summary 
Wholetime shift section: £1.5m/yr 
 
Wholetime day-crewed section: £800k/yr 
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On-call station (for comparison): Approx. £125k/yr - £250k/yr 

 
Converting some on-call stations to wholetime crewing would address the availability 
problem directly but at substantially greater cost. The annual cost of a wholetime section 
significantly exceeds that of an on-call station, and most of the stations subject to closure 
proposals have demand and risk profiles that would not justify wholetime investment. 

For stations where a wholetime presence is already provided (Deal, Faversham, Herne 
Bay, Tunbridge Wells), the wholetime fire engine already delivers the primary response - 
the on-call section is supplementary, and conversion of the on-call element to wholetime 
would represent a major investment for marginal additional operational benefit. 

Conclusion:  The cost differential (roughly 6–12x an on-call station) is not justified 
by the demand profiles at the stations concerned. 

 

Option: Rebalancing using part-time and flexible contracts only 

Status: Considered and discarded as insufficient 

Cost / impact summary 
Current annual spend:  £402k/yr 
 
Operational return: Limited and unpredictable 

 
Part-time contracts and flexible hours have been used to bolster on-call availability but 
have not delivered reliable daytime cover at most stations partly because colleagues’ 
control when they make themselves available, rather than this being determined by 
Service need. 

The proposals reduce reliance on this uncertain supplementary capacity by providing 
additional wholetime day fire engines at the locations where they would have the greatest 
impact. 

Conclusion: Flexible/part-time contracts alone cannot deliver the reliable, 
organisationally driven cover the review requires. 
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Option: Converting day-crewed stations to wholetime shift 

Status: Considered and discarded - evidence did not support it 

Cost / impact summary 
Estimated additional revenue cost per station: £700k+ (incremental cost of 
moving from day-crewed to wholetime shift) - significant and ongoing (additional 
firefighters, on-costs, full-time station occupation) 

 
The Service considered whether any of its nine day-crewed stations would justify 
conversion to wholetime shift crewing. Two factors informed this assessment. 

First, the demand profile at day-crewed stations does not justify the step-change in cost 
that wholetime shift represents, the incident volumes and risk profiles at day-crewed 
locations do not produce sufficient operational benefit to justify that investment. 

Second, the evidence did not support conversion at any day-crewed station when 
assessed on demand and risk grounds alone. 

Conclusion: There was no evidence to support day crewed station conversion on 
the grounds of demand and risk alone. 

 

 

45



Appendix 1 to Item Number B1 

Page 20 of 37 
 

Option: Extending overnight second fire engine reductions to 
Maidstone & Canterbury 

Status: Considered but following colleague engagement and further analysis this was 
discarded 

Cost / impact summary 
Cost saving identified: Slight increase in cost – we would have redeployed the 
colleagues to other stations (cost neutral) but would have had to maintain additional 
FFs for height vehicle cover (required additional investment).  

 
The Service operates four multi-pump wholetime shift stations: Dartford, Thames-side, 
Maidstone and Canterbury. Alongside the overnight reduction in the second fire engine at 
Dartford and Thames-side, the Service considered whether the same approach should be 
applied to Maidstone and Canterbury. Following colleague engagement and further data 
analysis, it was decided not to proceed at either location. 

A key factor supporting the reductions at Dartford and Thames-side is that the two stations 
are in proximity and able to provide each other with reliable overnight cover. That dynamic 
does not replicate at Maidstone and Canterbury, which are more geographically isolated. 
Canterbury in particular sits within a cluster of on-call and day-crewed stations that cannot 
provide the same assurance of overnight support - on-call stations cannot guarantee 
availability, and day-crewed stations have a five-minute additional overnight turnout time 
as colleagues respond from home. 

A further factor is the height vehicle. The Service operates three height vehicles, based at 
Ashford, Maidstone and Canterbury. Reducing either of the latter two stations to a single 
fire engine overnight would mean the height vehicle alternating with that fire engine for 
crew, leaving one resource unavailable whenever the other was mobilised. An alternative 
crewing arrangement was explored, but the colleague numbers required were not 
materially different from retaining two fire engines and the height vehicle as currently 
configured so the saving would have been negligible while the operational risk was real. 

Conclusion: Unlike Dartford/Thames-side, Maidstone and Canterbury lack a 
mutually supporting neighbour and carry height-vehicle crewing constraints, so the 
current two-fire-engine arrangement is maintained at both. 
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Option: Removing overnight second pumps from day-crewed stations 

Status: Considered; not pursued in this form 

Cost / impact summary 
Projected saving per pump: c.£100k - would remove the only period of meaningful 
on-call capacity 
Related action taken instead: Four full on-call section removals: Deal, Faversham, 
Herne Bay, Tunbridge Wells 

 
Alongside the overnight reduction proposals at Dartford and Thames-side (both wholetime 
shift stations), the Service considered whether a similar approach could be applied at day-
crewed stations where a second on-call pump is attached. This option was considered but 
was not pursued. 

On-call second pumps at day-crewed stations are already unable to provide reliable 
daytime availability due to the structural on-call availability challenge addressed 
throughout this review. Their value is therefore concentrated overnight, when on-call 
availability improves. Removing overnight cover at those locations would eliminate the one 
period in which the on-call section provides meaningful additional capacity, without 
resolving the daytime problem. 

Where the evidence supported removal of the on-call section entirely, rather than just 
overnight, that approach was taken through the four attached on-call section removals 
proposed at Deal, Faversham, Herne Bay and Tunbridge Wells. 

Conclusion: Removing only the overnight element would strip away the on-call 
second pump's single useful window without solving the underlying daytime problem; 
full removal was the more coherent option where justified. 
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Option proposed by Fire Brigades Union 

Position: The FBU argues that maintaining consistent daytime on-call cover is now 
systemic operational pressure. They argue the Service cannot guarantee county-wide 
resilience without overburdening existing personnel, and that on-call firefighters are 
increasingly squeezed between family commitments and primary employment. They 
attribute this to the current pay structure, which they say weakens recruitment, damages 
retention, and leaves the Service reliant on short-term fixes (dynamic overtime, cross-
border station support). 

Problem statement: They frame this as four linked issues - inconsistent daytime 
availability across the 49 on-call stations; a weakening recruitment/retention pipeline due 
to "uncompetitive" pay; reduced exposure to critical incidents from a lack of daytime 
resilience; and unpredictable overtime-driven budgeting. 

Proposal: An enhanced hourly rate for on-call firefighters attending during a protected 12-
hour daytime window (07:00–19:00): £6.21 (Firefighter), £6.89 (Crew Manager), £7.70 
(Watch Manager, though costed at CM rate for modelling purposes). Minimum crewing of 
3 firefighters + 1 manager per targeted appliance. This rate is significantly more than the 
current standby rate for on-call firefighters. 

Four sub-options were given by the FBU, varying by days/season: 

Option Coverage Cost/yr (FBU 
estimate) 

Actual costs 
(on-costed) 

A – 365-day 4 appliances daily £461,494.32 £682,437.52 

B – Weekday only 4 appliances Mon–Fri £318,558.24 £486,119.87 

C – Summer 7-day 4 appliances daily, May–Aug £150,702.55 £229,972.09 

D – Summer 5-day 4 appliances, Mon–Fri, May–Aug £107,819.71 £164,532.88 

 

NOTE – The costs above are for standby payment only. They do not include “activity 
payment”, which is the hourly rate we pay on call colleagues when they go to an incident. 
This is likely to add significant cost to the already identified figures. In addition, they also 
receive training and CPD payments. 

FBU recommendation: Adopt the enhanced pay principle; select A or B depending on 
funding priorities, with C/D as a fallback if funding is constrained. They propose an 
immediate 12-month pilot, jointly monitored with the FBU, reviewed at 6 and 12 months, 
delivered via collective agreement and made contractual for on-call colleagues. 

FBU stated benefits: Predictable daytime availability, improved major-incident resilience, 
reduced cross-border reliance, improved recruitment/retention, formal recognition of 
professionalism. 
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FBU stated risks: Option A needs higher annual funding; Option B reduces weekend 
coverage; C/D only covers four months of the year. 

 

KFRS Response to the FBU On-Call Enhanced Pay and Availability Proposal 

The Service recognises the challenge the FBU's proposal seeks to address - daytime on-
call availability is a genuine and long-standing pressure, and the Service shares the 
objective of improving resilience during this period. However, the Service does not support 
adoption of this proposal in its current form, for the following reasons. 

1. The proposal is not costed to a fundable standard 

The financial summary presented (£107,820–£461,494 per annum depending on option) 
reflects only the headline hourly enhancement multiplied by projected appliance-days. It 
does not include on-costs - employer National Insurance and pension contributions. We 
have given the actual figures (on costs) in the table above. 

Nor is a funding source identified. The proposal does not state whether this would be met 
with the existing budget, require a bid for new money, or be offset by savings elsewhere. 
Without a fully on-costed and funded position, none of Options A–D can be considered 
deliverable, and the Service cannot commit to a pilot based on the figures presented. 

Additionally, the costs the FBU have provided do not account for any activity payments 
(we must pay additional money if any on-call fire engine is called out on an incident, and 
this would be at a full hourly pay rate). Furthermore, it does not account for what happens 
if a colleague at the station books sick. If the station could not cover this, we would have to 
“detach” a colleague from another station (if available) and pay them full hourly rate for the 
12-hour shift – around £325 (including on costs) for a FF. 

Finally, the proposal could include additional administrative costs, which have not been 
identified. 

2. The Service has direct experience of this model, and it did not deliver reliable 
cover 

This is not a new approach. The Service has previously trialled a broadly similar 
enhanced-pay-for-daytime-availability model for on-call colleagues (2018/19), and that trial 
did not achieve its intended outcome. Despite the enhanced rate, the Service was still 
unable to secure consistent, reliable cover from on-call colleagues during the target hours 
- the underlying tension between on-call availability and colleagues' primary employment, 
which the FBU's own paper acknowledges, was not resolved by the financial incentive 
alone. This directly challenges the core assumption underpinning the current proposal, 
that a fixed hourly enhancement would, by itself, produce dependable daytime crewing. 
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3. The enhanced rate created new problems whilst still not solving the original one 

The previous trial also generated a significant unintended consequence. Introducing an 
enhanced rate for daytime cover was seen as inequitable by on-call colleagues who 
continued to provide cover at evenings and weekends at the standard rate. Colleagues 
that benefitted were predominantly “dual contract” (wholetime) firefighters. Those losing 
out were largely “pure” on call (those with other primary employment).  

This caused legitimate dissatisfaction and pressure for pay parity across all cover periods, 
which were not costed or anticipated in the original proposal, and which risks recurring 
here. Any renewed enhanced-pay model would need to either extend the enhancement 
across all cover periods (with the associated significant cost implications, likely millions) or 
accept a foreseeable risk to evening/weekend cover consistency - neither of which is 
addressed in the FBU's paper. 

Furthermore, we manage to get about 4-6 fire engines worth of on call availability during 
the day currently. If an enhanced rate is offered to another 4 fire engines worth of on call 
colleagues, we suspect that those already providing cover would want parity of pay. This 
could risk putting us in a position where we actually lose more on call availability than the 
FBU proposal creates. 

4. The proposal does not evidence how this time it would produce a different result 

Given points 2 and 3, the Service would expect the FBU's proposal to explain what would 
be materially different this time - for example, additional non-financial levers (employer 
engagement, flexible working agreements, recruitment targeting) alongside the pay 
enhancement - rather than relying on the financial mechanism alone. As presented, the 
proposal does not do this, and so does not currently give confidence that the outcome 
would differ from the Service's prior experience. 

5. We have concerns over how the 4 pumps would be crewed 

The proposal suggests that day cover would be rotated between stations across the 
county, with each station “taking turns” to provide cover. Equating to approximately 20-30 
days of day cover per station per year. Given a problem with on call daytime cover is 
primary work commitments, childcare etc., it is not clear what has changed to enable this 
cover to be able to take place. We find it unlikely that on call colleagues would take 
several days leave from primary employment per year to provide standby cover at around 
£6-£7 p/h. 

Conclusion 

The Service supports further work with the FBU on daytime on-call resilience and 
recognises the intent behind this proposal. However, such options need to focus on wider 
drivers of on call availability than financial incentives. This is what we have been doing 
through the on-call project, exploring a variety of options. Despite this we have found it is 
still very difficult to guarantee daytime cover. 
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Furthermore, any such proposal requires a funding source to be identified that covers full 
on costs, whilst not impacting on wider service delivery or savings requirements. We also 
believe the proposal fails to take account of how the risks evidenced by the Service's 
previous trial of this approach - unreliable cover despite enhanced pay, and knock-on pay 
parity pressure from evening/weekend colleagues - would be mitigated. Finally, there is no 
costed comparison against non-pay-based alternatives for improving daytime availability.  

On this basis, the Service does not recommend proceeding with this proposal. 
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Options Considered and Removed at Scoping Stage 

The following options were identified during the initial scoping of the review but were not 
taken forward for detailed analysis or modelling. In each case the reason for not 
proceeding is recorded below, forming part of the evidence base for the Authority's 
decision-making. 

Option: Remove all on-call stations and use savings to fund additional 
wholetime capacity 

Status: Removed at scoping stage 

Cost / impact summary 
Annual savings generated: £8m/yr 
Wholetime capacity this would fund:  Approx. 5 additional wholetime shift fire 
engines 
Coverage loss: Large parts of rural Kent left with no local fire engine. 

 
This option would have involved closing all 49 on-call sections and standalone stations 
across Kent and Medway, generating approximately £8 million in annual savings, used to 
fund additional wholetime shift sections at new or existing locations. Financial modelling 
indicated this would have funded approximately five additional whole shift fire engines. 

This did not proceed because five additional wholetime fire engines would not come close 
to replacing the geographic coverage and resilience depth provided by the on-call 
network. Large parts of rural and semi-rural Kent and Medway would have been left 
without any local fire engine, and the cover model would have had no resilience in depth 
beyond the wholetime tier. 

Conclusion: Removed on the basis that it would represent a material reduction in 
public safety across a large proportion of the county. 

 
Option: Convert the entire Service to on-call crewing 

Status: Removed at scoping stage 

Cost / impact summary 
Savings potential: Very substantial 
 
Operational/legal assessment: Indefensible as we could not guarantee response 
standards, risk coverage, and response times would have increased very 
significantly. We often struggle to maintain 6 on call fire engines during the day so 
this would have been completely unsustainable. 
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This option would have involved moving to an entirely on-call model across all stations, 
eliminating the wholetime and day-crewed tiers entirely. Whilst this would have generated 
very substantial savings, it was not taken forward for detailed analysis. 

The fundamental problem the review addresses is the mismatch between availability and 
demand. A model wholly dependent on on-call cover would have worsened, rather than 
resolved, that core mismatch, and could not guarantee fire cover at the standard the 
Authority is required to maintain. 

Conclusion: Not operationally or legally defensible; removed from further 
consideration at the initial scoping stage. 

 
Option: Introducing a wholetime or day-crewed station in The Weald 

Status: Removed at scoping stage 

Cost / impact summary 
Capital outlay: c. £5 - £10m - not justified by demand profile 
On-going revenue: c. £1.5m/yr 
Existing coverage: Cranbrook, Hawkhurst and Tenterden on-call stations 

 
Establishing a new wholetime or day-crewed station in The Weald was considered as a 
means of strengthening daytime cover in the area. This was not taken forward because 
the operational demand profile does not justify the significant capital and revenue cost of a 
new facility. 

The existing on-call stations at Cranbrook, Hawkhurst and Tenterden already provide 
good coverage, and the KAIR risk profile does not identify a gap that a new station would 
materially address. 

Conclusion: Investment would not produce a proportionate operational benefit 
relative to other priorities identified through the review. 
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Option: Build a new station between Whitstable and Herne Bay, closing 
both existing locations 

Status: Re-examined from 2012/13 IRMP; not taken forward 

Cost / impact summary 
Capital cost: c. £10m - not justified at this time 
 
Action taken instead: Remove Herne Bay on-call section; retain both day-crewed 
fire engines and Whitstable on call. 

 
Building a single new station between Whitstable and Herne Bay to serve both 
communities was previously examined as part of the 2012/13 IRMP process, which 
identified a potential over-provision in the area, and was reconsidered during the scoping 
of this review. 

This was not taken forward because the operational benefits of a combined-station model 
would not have been sufficient to justify capital investment at this time. The proposals 
instead address the Whitstable cluster through the more proportionate step of removing 
the on-call section at Herne Bay (due to limited demand), while retaining the wholetime 
day-crewed fire engine at both stations and maintaining geographic spread of resources. 

Conclusion: The significant capital investment does not address the strategic 
requirement of addressing demand by releasing funding to create additional 
resources during the day. 

 

Option: Reprofiling on-call fire engines to smaller or lighter vehicles 

Status: Removed at scoping stage 

Cost / impact summary 

Current capital cost per fire engine: c. £400k before equipment. 
Specialist fleet capital: Not justified as underlying station viability remains the issue 

 
This option would have involved retaining on-call stations currently proposed for closure 
but replacing the standard pumping fire engine with a smaller or lighter vehicle, such as a 
tactical response vehicle or light rescue unit, on the basis that a lower-cost, lower-
capability resource might be more proportionate to local demand. 

This was not taken forward because the decisions to close or remove on-call resources 
were driven primarily by demand and risk data, not by vehicle size or availability alone. 
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Where demand is low and the KAIR risk profile does not support the cost of a fire engine 
of any type, deploying a smaller vehicle does not resolve the fundamental question of 
whether the station remains viable. Additionally, these vehicles often have a crew of less 
than 4 – something the FBU are opposed to. 

We have also noted other services try this solution and it has had varied success – 
working to a small degree in very rural areas. 

Conclusion: Investing in replacement specialist vehicles at stations whose 
operational justification is already marginal would not represent responsible use of 
public money. 

 

Risks, Mitigations and Member Considerations 

• Overnight response at Dartford and Thames-side: mitigated by neighbouring station 
backup, close proximity, and (although not relied upon) mutual aid arrangements. 

• Second fire engine cover at night: expected, in many cases, to come from a 
neighbouring on-call station; predicted times remain within reasonable parameters. 

• Modelling limitations: the Workload Model uses standardised turnout assumptions (90 
seconds at base, 300 seconds delayed) and normal road speeds, not blue-light speeds 
- results should be read as indicative of relative impact not confirmation of definite 
impact. All these settings ensure a level playing field for comparisons to be made 
between model options. 

• On-call station proposals: subject to full public consultation; no decisions have yet 
been taken, and the Service would listen to community feedback before proceeding. 

• Degradation trend: even under the proposed changes, degradation cannot be fully 
eliminated, as it is influenced by external factors such as wildfires and flooding; the 
proposals improve consistency of normal operation, likely reducing the number of 
times we enter degradation, rather than eliminating the possibility entirely. 

 

A Whole Systems Approach 

The proposals outlined in this Resource Review are not developed in isolation. They form 
part of a wider, whole systems approach to improving operational capability and ensuring 
the safety of customers and colleagues. 

Prevention is better than cure 

Prevention activity is targeted at the people most likely to experience harm e.g. older 
people living alone, people with dementia, those with mobility limitations, and households 
in areas of deprivation. Through home fire safety visits, safe and well referrals, and 
targeted campaigns, risk is reduced at source. As the resource base is reshaped through 
this review, targeting becomes more important rather than less, since preventing fires and 
emergencies from occurring directly reduces demand on response. 
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The protection function works to equivalent effect: ensuring that the highest-risk premises 
e.g. care homes, houses in multiple occupation, higher-risk residential buildings are 
compliant and properly managed reduces the likelihood of large, complex incidents that 
place the greatest demands on operational crews. 

Prevention and engagement activity is also focused on areas of emerging and seasonal 
risk that bear directly on operational demand: wildfire prevention work (vegetation 
management, landowner engagement, risk communication), water safety partnership work 
targeting drowning hotspots, and road safety activity focused on collision hotspots that 
generate the most resource-intensive responses. 

Across all these areas, prevention, protection, response and resilience draw on a shared 
intelligence picture, the same risk data that informs fire engine positioning and station 
crewing also drives the targeting of home safety visits, protection inspections and 
seasonal campaigns. 

7. Providing the right equipment, tactics, and training 

Speed of response is not the only factor in delivering successful outcomes at incidents. 
Weight of initial attack, the tactics used, and the execution of those tactics is also of huge 
importance. 

• Upgraded Fleet (Summer 2027): Our current fire engines have 1600 litre water tanks. 
Our new fleet will feature 3000 litre tanks - a significant uplift that will improve the 
effectiveness of initial attack that a single fire engine and crew can have on a fire. 
Smart pumping controls will allow the operator to undertake other critical fireground 
tasks. 

• Bulk Water Supply: We are investing in 5 new 8000 litre bulk water carriers 
strategically deployed around the county to quickly bring large quantities of water to 
bear to support initial attacks. 

• Modern Firefighting Tactics: Over the last 2 years we have focused on external 
attack methods to rapidly reduce the size of a fire until additional resources arrive for a 
safe internal attack. 

• Immersive Live Fire Complex (January 2027): Training will be anchored by a new 5-
floor, multi-room immersive live fire training complex in Ashford, allowing crews to 
practice complex tactical scenarios. 

8. Conclusion  

Our Strategic Case sets out a clear and evidence-based rationale for change. It 
demonstrates that the current resourcing model no longer reflects the pattern of risk and 
demand across Kent and Medway. The proposals are a reconfiguration designed to 
improve daytime cover, strengthen response to high-safety risk incidents, and make better 
use of public money. 
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Appendix A – Financial context and consequences 

Financial context, savings delivered, and alternative options for how we would find the 
additional money needed if proposals are not agreed 

Summary for Members 

It is important to be clear that the on-call sections affected by the resourcing review 
proposals are being looked at because demand at those locations is now low, not primarily 
as a money-saving exercise. There is, however, a financial consequence to the proposals, 
and this appendix sets that out alongside the wider savings picture: the savings already 
delivered elsewhere across KFRS; the small number of remaining ‘basic’ options and their 
impact; ideas that have been formally considered and ruled out; council tax pressures 
outside our control; and further options Members may wish to consider. Taken together, 
the picture is that the genuinely available areas left to generate further recurring savings, 
beyond the resourcing review, are now very limited. 

1. The Financial Picture 

Although money is not the primary reason for the review, the proposals would release 
approximately £0.9 million of budget. Of this, around £0.5 million would fund the ongoing 
pay of seven new wholetime firefighter posts elsewhere in the Service to improve day-time 
cover, and around £0.5 million would be available for reinvestment or to mitigate future 
budget pressures. 

If these proposals are not agreed, not only would we not be able to fund the seven new 
firefighter posts, but we would not achieve any of the potential £0.9m savings. This means 
the £2–£3 million in savings needed would have to be found from places in the 
organisation where we have either already been making savings, or by cutting areas that 
have been rated by HMICFRS as high performing. 

We are already making savings wherever we can and trying to avoid compulsory 
redundancies. 

2. Example Savings Already Made Across KFRS 

These are just a few examples from recent times, and illustrate how much has already 
been done before any station closure is considered: 

• When someone leaves, the vacant post is always assessed and deleted where 
possible. 

• In May 2026, CMB reviewed several non-operational posts that had previously 
been held vacant and agreed to delete them from the establishment, saving around 
£500k. 

• The CEO is continuing to cover the HR Director role to save money. 
• In April 2026, we stopped paying for Institute of Fire Engineer (IFE) memberships, 

saving £100k in the base, whilst ensuring station-based training aligned with 
external best practice. 
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• Restructure within Service Delivery in October 2025, saving £237k, due to the 
deletion of several posts. 

• Restructure within Customer Support in July 2025, saving £267k, due to deletion of 
several posts. 

• The Channel Tunnel contract ended in February 2025, reducing net costs by 
around £750k in the base. 

• Inflationary uplifts not provided to small non-pay running budgets, such as 
stationery, office supplies, and other day-to-day support costs, requiring teams to 
absorb price increases within existing budget allocations. 

• Cancelled O2 and Wireless Logic sims after a review of usage, saving £50k in the 
base. 

• Redesigned vehicles and equipment, (for example the 3 new driver training 
appliances cost £115k each rather than £380k each if we replaced on like for like 
basis - and provided better training environment) 

• Invest to save example - purchased vehicle diagnostics kit for fleet that saves 
£230k over 3 years by not having to send vehicles to a main dealer. 

• Over £10m of proposed spend removed from infrastructure plans in September 
2024 due to affordability concerns. 

• Using funding opportunities – for example we paid for the building safety training 
courses using the Protection Uplift Grant from Government. 

• Received contributions from Southern Gas Network towards the cost of carbon 
monoxide alarms fitted during Home Fire Safety Visits. 

• Reviewed our venue hire arrangements, seeking venues with partner organisations 
saved up to £5k for each large event. 

• Ended the managed-print contract and bought printers, saving £32k in the base. 
 

3. The Basic Options for Further Potential Cost Reductions 

This section focuses on straightforward, practical options commonly used across the 
public sector when facing budget pressures. The table below sets out the practical ways 
money could be saved, the cost or effort involved in doing so, and the likely impact on 
customers (the public), on reputation, and on colleagues. We are already using some of 
these options. 

The time it takes to deliver each saving also needs to be considered – some can happen 
quickly; others take much longer. As the table shows, most of the remaining options are 
either already in use, produce only marginal sums, or carry a high impact on customers, 
reputation, or colleagues – reinforcing how few genuinely low-impact areas are left. 

Area for 
Savings 

Cost / 
Effort Impact on Customers Impact on 

Reputation 
Impact on 
Colleagues 

Vacancy freeze Low cost, 
easy to start Low - if managed carefully Low 

Medium - 
more 
pressure on 
existing 
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Area for 
Savings 

Cost / 
Effort Impact on Customers Impact on 

Reputation 
Impact on 
Colleagues 

colleagues 

Voluntary 
redundancies 

Short-term 
cost 
(payouts), 
saves money 
later 

Low to Medium Low 

Medium - 
loss of 
experienced 
colleagues 

Compulsory 
redundancies 

Cost of 
process, may 
face legal 
challenge 

Medium to High 

High - 
negative 
publicity 
likely 

High - morale 
and trust 
affected 

Renegotiate 
contracts 

Would take a 
lot of time to 
review and 
negotiate 
and is not 
likely to 
produce 
much as 
costs are 
rising 

Low Low Low 

Reduce capital 
spend 

Low cost 
now, may 
cost more 
later 
(deferred 
maintenance) 

Low to Medium - older 
vehicles/equipment/buildings. 
We have already cut over £10 
million off capital/infrastructure 
spending so we are now near 
the bone on what we must do 
for compliance 

Low to 
Medium Low 

Base budget 
reviews to look 
at every penny 
– this is already 
in flight 

Colleagues 
time to carry 
out review 

Low Low 

Low to 
Medium - 
some 
uncertainty 
during review 

Stop non-
statutory 
activity (e.g. co-
responding, 
animal rescue) 

Low cost to 
implement 

Medium to High - public would 
react and impact on safety 

Medium to 
High 

Low to 
Medium - 
may reduce 
job 
satisfaction 
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Area for 
Savings 

Cost / 
Effort Impact on Customers Impact on 

Reputation 
Impact on 
Colleagues 

Reduce 
discretionary 
spend – we 
have little to 
save here and it 
involves small 
amounts to pay 
for external 
expertise, 
internal 
conferences etc 

Low cost to 
implement Low Low Low to 

Medium 

Reduce or stop 
some essential 
training 

Low cost to 
implement 

Medium to high as skills erode 
and issues of legal compliance Low 

Medium - 
skills and 
development 
affected 

  

4. Ideas We’ve Had to Rule Out 

Budget discussions often raise ideas from Members that sound appealing but are not 
legally possible, financially sound, or appropriate for a statutory emergency service. These 
have been considered and rejected, for the reasons set out below. 

Crowdfunding (e.g. GoFundMe) for a fire station 

• Fire and rescue provision is a statutory duty under the Fire and Rescue Services 
Act 2004. Core service provision cannot depend on whether the public chooses to 
donate enough money. 

• Sends a damaging public message that safety is now optional and donation-
dependent, causing reputational and political harm that far outweighs any money 
raised. 

• The amounts typically raised through crowdfunding are tiny compared to the size of 
a fire service budget gap. 

• Cannot be considered a sustainable funding source. 
• People already pay Council Tax. 
• Funding would likely result in disproportionate service across Kent with affluent 

areas able to provide greater funding for local services than poorer areas with 
higher vulnerability. 
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Setting up a commercial arm to generate profit 

• UK subsidy control rules (which replaced EU state aid rules after Brexit) still apply 
once a public body starts trading commercially. Statutory fire cover is exempt, but 
any commercial activity competing with private firms is not. 

• If the commercial arm uses Service colleagues, vehicles, premises or branding at 
below true market cost, this can be treated as an unlawful subsidy – open to legal 
challenge and forced repayment with interest. 

• Running a proper commercial arm requires separate governance, accounting, VAT 
treatment and insurance – this costs money and colleague time before any income 
is seen. 

• Most public sector trading companies of this kind lose money for several years, if 
not permanently, once true costs are properly allocated rather than hidden in the 
main budget. 

 

Other ideas considered and rejected 

• Selling and then leasing fire stations – raises a one-off sum but creates an ongoing 
rental cost, usually a net loss over time. 

• Charging the public directly for 999 attendance – not legally possible; emergency 
response is a statutory, non-chargeable duty. 

• Selling advertising or sponsorship space on fire engines – minimal income, and a 
reputational and operational risk if branding affects vehicle markings or visibility. 

• Selling incident or response time data to insurers – data protection and public trust 
concerns outweigh any income, and most of this data is already public. 

• A lottery or membership/subscription scheme – same problem as crowdfunding: 
small, unpredictable income that signals the Service is financially insecure. 

• Reducing or raiding pension contributions – not legally possible; firefighter pensions 
are a protected statutory scheme, not discretionary spending. 

• Treating reserves as a permanent fix – reserves are one-off funds; using them to 
cover an ongoing gap only delays the problem by a year or two rather than solving 
it. We also couldn’t use this money to create more firefighter roles as it would build 
in redundancy as the funding is not assured in the base budget. 

 

5. Understanding Issues Around Council Tax 

Increase the Council Tax charge (the fire element) above the referendum limit set by 
government (currently £5 for a Band D property, roughly 5%). The referendum itself could 
cost £2m+.  

Council Tax Support for Working-Age People on Benefits 

Where District / Borough Councils made decisions to increase Council Tax Reduction 
Scheme (CTRS) support to eligible households, this had a negative impact on the Council 
Tax base, resulting in a reduction in Council Tax income due to the Fire Authority. 
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In consultation with the Fire Authority Chair, Barrie Fullbrook, Director of Finance, wrote to 
each District / Borough Council in late 2025, setting out several concerns and asking the 
District / Borough Councils to reconsider their proposals. 

Modelling undertaken at the time estimated the loss in income for the Fire Authority to be 
in the region of £600k per year. This was an estimate of the total impact on KFRS funding; 
it is difficult to quantify exactly as there are several moving parts which impact on the 
calculations. 

We are aware of the following increases to the maximum support level implemented for 
April 2026 (other changes were made to schemes at the same time, such as restructured 
income bands and increases to reductions given in the lower bands): 

District / Borough Council Increase in maximum Council Tax 
Reduction support 

Ashford 80% to 90% 

Canterbury 90% to 100% 

Dover 90% to 100% 

Folkestone and Hythe 75% to 100% 

Maidstone 80% to 100% 

Swale 80% to 100% 

Thanet 90% to 100% 

 
This is a further example of an area outside the Service’s control which reduces the 
funding available. This adds to the scale of savings required from the Authority’s own 
budget. 

6. Conclusion 

The resourcing review proposals are being brought forward to improve daytime cover, 
increasing productivity and services to our customers at higher demand times - also 
because demand at the stations concerned is now so low it has other issues such as 
concerns over competence due to lack of operational experience.  

They do, however, carry a financial consequence: approximately £0.9 million would be 
released, around £0.5 million of which would fund seven new firefighter posts elsewhere in 
the Service to improve day-time cover, and around £0.5 million would be available for 
reinvestment or to mitigate future budget pressures.  
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If the proposals are not agreed further savings would need to be found to fund additional 
daytime resource from other areas, on top of the £2–£3 million in other savings already 
required across this strategy period. 

The sections above demonstrate that the Service has already pursued a very wide range 
of savings, from post freezes and restructures through to fleet and procurement 
efficiencies and that the remaining ‘basic’ options carry either limited value or a high 
impact on customers, reputation, or colleagues. The ideas most suggested by the public 
and Members (crowdfunding, commercial trading, charging for 999 attendances, and 
similar) have been formally tested and ruled out as unlawful, financially unsound, or 
reputationally damaging. Council Tax support decisions taken by District and Borough 
Councils have further reduced available funding, a factor entirely outside the Service’s 
control. 
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Key Takeaways 

Outcomes of Additional Analysis 
• The evidence was robust and consistent, with three, five and seven-year analysis 

producing materially consistent conclusions, confirming that the findings were not 
distorted by COVID-19 or other exceptional events.  

• The operational modelling was reliable, providing a validated and proportionate basis 
for comparing alternative options whilst recognising the limitations of any predictive 
model. 

• Future risk had been appropriately considered, with housing growth, climate-related 
risks, community vulnerability and changing demand incorporated into wider risk 
management and future planning arrangements.  

• National evidence did not support the assumption that housing growth alone 
increases fire risk, reinforcing that operational resources should continue to be 
aligned to overall risk, vulnerability and demand rather than housing numbers. 

• The evidence demonstrated that, whilst traffic congestion impacts individual 
incidents, it historically accounted for only a a small proportion (5.3%) of all missed 
response times over 7 years.  

No Viable Alternative Option Was Identified 

The Working Group actively explored whether there was an alternative approach capable of 
delivering a better overall outcome than the preferred option. Officers were requested to 
undertake additional analysis across a range of operational, financial and workforce options, 
additional wholetime resources, flexible staffing models, council tax scenarios, purchasing 
additional fire appliances, the Fire Brigades Union proposal.  

The additional analysis demonstrated that that no viable alternative was identified that 
provided a better overall balance of operational effectiveness, affordability, deliverability and 
long-term sustainability than the preferred option. This was because alternative approaches 
generally: 

• did not adequately address the underlying structural challenge of declining daytime 
on-call availability;  

• required significant recurring revenue funding that could not be accommodated within 
the Medium-Term Financial Plan;  

• relied on assumptions or operational benefits that could not be demonstrated through 
the evidence or modelling;  

• improved one aspect of operational performance whilst creating disadvantages 
elsewhere; or  

• did not provide the same overall improvement in resource alignment, operational 
resilience and long-term sustainability as the preferred option 
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Introduction to the Appendix  

Purpose of the Cross-Party Working Group 
The Kent and Medway Fire Authority established the Cross-Party Working Group to undertake 
detailed scrutiny of the Resourcing Review before the proposals were returned to the Authority 
for consideration. Recognising the significance of the proposals, Members agreed that 
additional time should be dedicated to examining the supporting evidence, exploring 
alternative approaches and ensuring that all relevant issues had been fully considered before 
any decisions were taken. 
 
The Working Group was established as a cross-party forum to provide independent Member 
scrutiny of the evidence and analysis supporting the Resourcing Review. Its role was to create 
an environment where Members could examine the proposals in detail, challenge 
assumptions, request additional analysis and seek assurance that the evidence presented 
was comprehensive, balanced and robust. 
 
The scope of the Working Group extended beyond reviewing the proposed changes. 
Throughout a series of dedicated meetings, Members considered the operational challenges 
identified by the Resourcing Review, the data and modelling underpinning the proposals, the 
financial context, the implications of maintaining the current operating model, and a range of 
alternative approaches. Members also considered additional evidence requested during the 
course of the scrutiny process, including further operational analysis, financial information, 
impact assessments and supporting evidence papers, to ensure that issues raised during 
discussions were fully explored before the report returned to the Fire Authority.  
 
Throughout the process, Members adopted an evidence-led approach to scrutiny. Rather than 
accepting information at face value, they sought clarification where required, requested 
additional information, explored the practical implications of alternative approaches and 
ensured that the advantages, disadvantages and wider impacts of each option were 
understood. As new questions were raised, officers undertook further analysis and returned 
with additional evidence, enabling the Working Group to progressively strengthen the 
evidence base and ensure that the report reflected the full range of issues discussed during 
the scrutiny process.  
 
The Working Group did not seek to make decisions on behalf of the Fire Authority, nor was its 
role to determine whether any particular option should be adopted. Instead, its purpose was 
to provide constructive challenge, ensure that reasonable alternative approaches had been 
explored, and satisfy itself that the evidence supporting the Resourcing Review had been 
subjected to appropriate scrutiny. 
 

The Scrutiny Journey 
How the Scrutiny Process Evolved 
The scrutiny process was deliberately iterative. Rather than seeking immediate conclusions, 
Members used each meeting to test the evidence, identify areas requiring further examination 
and request additional information where they considered it necessary. Officers responded by 
undertaking further operational modelling, financial analysis, option appraisal, impact 

68



  Appendix 2 to Item Number B1 

Page 4 of 25 
 

assessment and supporting research, with the outputs presented back to the Working Group 
at subsequent meetings. 
 
As the process progressed, the focus moved from understanding the operational challenge, 
through testing the assumptions underpinning the evidence, to exploring alternative 
approaches, assessing financial and operational implications and addressing the remaining 
questions raised by Members. This ensured that the report returning to the Fire Authority 
reflected not only the original Resourcing Review, but also the considerable additional analysis 
commissioned during the Working Group's scrutiny. 
 
By the conclusion of the programme, Members had explored a wide range of operational, 
financial and strategic issues, considered alternative approaches put forward during the 
process, and received further evidence in response to the questions they had raised. The 
Working Group's scrutiny therefore strengthened the evidence base supporting the 
Resourcing Review and provided assurance that the report presented to the Fire Authority 
represented a fair and accurate reflection of the discussions, analysis and evidence 
considered throughout the scrutiny process.  

Understanding the Challenge 
Before considering potential solutions, the Working Group sought to establish a clear 
understanding of the operational challenges that had prompted the Resourcing Review. 
Members recognised that any future recommendations should be assessed against an agreed 
understanding of the current operating environment, the evidence supporting the review and 
the challenges facing the Service. 

Evidence Presented 
Officers presented Members with the operational and financial context that had led to the 
Resourcing Review. This included evidence demonstrating changing patterns of incident 
demand, increasing pressure on daytime operational resilience, the challenges associated 
with maintaining sufficient on-call appliance availability during the day, and the wider financial 
pressures facing the Service through the Medium-Term Financial Plan. 
 
Members were also provided with information explaining the objectives of the review, namely 
to improve daytime operational resilience by aligning resources more closely with current and 
emerging risk, while identifying a solution that remained financially sustainable over the longer 
term. The evidence highlighted that maintaining the existing operating model would not 
address the underlying challenges associated with declining daytime on-call availability, 
changing demand patterns or the requirement to deliver future savings. 

Questions Raised by Members 
Throughout the initial stages of scrutiny, Members sought to test their understanding of the 
issues rather than immediately focusing on individual proposals. Questions were raised across 
a broad range of topics, including: 

• the underlying causes of declining daytime on-call availability;  
• whether additional investment in recruitment, retention and employer engagement 

could provide an alternative solution;  
• the affordability of increasing wholetime resources;  
• the operational consequences of maintaining the current operating model;  
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• whether alternative staffing models could improve resilience;  
• the impact of future housing growth, changing risk and traffic patterns;  
• the implications of different funding approaches, including council tax increases and 

one-off funding; and  
• how the proposals aligned with future operational demand and the Medium Term 

Financial Plan.  
These questions demonstrated Members' commitment to understanding both the nature of the 
problem and the assumptions underpinning the evidence before considering the merits of any 
individual option. 

Additional Work Undertaken 
In response to the questions raised, officers undertook further work throughout the scrutiny 
process. This included providing additional information on: 

• on-call recruitment and employer engagement;  
• comparative analysis of alternative operational approaches;  
• the operational and financial consequences of maintaining the current operating 

model;  
• affordability and long-term financial sustainability;  
• future housing growth and its relationship to fire risk;  
• cross-border operational activity;  
• potentially closing but not disposing of stations for future flexibility;  
• national comparisons and feedback from other Fire and Rescue Services; and  
• further operational and financial modelling where requested by Members.  

Each piece of additional work was presented back to the Working Group at subsequent 
meetings, enabling Members to revisit earlier discussions with the benefit of further evidence 
and analysis. 

Testing the Data 

Testing the Incident data 
One of the first areas Members sought to examine was the reliability of the incident data 
underpinning the Resourcing Review. Members recognised that confidence in the conclusions 
of the review depended upon confidence in the evidence from which they had been derived. 
They therefore sought assurance that the dataset was representative of current operational 
demand, that it had not been distorted by exceptional events such as the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and that it reflected the full range of operational activity across Kent and Medway. 

Questions Raised by Members 
Throughout the scrutiny process Members questioned: 

• why seven years of operational data had been used rather than the more typical five-
year period;  

• whether the COVID-19 pandemic had distorted incident patterns or response 
performance;  

• whether unusual incidents or seasonal events had disproportionately influenced the 
findings;  

• whether cross-border mobilisations had been included within the analysis;  
• whether future changes in demand could undermine the conclusions drawn from 

historic data; and  
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• whether the dataset provided a sufficiently robust basis on which to assess future 
options.  

These questions reflected Members' desire to understand not only what the data showed,  
but whether it could be relied upon to support strategic decision-making. 

Further Analysis Undertaken 
In response to the questions raised, officers undertook additional analysis and presented 
further evidence to the Working Group. 
 
Officers explained that although five years of data would normally be sufficient for strategic 
modelling, a seven-year dataset had deliberately been selected to provide a broader evidence 
base and reduce the influence of any single exceptional year. The period analysed covered 
incidents from 2018 to 2024, allowing both pre- and post-COVID operational activity to be 
included within the analysis. The intention was to smooth year-to-year variation whilst ensuring 
the data remained representative of current operational demand. 
 
To address concerns regarding COVID-19, officers presented sensitivity analysis comparing 
the modelling results using seven-year, five-year and three-year averages. This demonstrated 
that the results were remarkably consistent across each period. The average first fire engine 
response performance was 68.9% using both the seven-year and five-year datasets, 
compared with 68.5% using the most recent three years. Officers advised Members that 
removing the COVID years altered the average by less than 0.5%, demonstrating that the 
findings were not being driven by the pandemic or any other exceptional year.  
 
Members also requested further assurance regarding cross-border activity. Officers confirmed 
that all cross-border mobilisations affecting Kent resources were included within the dataset, 
ensuring the modelling reflected the impact these incidents have on appliance availability. 
 
The additional analysis demonstrated that: 

• support provided to London accounted for 486 incidents over eight years, equating to 
approximately 61 incidents per year, representing a very small proportion of overall 
operational activity;  

• more than 50% of outbound cross-border mobilisations were to East Sussex, with 
London accounting for a further 26%;  

• cross-border activity primarily affected stations located close to the county boundary; 
and  

• 60.6% of outbound cross-border mobilisations occurred during daytime hours, 
reflecting overall incident demand rather than creating any significant distortion within 
the modelling.  

Officers advised that, whilst cross-border incidents formed an important part of operational 
activity and were appropriately included within the evidence base, the analysis demonstrated 
that they were not of sufficient scale to materially influence the overall conclusions. 

Testing the Modelling 
Members recognised that the modelling formed a key part of the evidence supporting the 
Resourcing Review and therefore sought assurance that it was both technically robust and 
operationally representative. Rather than accepting the modelling outputs in isolation, 
Members wished to understand how the model had been developed, the assumptions 
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underpinning it, its limitations and the level of confidence that could reasonably be placed in 
the results. 

Questions Raised by Members 
During the scrutiny process Members sought clarification on a number of aspects of the 
modelling methodology, including: 

• whether the model reflected simultaneous incidents occurring across the county;  
• whether standby moves between stations had been incorporated;  
• how turnout times had been calculated;  
• whether emergency response ("blue light") driving speeds had been reflected;  
• how travel times had been determined;  
• how closely the model reflected actual operational performance; and  
• whether the model should be viewed as a prediction of future operational activity or 

as a tool for comparing alternative options.  

Further Analysis Undertaken 
In response to these questions, officers presented a detailed explanation of the modelling 
methodology together with additional evidence demonstrating its reliability and limitations. The 
Working Group was advised that the model had been developed using seven years of incident, 
mobilisation and appliance availability data, together with station locations, turnout 
assumptions and fire engine availability. Importantly, the base model was validated against 
actual operational performance, with first fire engine response performance being within 5% 
of actual results in each of the seven years analysed. Officers explained that this provided a 
high level of confidence that the model could reliably compare the relative impact of alternative 
operational options. 
Members also received clarification that: 

• all incidents, including simultaneous incidents where appliances were already 
committed elsewhere, were included within the modelling;  

• standby moves were not explicitly modelled, as the software could not accurately 
replicate dynamic vehicle movements during live operations. However, because the 
model always mobilised the nearest available appliance, it reflected the operational 
principle underpinning standby arrangements and therefore remained suitable for 
comparing alternative scenarios;  

• turnout assumptions were aligned with the live mobilisation system, using 90 seconds 
for wholetime resources and 300 seconds for on-call or delayed response appliances, 
ensuring consistency between operational practice and modelling assumptions;  

• travel times were based upon established mobilisation and road network data rather 
than straight-line distances; and  

• whilst emergency response driving speeds were not explicitly modelled, this limitation 
was recognised and taken into account when interpreting the results.  

 
Officers emphasised that no computer model can replicate every operational decision made 
during live incidents. Accordingly, the modelling was intended to provide a consistent basis for 
comparing alternative resourcing options, rather than predicting precisely how every future 
incident would unfold. The outputs were therefore interpreted alongside operational 
judgement, wider risk information and supporting evidence rather than being considered in 
isolation.  
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Observations 
The additional evidence provided Members with a clear understanding of both the strengths 
and limitations of the modelling methodology. The validation of the base model against seven 
years of operational performance, together with the explanation of the assumptions and 
recognised limitations, demonstrated that the modelling represented an appropriate and 
proportionate tool for assessing the comparative impact of different resourcing options. 
The Working Group noted that the modelling should not be interpreted as a precise prediction 
of future operational activity. Instead, it provided a consistent and evidence-based framework 
for comparing alternative proposals using the same operational assumptions and datasets. 
When considered alongside operational expertise and wider risk information, Members were 
satisfied that the modelling formed a robust component of the overall evidence base 
supporting the Resourcing Review. 
 

Testing Future Risk 
Members recognised that the Resourcing Review needed to consider not only historic 
demand but also how future risks could affect the Service over the coming years. They 
therefore sought assurance that the proposals reflected both current and emerging risks and 
that appropriate arrangements were in place to identify and respond to changes in 
community risk over time. 

Questions Raised by Members 
Members explored a number of issues relating to future risk, including: 

• whether historic incident data alone was sufficient to support long-term decisions;  
• how future housing growth, population changes and infrastructure development 

would be monitored;  
• whether increasing risks such as wildfires, flooding and climate-related incidents had 

been considered;  
• how areas affected by the proposals compared in terms of community risk;  
• whether local site-specific risks had been assessed; and  
• how the Service would respond if future risk profiles changed following 

implementation of the proposals.  

Further Analysis Undertaken 
In response to these questions, officers presented additional evidence describing how future 
risk formed part of the wider decision-making framework. Members were advised that the 
Resourcing Review was informed not only by incident demand and operational modelling but 
also by the Kent Activity, Isolation and Risk Profile (KAIR), which considers factors including 
incident risk, deprivation, population characteristics, age profile, disability, isolation and travel 
time from the nearest available fire engine. This ensured that the assessment considered 
wider community vulnerability alongside operational activity. Officers also confirmed that Site 
Specific Risk Information (SSRI) had been reviewed for the areas affected by the proposals 
to ensure that known high-risk sites continued to receive appropriate operational 
consideration.  
 
Members received further evidence regarding service resilience, including analysis of 
degradation trends. The evidence demonstrated that since 2018 the Service had experienced 
approximately 160 hours operating in a degraded state, with 612 separate occasions where 

73



  Appendix 2 to Item Number B1 

Page 9 of 25 
 

appliance availability reduced operational resilience. Although the overall proportion of time 
spent in degradation remained relatively low, officers demonstrated that the frequency and 
duration of degradation events had increased over time, with particular spikes during warmer 
periods associated with spate conditions.  
The Working Group was advised that this trend was expected to continue as the frequency of 
wildfires, flooding and other climate-related incidents increased. Members were therefore 
informed that future risk would continue to be managed through the Community Risk 
Management Plan (CRMP), ongoing monitoring of operational performance and regular 
review of incident data, ensuring that the Service remained able to adapt its resource 
deployment should future evidence indicate that changes were required. 
 

Observations 
The scrutiny process demonstrated that future risk had been considered alongside historic 
operational performance rather than being treated as a separate issue. Members received 
assurance that the evidence supporting the Resourcing Review extended beyond incident 
data to include wider community risk, vulnerability, operational resilience and known site-
specific hazards. 
 
The additional analysis also demonstrated that future risk would not be managed through a 
one-off review. Instead, the proposals would continue to be supported by the Community Risk 
Management Plan, ongoing performance monitoring, risk profiling and regular reassessment 
of operational demand. This provided Members with assurance that emerging risks including 
housing growth, wildfire, flooding and changes in community vulnerability would continue to 
inform future operational decisions following implementation of the review. 
 

Testing Housing Growth 
During the scrutiny process, Members sought assurance that future housing growth had been 
appropriately considered within the Resourcing Review. In particular, Members wished to 
understand whether significant residential development across Kent and Medway would 
materially increase fire risk and whether this should influence decisions regarding the future 
location of fire stations and emergency response resources. 
To support this discussion, officers presented an evidence paper examining the relationship 
between new build housing and fire risk, drawing upon national fire statistics, Government 
research, the English Housing Survey and evidence from Fire and Rescue Services across 
England.  
 

Questions Raised by Members 
Members explored a number of issues, including: 

• whether increasing numbers of new homes would inevitably increase demand for 
emergency response;  

• whether new housing developments should influence decisions regarding emergency 
cover;  

• how future housing growth had been considered within the review;  
• whether national evidence demonstrated a relationship between new housing 

development and increased fire risk; and  
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• how future growth would continue to be monitored following implementation of the  
• proposals.  

Further Analysis Presented 
Officers took Members through the findings of the supporting evidence paper, which examined 
the relationship between housing growth and fire risk using UK evidence. 
The analysis demonstrated that: 

• Building fires attended by Fire and Rescue Services reduced by 18% between 2014 
and 2024, despite England's housing stock increasing by approximately 180,000 new 
homes each year. The evidence therefore demonstrated that the rate of dwelling fires 
had continued to decline despite sustained housing growth.  

• Analysis from the English Housing Survey showed that the age of a dwelling is a much 
stronger predictor of fire risk than whether additional homes are being built. Homes 
constructed before 1919 accounted for 47% of higher-risk dwellings, whilst homes built 
after 1980 represented only 5.6% of higher-risk dwellings, demonstrating that modern 
housing is significantly under-represented within the highest fire risk category.  

• The evidence explained that modern homes are constructed to current Building 
Regulations and incorporate features such as interconnected smoke alarms, improved 
fire compartmentation, fire-resistant construction and, where appropriate, sprinkler 
protection. These features contribute to a lower inherent fire risk than is typically found 
within older housing stock.  

• Members were also presented with evidence demonstrating that the principal drivers 
of dwelling fire risk are deprivation, occupant vulnerability, older housing stock and 
certain tenure types, rather than the existence of new residential development. Whilst 
housing growth increases the number of properties requiring emergency cover, it does 
not automatically result in a proportional increase in operational fire demand.  

• Officers also explained that whilst housing growth remains an important consideration 
for future planning, resource decisions should continue to be driven by evidence of 
incident demand, community risk, response time geography and vulnerability, rather 
than by housing numbers alone. The evidence paper concluded that new build housing 
does not, by itself, provide evidence-based grounds for maintaining emergency 
response resources that would otherwise be reprofiled or relocated.  

Observations 
The Working Group carefully considered the evidence presented regarding housing growth 
and its relationship to operational fire risk. Members used the evidence to test whether future 
development had been appropriately considered within the Resourcing Review and whether 
assumptions regarding increased housing and increased fire risk were supported by national 
evidence. 
The analysis demonstrated that whilst housing growth must continue to be monitored through 
the Community Risk Management Plan and wider risk assessment processes, the evidence 
does not support the assumption that new housing development alone justifies retaining 
emergency response resources. Instead, the evidence consistently showed that operational 
resource decisions should be informed by the overall distribution of risk, incident demand and 
community vulnerability across Kent and Medway. 
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Testing the Financial Assumptions 
Members recognised that any proposals arising from the Resourcing Review needed to be 
operationally effective, deliverable and financially sustainable. Throughout the scrutiny 
process, Members therefore sought assurance that the financial assumptions underpinning 
the review were robust and that a wide range of funding options had been explored before 
concluding that changes to the operating model were required. 

Questions Raised by Members 
Members explored a number of financial issues during the scrutiny process, including: 

• the scale of the financial challenge facing the Service;  
• whether additional investment could be found without changing operational 

resources;  
• whether one-off funding or reserves could be used to support alternative approaches;  
• whether council tax increases could fund additional wholetime resources;  
• whether further efficiencies could be identified elsewhere within the organisation;  
• how any remaining savings would be achieved if the preferred option were 

implemented; and  
• whether the affordability of each alternative option had been consistently assessed.  

 

Further Analysis Presented 
Throughout the Working Group process, officers took Members through the financial context 
within which the Resourcing Review had been developed and responded to a number of 
detailed questions regarding affordability and long-term sustainability. 
 
Members were advised that the Service was forecasting a Medium Term Financial Plan 
(MTFP) funding gap of approximately £1.9 million, alongside wider financial pressures 
affecting future budgets. Officers explained that any proposals needed to be considered within 
this broader financial context to ensure that solutions remained affordable not only in the short 
term, but throughout the planning period. Members were also reminded that the proposals 
formed part of a wider programme of financial planning rather than representing the sole 
means of addressing the budget challenge. 
 
To assist Members in testing the financial assumptions, officers presented analysis of a 
range of potential funding approaches, including: 

• the use of one-off seed funding to support implementation;  
• the availability and appropriate use of reserves;  
• council tax scenarios;  
• the financial implications of additional wholetime investment;  
• the recurring costs associated with alternative staffing models; and  
• opportunities to identify wider organisational efficiencies.  

 
The analysis demonstrated that whilst one-off funding, including seed funding, could assist 
with implementation and transition costs, it could not provide a sustainable means of funding 
ongoing staffing costs. Similarly, Members were advised that reserves represented finite, non-
recurring resources and were not an appropriate mechanism for supporting permanent 
increases in revenue expenditure. 
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Members also gave detailed consideration to whether additional council tax could provide an 
alternative means of funding existing operational resources. Officers explained the legislative 
framework governing council tax increases for Fire and Rescue Authorities. Since 2012/13, 
authorities proposing council tax increases above the Government's annual referendum 
threshold have been required to seek approval through a local referendum. For 2026/27, Fire 
and Rescue Authorities were permitted to increase council tax by up to £5 on a Band D 
property without triggering a referendum. Officers advised that, whilst Government guidance 
allowed limited flexibility in exceptional circumstances, this was not considered applicable to 
the Authority. 
 
Members were advised that, in practice, the referendum mechanism had rarely been used 
nationally. Since its introduction, only two authorities had sought to pursue increases above 
the Government threshold. Bedfordshire Police held a referendum in 2015 seeking a 15.8% 
increase, which was rejected by local residents, whilst Surrey County Council withdrew its 
proposal before a referendum was held. Officers explained that authorities had consistently 
increased council tax only up to the Government's prescribed limit rather than pursue a 
referendum, and that there was no appetite locally to seek an increase beyond the 2026/27 
threshold of 4.9%. 
 
Officers further explained that, even if additional council tax funding were available, the 
operational evidence underpinning the Resourcing Review did not support retaining resources 
in locations where demand, utilisation and operational risk no longer justified their current 
deployment. Members were advised that the review had been developed primarily in response 
to changing patterns of demand and operational risk rather than simply to address financial 
pressures. As such, additional funding alone would not alter the operational conclusions 
reached through the review. 
 
Members also sought assurance regarding how any additional savings would be delivered if 
the preferred option were approved. Officers explained that work was already underway 
across the organisation with Heads of Department to develop detailed spending plans, review 
the pay budget and examine vacant posts to determine whether further efficiencies could be 
achieved. Members were assured that, should the preferred option be agreed, the operational 
changes would still be implemented and any further savings required would be identified 
through wider organisational efficiencies rather than by removing the proposed investment in 
daytime operational resilience. 
 
As part of the wider option appraisal, Members were taken through the affordability 
assessment for each alternative approach. The financial analysis demonstrated that every 
option requiring significant additional recurring revenue funding created an ongoing financial 
pressure that could not be accommodated within the Medium Term Financial Plan. Whilst 
some alternatives had the potential to improve operational resilience, they did not satisfy the 
affordability criteria required to provide a sustainable long-term solution. 
 
During the final meeting, Members also questioned whether, if substantially greater savings 
were identified elsewhere within the organisation, the proposed station closures would still be 
necessary. Officers advised that they would. The rationale for the proposals extended beyond 
financial savings and reflected broader operational considerations, including low incident 
demand, limited operational exposure for crews, recruitment challenges, maintaining 
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competence where operational activity was low and achieving better value by directing 
resources towards areas of greater operational demand. Members were therefore advised 
that the proposals were driven by both operational effectiveness and financial sustainability, 
rather than by financial considerations alone. 

Observations 
The Working Group gave detailed consideration to the financial assumptions underpinning the 
Resourcing Review and sought assurance that affordability had been assessed consistently 
across all options. The evidence presented demonstrated that financial considerations 
extended beyond identifying the lowest-cost solution. Members were taken through the 
implications of one-off funding, reserves, council tax, efficiency opportunities and recurring 
staffing costs, enabling them to understand both the opportunities and limitations associated 
with each funding approach. 
 
The Working Group also considered whether additional council tax could provide an 
alternative to the preferred option. Having reviewed the legislative framework, the practical 
limitations of the referendum process and the wider operational evidence, Members 
recognised that additional council tax could not be relied upon as a realistic funding 
mechanism. They were also advised that the preferred option had been developed in response 
to changing operational demand and risk, rather than simply to reduce expenditure. 
 
The affordability testing demonstrated that, whilst a number of alternative approaches were 
capable of improving operational resilience, those requiring significant additional recurring 
revenue funding could not be sustained within the Service's Medium Term Financial Plan. 
Members were therefore able to consider the operational and financial evidence together 
before the report returned to the Fire Authority. 
 
Testing the Operational Assumptions 

Throughout the scrutiny process, Members sought assurance that the operational 
assumptions underpinning the Resourcing Review were robust, proportionate and supported 
by operational evidence. Members therefore examined not only the outputs of the modelling 
but also the assumptions on which it was based, together with wider operational analysis 
relating to response performance, casualty outcomes, appliance utilisation, degradation, 
cross-border support, on-call availability and firefighter competence. 

Questions Raised by Members 
Members explored a broad range of operational issues throughout the Working Group, 
including: 

• whether the modelling appropriately reflected operational reality;  
• how simultaneous incidents and appliance availability had been represented within 

the modelling;  
• whether standby moves had been incorporated and the implications of their 

exclusion;  
• whether turnout time assumptions reflected actual operational performance;  
• whether cross-border mobilisation and mutual assistance had been included;  
• whether response time changes would materially affect casualty outcomes;  
• the significance of second appliance attendance times;  
• whether appliance utilisation reflected where operational demand now existed;  
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• the impact of increasing degradation on operational resilience;  
• whether on-call availability could be improved without structural change;  
• how firefighter competence was affected by operational activity levels; and  
• whether the operational assumptions collectively provided a sound basis for the  
• preferred option.  

Further Analysis Presented 
Members were taken through the assumptions underpinning the operational modelling and 
the wider evidence used to inform the Resourcing Review. 
Officers explained that the modelling had been developed using seven years of incident and 
mobilisation data, incorporating all emergency incidents over the period, including 
simultaneous incidents, incident overlap and cross-border mobilisations. Members were 
advised that incidents were processed sequentially within the modelling, with appliance 
availability changing dynamically as incidents progressed, enabling the model to reflect 
periods where multiple incidents occurred concurrently and resources became unavailable 
through deployment. 
 
Members questioned whether standby moves had been incorporated into the modelling. 
Officers explained that the modelling software utilised a pre-defined route cost database rather 
than real-time vehicle tracking and therefore could not dynamically replicate standby 
movements in the way they occur operationally. They advised that automatically relocating 
appliances within the model would not accurately reflect operational reality, as it would not 
account for travel time, routing or the deployment of appliances whilst already mobile. Instead, 
where the nearest appliance was unavailable, the model automatically selected the next 
nearest available resource. Members were advised that this represented a conservative 
approach, producing a scenario that was generally closer to a worst-case assessment rather 
than overstating operational performance. Officers further explained that modelling outputs 
were never considered in isolation but were always reviewed alongside actual incident and 
mobilisation data. 
 
Members also examined the turnout assumptions used within the modelling. Officers 
explained that the model adopted the same standard turnout assumptions used within the live 
mobilisation system, namely 90 seconds for wholetime fire engines and 300 seconds for on-
call and day-crewed appliances operating on delayed response. Members were advised that 
whilst actual turnout times varied according to local circumstances, such as firefighter location 
and traffic conditions, the modelling deliberately applied consistent assumptions across all 
options to enable fair comparison. Officers also explained that whilst the model did not account 
for the increased speeds achieved during blue-light response, this broadly offset the 
conservative turnout assumptions used within the modelling. 
The Working Group also reviewed detailed response time analysis. Members were advised 
that the modelling demonstrated relatively modest changes to first appliance attendance times 
across the county whilst improving resilience during periods of highest operational demand. 
Members further examined second appliance attendance and were advised that the preferred 
option reduced average second pump lag by approximately five per cent, improving the 
availability of additional operational resources during simultaneous incidents and larger 
operational events. 
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Members considered casualty analysis undertaken using seven years of operational data. 
Officers presented evidence demonstrating that there was no significant relationship between 
relatively small changes in first appliance response times and casualty outcomes. Members 
were advised that casualty outcomes were influenced by a range of factors including fire 
development, building characteristics, early detection, occupant behaviour and actions taken 
before the arrival of the Fire and Rescue Service. Response times were therefore considered 
as one element of a broader assessment of operational effectiveness. 
 
The Working Group also examined appliance utilisation and operational demand. Members 
reviewed evidence demonstrating that operational activity had become increasingly 
concentrated in areas such as Ashford, Strood and Folkestone, whilst a number of stations 
experienced comparatively low levels of operational activity. Members recognised that this 
resulted in resources being unevenly aligned to current patterns of demand and that lower 
activity stations provided fewer opportunities for firefighters to gain operational experience 
through real incidents. 
 
Members further scrutinised evidence relating to operational resilience and degradation. 
Officers explained that analysis identified approximately 160 hours of operational degradation 
and 612 degradation events across the review period, with the majority occurring during 
daytime hours when incident demand was highest and on-call availability lowest. Members 
also considered evidence relating to increasing periods of concurrent demand and emerging 
risks such as wildfire, recognising the importance of improving daytime resilience. 
 
Cross-border mobilisation arrangements were also reviewed. Members were advised that 
mutual assistance formed part of normal operational activity and had been fully incorporated 
into the modelling and historical analysis. Officers explained that whilst cross-border 
mobilisations affected appliance availability, they represented a relatively small proportion of 
total incident demand and did not materially alter the conclusions of the review. 
 
Finally, Members considered the continuing challenges associated with on-call availability. 
Officers presented evidence demonstrating that, despite a range of recruitment and retention 
initiatives, daytime on-call availability continued to decline. Members recognised that whilst 
local initiatives had delivered improvements in some areas, they had not addressed the wider 
structural challenges affecting availability across the county. These findings were considered 
alongside the broader operational evidence when assessing the preferred option. 
 

Observations 
Members examined not only the outputs of the modelling but also how it represented 
operational activity, including simultaneous incidents, appliance availability, turnout 
assumptions, standby movements and cross-border mobilisations. Members were satisfied 
that whilst modelling could not replicate every aspect of real-time operational decision-making, 
it provided a consistent and appropriately conservative basis for comparing alternative options 
and was always considered alongside historical operational data and professional judgement. 
The wider operational evidence demonstrated that the challenges facing the Service extended 
beyond response times alone. Members considered casualty outcomes, appliance utilisation, 
second appliance attendance, degradation, on-call availability, firefighter competence and 
changing patterns of operational demand before concluding that the preferred option had been 
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informed by a broad and balanced assessment of operational risk. The Working Group was 
therefore able to consider the operational assumptions alongside the strategic, financial and 
modelling evidence before the report returned to the Fire Authority. 

Alternative Approaches Considered 
Members requested that all significant alternatives previously considered by officers be 
presented in a consistent format, showing the operational benefits, financial implications, 
implementation challenges and wider consequences of each option. Members also requested 
that future option appraisals explain not only the cost of each option but what additional 
savings or service reductions would be required to fund it.  

Retain Current Arrangements 
What Members explored 
Members explored whether retaining the current operating model represented a reasonable 
alternative and sought to understand the operational and financial consequences of making 
no changes. 
 

What Officers advised 
Officers explained that this option would not address the underlying mismatch between 
daytime incident demand and appliance availability. Daytime resilience would continue to 
deteriorate as on-call availability declined, while resources would remain aligned to historic 
operating patterns rather than current demand. 
 
Financially, Members were advised that approximately £1 million of gross budget (around 
£500,000 net recurring savings) would not be realised, requiring equivalent savings to be 
found elsewhere within the Medium-Term Financial Plan. Officers also advised that the 
additional seven wholetime firefighter posts proposed as part of the preferred option could not 
be funded.  

Outcome of the discussion 
Members recognised that doing nothing would not be a neutral option, as it would neither 
improve operational resilience nor address the Authority's financial challenge. The option was 
therefore not pursued further. 

Increased Investment in On-Call Recruitment and Retention 
What Members explored 
Members explored whether greater investment in recruitment, employer engagement and 
financial incentives could improve daytime on-call availability sufficiently to remove the need 
for structural change. 
Members specifically suggested: 

• greater employer engagement;  
• working with organisations such as the Kent Chamber of Commerce;  
• promoting employers who support on-call firefighters;  
• understanding where existing on-call firefighters worked;  
• whether employers could receive financial support for releasing staff.  
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What Officers advised 
Officers explained that Kent Fire and Rescue Service already invests approximately £852,000 
per annum, including: 

• £450,000 On-Call Pilot Teams;  
• £402,000 flexible and part-time contracts.  

 
Whilst these initiatives had improved availability at some stations, they had not overcome the 
structural challenge that many on-call firefighters were unavailable during normal working 
hours because of their primary employment. Additional recruitment investment at stations with 
low demand was therefore unlikely to deliver sufficient operational benefit to justify the  
cost.  
 

Outcome of the discussion 
Members supported continuing investment in the on-call system and requested additional 
work examining employment patterns and employer engagement. However, they recognised 
that recruitment and retention alone could not guarantee the reliable daytime appliance 
availability required to meet the objectives of the review. 
 

Increased Wholetime Investment 
What Members explored 
Members considered whether the Authority could retain existing arrangements by  
introducing additional wholetime firefighters instead of changing the operating model. 
 
What Officers advised 
Officers explained that converting retained stations to wholetime operation would require 
substantial recurring investment, estimated at: 

• £1.5 million per annum for a wholetime shift station;  
• £800,000 per annum for a day-crewed wholetime station;  
• approximately £5 million per annum if all affected stations were converted.  

 
Members also discussed whether this level of investment could realistically be funded through 
council tax or future government funding. Officers advised that no sustainable funding source 
had been identified. 

Outcome of the discussion 
Members recognised the operational benefits of increased wholetime cover but accepted that 
the recurring cost could not be accommodated within the Authority's financial resources. 
 

Flexible and Part-Time Contracts 
What Members explored 
Members examined whether expanding flexible and part-time contracts could provide 
sufficient daytime resilience. 
 
What Officers advised 

82



  Appendix 2 to Item Number B1 

Page 18 of 25 
 

Officers explained that the Service already invested approximately £402,000 per annum in 
flexible and part-time contracts. Whilst these arrangements improved availability in some 
areas, they remained dependent upon when colleagues chose to make themselves available 
rather than when the Service required them. 
 
Outcome of the discussion 
Members recognised that flexible contracts formed an important part of the overall workforce 
strategy but accepted that they could not, on their own, provide predictable county-wide 
daytime resilience. 

Converting Day-Crewed Stations 

What Members explored 
Members considered whether converting day-crewed stations to wholetime shift crewing 
would provide a better long-term solution. 
What Officers advised 
 
Officers explained that the estimated additional revenue cost exceeded £700,000 per station 
each year and that the evidence did not demonstrate sufficient demand or operational risk to 
justify this investment. 
Outcome of the discussion 
Members noted that the operational benefit did not justify the recurring financial commitment. 
 

Extending Overnight Reductions 
What Members explored 
Members examined whether overnight reductions could also be applied at Maidstone and 
Canterbury. 

What Officers advised 
Officers explained that, unlike Dartford and Thames-side, these stations did not benefit from 
mutually supporting wholetime neighbours. They also retained responsibility for specialist 
height vehicles, meaning additional staffing would still be required and much of the financial 
benefit would be lost.  

Outcome of the discussion 
Members recognised that the operational circumstances differed significantly from Dartford 
and Thames-side and accepted the rationale for retaining existing arrangements. 

Purchasing Additional Fire Appliances 
What Members explored 
Members questioned whether additional fire appliances could simply be purchased to 
improve resilience. 

What Officers advised 
Officers explained that the review had identified a staffing and deployment issue rather than 
a shortage of fire appliances. Purchasing additional vehicles would not improve emergency 
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response unless they could also be permanently crewed, and many stations lacked the 
accommodation required for additional appliances. 

Fire Brigades Union Enhanced Availability Proposal 
Members received a proposal from the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) setting out an alternative 
means of addressing the operational challenges identified through the Resourcing Review. 
 
The FBU argued that maintaining consistent daytime on-call appliance availability had become 
a systemic operational challenge. They advised that the current operating model placed 
increasing pressure on the on-call workforce, with firefighters balancing their on-call 
commitments alongside primary employment and family responsibilities. The proposal stated 
that this had contributed to declining daytime availability, increasing reliance on dynamic 
overtime and cross-border support arrangements, and growing challenges in recruiting and 
retaining on-call firefighters. 
 
The proposal identified four principal issues that it sought to address: 

• inconsistent daytime appliance availability across the Service's 49 on-call stations;  
• recruitment and retention challenges resulting from what the FBU considered to be 

an uncompetitive pay structure;  
• reduced operational exposure and resilience arising from limited daytime appliance 

availability; and  
• increasing reliance on reactive staffing arrangements and overtime to maintain 

operational cover.  
 
To address these issues, the FBU proposed introducing an enhanced daytime availability 
payment for on-call firefighters who committed to providing guaranteed availability during a 
protected twelve-hour period between 07:00 and 19:00. The proposal retained the existing 
station locations and operating model, seeking instead to improve appliance availability by 
providing additional financial incentives for firefighters making themselves available during 
periods of highest operational demand. 
 
The proposed enhanced hourly availability payments were: 
 

Role Proposed Enhanced Hourly Rate 
Firefighter £6.21 
Crew Manager £6.89 
Watch Manager £7.70* 

 
 
*The proposal advised that, for costing purposes, Watch Managers had been modelled at 
the Crew Manager rate. 
 
The proposal assumed a minimum crewing model of three firefighters and one manager for 
each targeted appliance. 
Four implementation options were presented, reflecting different levels of coverage 
throughout the year. 
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Option Coverage FBU Estimated 
Cost 

Estimated Cost 
Including Employer 

On-Costs 
A Four appliances, 365 days per 

year £461,494 £682,438 

B Four appliances, Monday to 
Friday £318,558 £486,120 

C Four appliances, seven days per 
week, May to August £150,703 £229,972 

D Four appliances, Monday to 
Friday, May to August £107,820 £164,533 

 
 
 
The proposal noted that these estimates related to standby availability payments only and did 
not include activity payments made when firefighters attended incidents, training payments or 
continuing professional development payments. 
 
The FBU recommended adoption of the enhanced availability payment principle, with Option 
A or Option B identified as the preferred approaches, depending upon the funding available. 
Options C and D were presented as lower-cost alternatives where funding constraints 
prevented year-round implementation. 
The proposal further recommended the introduction of a twelve-month pilot programme, 
delivered through collective agreement with the Fire Brigades Union and incorporated into 
contractual arrangements for participating on-call firefighters. The pilot would be jointly 
monitored by management and the FBU, with formal reviews undertaken after six and twelve 
months to evaluate its effectiveness before any decision regarding longer-term 
implementation. 
 
The proposal identified a number of anticipated benefits, including improved and more 
predictable daytime appliance availability, increased operational resilience during major 
incidents, reduced reliance on cross-border support arrangements, improved recruitment and 
retention of on-call firefighters, and greater recognition of the professionalism and commitment 
of the on-call workforce. 
 
The proposal also acknowledged a number of implementation risks. These included the higher 
recurring funding requirement associated with year-round implementation, reduced weekend 
coverage under weekday-only options, and the limited operational benefit of seasonal options, 
which would apply only during the summer months. 

KFRS Analysis and Response to the FBU Proposal 
Following the presentation of the Fire Brigades Union proposal, Members received a detailed 
officer assessment considering its financial implications, operational effectiveness, practical 
implementation and consistency with the objectives of the Resourcing Review. 

Existing Enhanced Availability Arrangements 
Members were advised that enhanced availability payments were not a new concept within 
Kent Fire and Rescue Service. The Service had previously operated enhanced daytime 
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payment arrangements to improve appliance availability at nominated on-call stations where 
there was an identified operational requirement. These arrangements were intended as 
targeted operational interventions to address temporary establishment shortages, exceptional 
events and short-term resilience pressures rather than as a long-term county-wide solution to 
structural availability challenges. 
The FBU proposal therefore built upon an approach already familiar to the Service rather than 
introducing an entirely new operating model. 

Financial Assessment 
Members were advised that the financial estimates contained within the proposal represented 
salary costs only and did not include employer on-costs such as National Insurance, pension 
contributions, apprenticeship levy, payroll administration or wider implementation costs. 
Officers also advised that the proposal did not include the additional operational costs 
associated with incidents attended, training, management, administration or implementation. 
Furthermore, no funding source had been identified to meet the recurring expenditure required 
to implement the proposal. 
 
Whilst four funding options had been presented, officers advised that only the 365-day option 
had the potential to make a meaningful contribution towards addressing the Service's daytime 
availability challenge. However, when employer on-costs, implementation costs and wider 
budget implications were considered, together with the loss of approximately £500,000 of 
recurring savings associated with the preferred proposals, Members were advised that the 
overall recurring financial commitment would exceed £1 million per annum. 
The proposal was therefore presented as an unfunded option that could not currently be 
delivered within the Authority's Medium Term Financial Plan. 

 

Previous Operational Experience 
Members were advised that Kent Fire and Rescue Service had previously operated a similar 
enhanced daytime payment scheme. 
 
Officers explained that previous experience demonstrated that enhanced payments did not 
resolve the underlying challenge of balancing on-call availability with firefighters' primary 
employment commitments. Whilst the scheme initially improved daytime availability, the 
improvement was not sustained over time. 
Members heard that the previous arrangements also resulted in several unintended 
operational consequences, including: 

• colleagues transferring existing evening and weekend contracted hours into enhanced 
daytime periods rather than providing genuinely additional availability;  

• reductions in evening and weekend resilience;  
• recruitment motivated primarily by access to enhanced payments rather than 

operational need;  
• contractual arrangements that became increasingly difficult to manage; and  
• significant administrative complexity associated with operating and monitoring the 

scheme.  
Officers advised that previous experience therefore demonstrated that financial incentives 
alone had not delivered reliable and sustainable daytime appliance availability. 
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Operational Assessment 
Members were advised that the proposal remained dependent upon firefighters making 
themselves available during weekday daytime hours whilst balancing commitments to their 
primary employment. 
Although enhanced payments could encourage greater participation, officers advised that they 
could not guarantee appliance availability because the fundamental structural issue remained 
unchanged. 
The proposal also did not identify any additional measures, such as employer engagement, 
wider recruitment initiatives, contractual reform or structural changes, that would address the 
underlying causes of declining daytime availability. 
Members further noted that the proposal guaranteed only a limited number of appliances 
during specific rota periods. Outside those periods, stations would continue to operate under 
existing on-call arrangements and therefore the wider structural availability challenge would 
remain. 

Workforce and Employment Considerations 
Members were advised that implementation would introduce a number of workforce 
considerations. 
 
The proposal would require firefighters to commit to guaranteed daytime availability through 
contractual arrangements. Officers explained that many firefighters would be required to use 
a substantial proportion, or potentially all, of their annual leave entitlement from their primary 
employer in order to meet the proposed contractual commitment of approximately thirty 
daytime availability periods each year. 
Members were advised that failure to meet contractual commitments could result in formal 
management action under the Service's conduct and employment procedures and, in the most 
serious circumstances, could ultimately result in dismissal. 
Officers also advised that the proposal reduced one of the principal attractions of the on-call 
system its flexibility and this could adversely affect recruitment and retention over the longer 
term. 

Equality and Industrial Relations Considerations 
Members explored whether the proposal could create unintended workforce inequalities. 
Officers advised that enhanced payments would primarily benefit a relatively small cohort of 
firefighters who were able to provide guaranteed daytime availability, including many 
colleagues already holding dual contracts. 
Members were advised that previous enhanced payment arrangements had created 
dissatisfaction amongst firefighters continuing to provide evening and weekend availability at 
standard rates. 
Introducing enhanced payments for one period of the day could therefore generate pressure 
to introduce equivalent payments across all periods of availability, significantly increasing 
future costs and creating additional industrial relations risks. 

Alignment with the Resourcing Review 
Finally, Members considered whether the proposal aligned with the objectives of the 
Resourcing Review. 
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Officers advised that the preferred proposals sought both to improve operational resilience 
and to deliver approximately £500,000 per annum of recurring savings to support the 
Authority's Medium Term Financial Plan. 
The FBU proposal would instead introduce significant additional recurring expenditure whilst 
retaining the existing operating model. Officers therefore advised that the proposal conflicted 
with one of the principal objectives of the review and did not demonstrate how equivalent 
operational improvements could be achieved sustainably within the Authority's available  
financial resources. 

 

Overall Officer Assessment 
Officers advised Members that the proposal represented a constructive contribution to the 
Working Group and recognised the shared objective of improving daytime on-call availability. 
However, Members were advised that the proposal: 

• was not fully costed and remained unfunded;  
• relied primarily upon financial incentives without addressing the underlying structural 

causes of declining daytime availability;  
• repeated an approach previously trialled by the Service that had not delivered 

sustainable long-term improvements;  
• introduced significant contractual, workforce and industrial relations risks;  
• could not be operationally modelled to demonstrate the same county-wide 

improvements in resilience, response performance and resource alignment as the 
preferred proposals; and  

• conflicted with the financial objectives of the Resourcing Review by introducing 
significant recurring expenditure rather than delivering recurring efficiencies.  

 
Consequently, whilst Members welcomed the proposal as a valuable alternative for 
consideration, officers advised that it did not provide a funded, sustainable or evidence-based 
alternative capable of delivering the operational and financial objectives of the Resourcing 
Review. This assessment formed part of the evidence considered by the Working Group 
alongside all other alternative options. 
 
Exploring closing but not disposing of stations as an Alternative 

Throughout the Working Group, Members explored whether station buildings at locations 
affected by the proposals should be retained rather than disposed of immediately. Members 
recognised the importance of providing reassurance to local communities whilst also 
preserving flexibility should future evidence demonstrate a material change in operational 
demand or risk. 
 

Questions Raised 
Members sought clarification on: 

• whether station buildings could be retained following the proposed staffing changes;  
• the financial implications of not keeping buildings compared with disposal;  
• how long buildings could reasonably remain closed but not disposed;  
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• what evidence would be required before any future decision to reopen or 
permanently dispose of a station; and  

• whether a future review could provide reassurance that decisions would continue to 
be informed by evidence rather than becoming irreversible. 

 Response 
 
In response to Members' feedback, officers developed a revised implementation approach 
that separates operational changes from decisions regarding the future of station buildings. 

Phase One – Implementation 
The proposed staffing changes would proceed in accordance with the implementation 
timetable, ensuring that the operational benefits and planned financial savings are delivered 
as intended. 
 
Where operational resources are removed, the associated station buildings would not be 
disposed of immediately. Instead, they would be retained in Service ownership, secured, 
weatherproofed and maintained in a condition that would allow future operational use if 
justified by subsequent evidence. 
This approach preserves flexibility whilst avoiding unnecessary immediate disposal decisions 
and provides communities with assurance that the future of each building would remain under 
review. 

Phase Two – Twelve-Month Review 
Approximately twelve months following implementation, a formal review would be undertaken 
to consider the long-term future of each station. 
The review would examine whether the evidence supporting the original proposals had 
materially changed and whether there remained an operational requirement to retain each 
building. 
Members noted that this approach provides a clear and transparent commitment to revisit the 
position once sufficient operational evidence has become available following implementation. 
 

Review Criteria 
Members were advised that the review would be evidence-led and would consider sustained 
changes in operational demand rather than isolated incidents. 
The review would therefore examine: 

• sustained increases in incident demand over an extended period rather than short-
term fluctuations;  

• evidence that any increase reflected a genuine and enduring change in local risk 
rather than a single exceptional incident;  

• updated forecasting demonstrating that any increase was likely to continue into the 
future; and  

• whether any material changes in risk, population, development or operational 
requirements altered the assumptions underpinning the original proposals.  

 
Members noted that a single significant incident, however serious, would not in itself constitute 
sufficient evidence to reverse the staffing changes. The purpose of the review would be to 
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determine whether there had been a genuine structural change in demand or risk, rather than 
responding to individual events. 
Officers advised that these principles would be clearly defined within the Terms of Reference 
for the review so that Members, staff and local communities understood from the outset how 
future decisions would be made. 
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Appendix 3: Public Consultation Document 

This document has been optimised specifically for 
digital publication and web accessibility.  

Consequently, the visual layout focuses on functional 
readability and online formatting standards rather 
than traditional print aesthetics. 

 

Consultation document 
Contents 

• Introduction (from the Chair) 
• About Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
• Your fire service: today and tomorrow 
• Background to the proposed changes 
• Making sure we have enough firefighters and fire engines 
• Busiest and quietest times 
• Fire engines and firefighters available 
• The changes we are proposing  
• What happens to our people and our fire engines 
• What we do beyond responding to emergencies 
• Our wider savings approach 
• When would these changes happen? 
• The documents for this consultation 
• Need to know (questions) 
• Tell us what you think 

 

Introduction 

Message from the Chair of Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue 
Authority 
Kent Fire and Rescue Service (KFRS) works to help keep the people of Kent and Medway 
safe.  

Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue Authority oversee the work KFRS does, making sure 
that it is run well and meets local needs. It does this by understanding the risks in our 
communities. 
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KFRS needs to make some changes so it can continue to give a good service in the future. I 
know that changes can feel worrying, which is why we will look at the plans carefully to make 
sure they work for local people and would not affect the service KFRS provides. 

This is your fire and rescue service, and we want to hear what you think. Please read this 
document which explains the changes being considered and why and then fill out our short 
survey.  
 
Chair of Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue Authority 
 

About Kent Fire and Rescue Service (KFRS) 
 
KFRS is overseen by Kent and Medway Fire and Rescue Authority and is led by a Chief 
Executive and a Corporate Management Board. 
 
We do more than put out fires. We respond to a wide range of emergencies, including road 
traffic collisions and specialist rescues such as people trapped in confined spaces or at 
height. We rescue people from rivers, lakes, and other water hazards. Beyond emergency 
response, we help to prevent fires by visiting homes and schools and giving safety advice to 
businesses. We also carry out regulatory enforcement work to help make sure buildings 
comply with fire safety law and that responsible persons meet their legal duties. When fires 
do happen, we investigate the causes and share learning to help prevent similar incidents in 
future. We work closely with other services and partners to deliver this work. 
 
We have a fleet of vehicles - including 75 fire engines and rescue vehicles – located at 56 
fire stations. We have three main types of fire station and firefighters, which are: 
 
Wholetime-Shift (full-time) 
Stations: we have 13 wholetime shift fire stations. Firefighters are at these stations all day 
and all night. This means a fire engine can leave straight away, 24 hours a day, seven days 
a week. 
Firefighters: wholetime shift firefighters are full-time and work shifts at the station. 
 
Wholetime-day-crewed (full-time) 
Stations: we have nine day-crewed stations. Firefighters are at the station during the day. 
Outside of this they are on-call within five minutes of the station and are alerted if there is an 
emergency.  
Firefighters: day-crewed firefighters work at the station in the daytime and can be called 
back at night. 
 
On-call (part-time) 
Stand alone on-call stations: we have 34 stand alone on-call stations in many smaller 
towns and villages. Firefighters are not at the station all the time. When there is an 
emergency, they travel to the station and then take the fire engine to the incident. 
Attached on-call sections: we have 15 attached on-call sections. They offer extra provision 
in urban areas. These stations have two appliances: one is crewed by one of our wholetime 
crews; and the other is crewed by the attached on-call section. 
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Firefighters: on-call firefighters usually have another job. When we alert them, they go to 
the station as quickly as they can. They are expected to arrive and be ready to respond on 
the fire engine within five minutes. 
 
On-call stations are often in smaller towns and villages. Wholetime stations are usually in 
larger towns and places with more people.  

 
 
Fire cover across Kent and Medway is managed as one joined-up service, not just station by 
station. Our 24/7 Control Room is always tracking the location of every fire engine across the 
county. When emergencies happen and fire engines are sent out, our Control Room makes 
decisions straight away about where to send the next nearest available engine, so cover is 
maintained across the county. 
 
This means that if a fire engine near you is already at an incident, our Control Room will 
identify the next nearest available resource and send that instead. In some cases, this may 
come from a neighbouring station, from a different part of the county, or in some 
circumstances from a neighbouring fire and rescue service. This approach is standard 
across fire and rescue services in England and is how we ensure that a community is not left 
without cover simply because one local engine is busy or unavailable. 

Your fire service: today and tomorrow 
Kent and Medway keep changing and it is important that we keep up with these changes so 
we can respond to emergencies in the best way. Our job is to keep people safe, and we do 
this by looking at what could put people in danger now, and what might be a risk in the 
future. To deal with these risks, we need the right number of firefighters and fire engines, in 
the right places, at the right times. We also need to spend public money carefully. 
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The proposals below have been developed following an in-depth analysis of risk, demand, 
and activity. Foremost in our minds has been the safety of our customers and colleagues, 
ensuring our proposals are transparent in identifying impacts on response times, and clarity 
regarding how we would respond effectively to incidents in these locations in future if the 
proposals were agreed.  
Please read the information below, then fill in our short survey. Your views matter. 
There is a more detailed version here with more data which may help you consider the 
issues.   

Background to the proposed changes  
The changes we are proposing would affect some fire stations, fire engines and firefighters. 
To understand the changes and why they are being proposed, it is important to know and 
understand the background to them. Our key challenges are outlined below.  

Making sure we have enough firefighters and fire engines 
To keep people safe, we need enough firefighters and fire engines available, in the right 
places, at the right times. 
 
Between 2017 and 2026, the Service has entered what is known as degradation (fewer than 
19 fire engines available) on 612 separate occasions, affecting 225 days in total and totalling 
over seven days of cumulative degradation time. The problem is worsening - instances of 
degradation rose from 31 in 2019 to 173 in 2022 and 107 in 2025. The worst periods 
correlate with summer demand spikes and wildfire events - the very conditions when reliable 
capacity matters most. 

Busiest and quietest times 
We look at what emergencies we are called to attend, when and where. This shows us our 
busiest and quietest times. 
 
We are usually busiest during the day and quietest between midnight and 7am. 

Fire engines and firefighters available 
We seek to have an operating range of between 32-44 fire engines available. This is made 
up of: 
•    26 fire engines at our wholetime stations  
•    additional fire engines which come from our on-call. 
 
The number of additional fire engines available can vary because on-call firefighters may not 
be available to crew some fire engines between during the day. This is when we are at our 
busiest, but when on-call firefighters are least available, because they are at work 
elsewhere. This means we may not always have the minimum of 32 fire engines available 
for periods during the day.  
 
If there are not enough on-call crews available during the day, we use other ways to provide 
cover at some stations. For example, we can use part-time contracts, ask trained operational 
colleagues working in other roles to work extra shifts, or pay on-call firefighters to work from 
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a nearby station for a set period. These arrangements can help, but they cost more and are 
not always an option. 
 
The number of on-call fire engines available at night is often significantly higher than 
needed. This means we regularly have over 44 fire engines available for periods during the 
night. 

What this means 
Our data shows: 
(i) we do not have enough fire engines available in the day, when we need them most 
(ii) we have more available at night, when we get fewer calls. 

How we know this 
We looked at information from more than 120,000 incidents over the last seven years. This 
showed that the number of fire engines we have available does not match the times when 
we get the most calls. This means that at our busiest times, we do not always have enough 
fire engines available; and if there is a big emergency, it can be difficult to keep enough 
engines free for other calls. 

On-call firefighters' skills and experience 
On-call firefighters are trained to a high standard. However, like many practical skills, 
firefighting ability is developed over time by attending real incidents. Every time a crew 
responds to an emergency, they develop their confidence and skills in ways that cannot be 
fully replicated through training exercises alone. 
 
At some on-call stations, the number of callouts is so low that crews attend very few real 
incidents each year. This limits the hands-on experience our on-call colleagues can gain. 
Over time, this can affect their overall readiness and professional development as 
firefighters. 
 
This is not a reflection on the commitment or quality of our on-call colleagues: they are 
dedicated professionals who give up their time to keep their communities safe. It is simply a 
consequence of very low call-out volumes that is difficult to overcome.  

On-call recruitment is becoming harder  
Across England, it has become harder to recruit on-call firefighters, mainly because fewer 
people live close enough to on-call fire stations; lifestyles and working patterns have 
changed; and many employers cannot let staff leave work to respond. All this means that on-
call fire engines often cannot be crewed as there are not enough firefighters available. 

The changes we are proposing 
As a result of our review, we are proposing to: 

• introduce three additional guaranteed wholetime shift fire engines during the day (at 
Strood, Ashford, and Folkestone) 

• withdraw two wholetime fire engines at night (one from both Dartford and Thames-
side) 

• introduce seven new wholetime firefighter posts  
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• change wholetime shifts to a 10½ hour day and 13½ hour night (this is an internal 
process and does not require public consultation)  

• close four on-call fire stations 
• remove four attached on-call fire sections. 

 
There are therefore two changes we need to consult you about. These are below.   

Change 1 - more fire engines available during the day 
We are busiest in the daytime and quieter at night. Because of this we want to ensure we 
have more fire engines at wholetime stations available and ready during the day. 
 
What would change? 
We propose to:  

• improve daytime cover at Strood Fire Station by adding a new second wholetime fire 
engine (it would continue to have one wholetime fire engine at night) 

• improve availability of the second fire engines at Ashford and Folkestone Fire 
Stations by crewing them with wholetime firefighters instead of on-call firefighters 
during the day. They would continue to be crewed by on-call firefighters at night 

• remove one wholetime fire engine at night from both Dartford and Thames-side Fire 
Stations to enable the increases to daytime cover outlined above (each station would 
still have two wholetime fire engine available during the day and one at night). 

 
These changes would help us respond faster in the daytime, when we get the most calls.  

Change 2 - changes to some on-call stations 
We looked at information for all our 49 on-call fire engines, using the same checks for each 
one. This included: 

• how many call-outs the station gets 
• the risk in the station area 
• how it compares with other similar stations 
• the isolation of the area 
• how often the station can crew a fire engine and is available to respond 
• how much the station contributes to overall emergency cover across Kent and 

Medway. 

We also spoke to our colleagues (including firefighters, control room colleagues, and 
community-based teams), the people who know our communities and our work, to help us 
understand the risks in different areas before we made any decisions. They told us about the 
types of emergencies they attend, the risks in each area, and how different communities use 
our service. This information helped us build a clearer picture of where risk is higher or lower 
across Kent and Medway and has directly shaped our understanding of risk in the areas 
affected by these proposals. We have used this alongside our data and evidence to make 
sure the changes we are considering are reasonable and well-informed. 
 
As a result of this analysis and these discussions, we are proposing to close stations and 
remove on-call sections that evidence shows are rarely called out and provide only a very 
small amount of the total emergency cover across Kent and Medway. It believes that 
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incidents in these areas can be sufficiently covered by other fire engines, and that risks can 
be reduced through focused prevention and protection work.  
 
Affected on-call firefighters would be offered a range of options, which may include a move 
to another on-call station if suitable; the opportunity to apply to be a wholetime firefighter; or 
redeployment into a suitable alternative role within KFRS. There may be a small number of 
redundancies once all other options have been exhausted.  
 
Resulting financial savings would be used in two ways; to invest in more wholetime 
firefighters (change 1) and support the proposed changes to daytime cover changes; and to 
help reduce the budget deficit alongside measures such as a freeze on non-essential 
vacances and a review of all non-operational spending to find further efficiencies. 
 
The stations/sections we propose to close 
Due to low risk and low demand, we are proposing to remove the on-call fire sections from 
the following four fire stations:  

• Deal 
• Faversham 
• Herne Bay 
• Tunbridge Wells. 

Each of these stations would still have a wholetime fire engine following the removal of their 
on-call sections, providing 24/7 immediately available fire and rescue services.  
 
We are also proposing to permanently close Chilham, Cliffe, Westerham, and Wye on-call 
fire stations. These four stations are proposed because:  

• they are under-used, with limited callouts. 
• they are in areas where risk is lower than it is in other places. 
• we must spend public money carefully. 

 
We would do this in two stages to give you reassurance that we have tested the new way of 
working. If the proposals were agreed, we would close the stations for response. We would 
support affected on-call firefighters by offering a range of options, which could include 
redeployment to another stations. We would keep the buildings, and review whether 
anything has changed after 12 months. If not, we would then close the buildings.  
 
If the stations were to close, incidents in these areas would be dealt with by fire engines from 
neighbouring wholetime fire stations, which already happens in practice when fire engines 
are not available. We have carefully modelled the response times from the next nearest 
available resources. This information is available in the supporting technical documents, 
which are published alongside this consultation document. We have also reviewed Site-
Specific Risk Information for the highest-risk places and spaces in each affected area to 
make sure response plans remain robust. Where risks sit near county borders we will 
continue to share plans with neighbouring services. 

We would also undertake prevention, protection, and community engagement work to help 
keep customers safe and reduce risk in these areas even more. 
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You can read the full information for each station on our Station Information page which 
forms part of the technical documents for this consultation. These documents show the 
complete picture for your local station. 
 
It is important to understand that: 
 

a. having a fire engine at a station does not mean it is always ready to respond. A fire 
engine can only respond if there is a full crew available. The stations and on-call 
sections we propose to close provide only a very small amount of the total 
emergency cover across Kent and Medway. Their contribution is even smaller 
because on-call crews are often unavailable, especially during the daytime. This is a 
national trend. Daytime is also when most incidents happen. 

 
b. closing these stations or removing the on-call sections does not leave communities 

unprotected. Instead, it recognises the level of cover we can provide today and the 
focus on prevention and protection. 

 
c. the changes allow savings to be reinvested in the additional wholetime posts needed 

to deliver the improved daytime cover. 

 

What would happen to our people and our fire engines? 
We want to be clear about what would happen to the people and equipment affected by 
these changes. 
 
Our on-call firefighters 
We would offer a range of options, which could include a move to another on-call station if 
suitable, the opportunity of applying to be a wholetime firefighter, redeployment into suitable 
alternative roles within KFRS, an interim contract providing additional cover capacity across 
the county. There may be a small number of redundancies once all other options have been 
exhausted should the proposals be agreed. We have already informed colleagues of the 
proposed changes, so they understand the options available to them if affected. 
 
Our wholetime firefighters 
The changes to daytime and night-time fire engine cover at wholetime stations would require 
a change in their usual base location for some firefighters. We have undertaken an internal 
formal consultation with wholetime colleagues about these arrangements. We would create 
seven additional wholetime firefighter posts to support the increased daytime provision at 
Strood, Ashford, and Folkestone. 
 
Our fire engines 
Some fire engines at stations proposed for closures or proposed removed on-call sections 
would be stood down and may be sold, disposed of, or donated if they are no longer needed 
or no longer meet operational standards. Any financial savings from this would contribute to 
addressing our budget position and, where possible, to reinvesting in the service. We are 
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also undertaking a rolling fleet renewal programme, with new appliances being delivered 
from mid-2027. 
 

What we do beyond responding to emergencies 
The changes we are proposing are not just about fire engines. We believe we are at our 
most effective when we prevent emergencies from happening in the first place. Discovery 
time, rather than response time, is the primary driver of outcome severity in the most serious 
building fires. This is supported both by our own incident data and by the wider academic 
literature. 

That is why prevention, protection, and community engagement are at the heart of our 
proposal, alongside our emergency response. To learn more about our prevention work, 
take a look at our pages about home safety, schools and young people, road safety, water 
safety, and building and business safety  We also carry out targeted community work, 
working with people, places and spaces at greatest risk.  

 
Our wider savings approach 
As a publicly funded organisation, we must account for the money we receive and spend. 
We need to ensure that we operate as efficiently as possible across the organisation, to 
keep the county safe and apply our funding to where it is most needed. 
 
The closure of some on-call stations and the sale, disposal or donation of out-of-date fire 
engines would result in a saving. While this saving would be used to address the budget 
gap, we are also considering how it could be re-invested in providing additional fire engine 
availability.  
 
Savings would not come solely from these proposals. Across the organisation, we are 
scrutinising all areas of spending to make sure we operate as efficiently as possible and 
direct public money to where it makes the most difference. This includes a vacancy freeze 
on certain posts across the organisation. We are reviewing all non-operational expenditure 
to identify further efficiencies. 
 
The Fire Authority raised council tax by 5.2% in 2026/27 and drew down reserves of 
£2.061m to balance this year’s budget. Our Medium-Term Financial Plan requires base 
savings of £1.658m between 2027/28 and 2029/30 to ensure long-term sustainability. This 
review, and the wider organisational savings work, are designed to help us achieve that in a 
way that is responsible, transparent, and focused on what matters most: keeping the people 
of Kent and Medway safe. 
 

When would these changes happen? 
This is a consultation. No decisions have been made. The Fire Authority will consider the 
results of this consultation at its meeting on 6 November 2026, at which point it will decide 
whether to approve the proposals, approve them with amendments, or not to proceed. 
 
If the closure of any on-call station or on-call section is approved by the Fire Authority, the 
process for withdrawing those resources would begin immediately after that decision. 
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If the changes to wholetime fire engine cover (the increase in daytime provision at Strood, 
Folkestone and Ashford, and the overnight reduction at Dartford and Thames-side) are 
approved, those changes would likely come into effect from 1 January 2028. This later date 
reflects the need to incorporate the outcomes of this review into two critical IT systems being 
replaced in 2027 – our workforce planning system and our command-and-control system. 
The final implementation date for the wholetime changes has been delegated to the Chief 
Executive, who may bring this date forward if it is safe to do so without putting delivery of the 
critical systems at risk. 

 
The documents for this consultation 
This consultation document is one of a suite of documents. Together, they give a complete 
picture of the proposals and the evidence behind them. All documents are available at 
www.kent.fire-uk.org/resourcingreview. 

 
The consultation survey is held separately to this document. You can complete it by using 
the button below or by going to www.kent.fire-uk.org/[address to be inserted]. It is short and 
straightforward to complete online. Paper copies are available can be requested by calling 
01622 692121. 
 
BUTTON GOES HERE 
 

Need to know or have questions? 
We know this is an important issue for many communities and we want to make sure 
everyone has the information they need to respond to this consultation. If your question is 
not answered by this document or the supporting documents listed above, you can: 

• Visit our Questions page at www.kent.fire-uk.org/ where we publish answers to 
questions received from members of the public. 

• Email us at @kent.fire-uk.org 
• Call us on 01622 692121 

 

TELL US WHAT YOU THINK 
This is your fire and rescue service, and we need to know what you think.  
Please tell us by going to our Survey – it is quick and easy to complete.  

  

Go to Survey 
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 CONFIDENTIAL WHEN COMPLETE 
Responses will be independently 

processed by Opinion Research 
Services (ORS)  

Kent Fire & Rescue Service 
Changes to fire and rescue services in Kent 

Kent Fire and Rescue Service (KFRS) is committed to providing an excellent, modern, agile fire and 
rescue service for the communities of Kent. However, the Service faces several challenges, including:  

- a mismatch between demand and availability 

- longstanding challenges in recruiting and retaining on-call firefighters, leading to declining on-call 
fire engine availability 

- the need to make best use of limited resources across the Service.  

KFRS is therefore proposing to reshape its services to ensure resources better match current and 
future risks, demand, and public expectation; and deliver improved efficiency and value for money. 

There is an online version of this questionnaire which we encourage you to complete. Please visit 
https://www.kent.fire-uk.org/resourcingreview by 1 October 2026; or you can complete this paper 
questionnaire and return it FREEPOST to arrive by the same date. It should take no longer than 10 
minutes to complete and we welcome responses from everyone, including members of the public, 
organisations, and KFRS employees.  

Completed questionnaires will be processed by Opinion Research Services (ORS), an independent 
specialist research practice. All personal information will be kept securely, in accordance with latest 
data protection laws, and anonymised no more than one year after any decisions have been 
finalised. In the reports, feedback from individuals will be completely anonymous, but views from 
organisations or people acting in their official capacity may be attributed. ORS may use automated AI 
solutions to assist in the analysis of responses, and therefore you should ensure that you do not 
include any identifying information in your feedback. For further information, please see 
www.ors.org.uk/privacy or https://www.kent.fire-uk.org/privacy-policy-and-notices. 

If you have any queries about the consultation, you can email KFRS on ResourcingReview@kent.fire-
uk.org or if you have any difficulties taking part, email Catherine Wall at ORS on 
catherine.wall@ors.org.uk.  

Consultation document 

We have summarised the main consultation issues within this questionnaire to help you answer the 
questions. However, you can access the full consultation document, and more detailed information, 
supporting data and analysis at www.kent.fire-uk.org/resourcingreview. 

You can request a paper copy of any documents by calling 01622 692121. 
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How would you describe your connection to this consultation? Please tick  all that apply 

I am a resident  
I have a connection to KFRS or another FRS   
I represent a community group, business, or organisation  

Other (please specify)    

Prefer not to say  

Background information 
Please refer to pages 2 and 3 of the consultation document. 

KFRS has 13 stations crewed by wholetime firefighters, who are full-time firefighters working shifts, 
covering day and night. This means a wholetime fire engine is available straight away, 24/7.  

KFRS also has nine wholetime day-crewed fire stations. Firefighters are at these stations during the 
day. Outside these hours they are on-call nearby and are alerted if there is an emergency.  

The remaining 49 sections are on-call, crewed by firefighters who usually have another job but 
receive the same core training as wholetime firefighters.  

- 34 of these stations, mainly in smaller towns and villages, are standalone on-call stations, 
whereby firefighters are not on-station all the time, but travel there when there is an emergency, 
then take the fire engine to the incident. 

- The other 15 are ‘attached’ on-call sections, offering extra cover in urban areas. These stations 
have two fire engines: one of which crewed by the on-call section.  

On-call firefighters must live or work close enough to their station to arrive and be ready to respond 
within five minutes. 

KFRS’s Challenges 
Please refer to pages 4 and 5 in the consultation document. 

KFRS currently faces several challenges, namely:  

- insufficient day-time fire engine availability: KFRS aims to have between 32 and 44 fire engines 
available (26 wholetime fire engines, plus additional on-call fire engines). If the Service falls below 
19 it takes additional action to make more fire engines available. Between 2017 and 2026, KFRS 
has had fewer than 19 fire engines available on 225 days. The worst periods correlate with 
summer demand spikes and wildfire events  

- Fire engine availability does not match demand: KFRS is busiest during the day and quietest at 
night; but has the most fire engines available at night, and the fewest in the daytime. This is 
mainly because on-call firefighters are least available in the day because they work elsewhere. 
This means that at its busiest times, KFRS does not always have enough fire engines available; 
and if there is a big emergency, it can be difficult to keep enough fire engines free for other calls  

- Low on-call demand: some on-call fire stations get very few call-outs and provide only a very 
small amount of the total emergency cover across Kent and Medway. This means firefighters get 
limited real-life, hands-on experience to build their confidence and skills. This can affect their 
overall readiness and professional development as firefighters. It also creates retention issues, as 
people leave due to lack of active work  
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- A need to save money and make best use of limited resources: KFRS faces a budget deficit of at 
least £1.7m in the coming year. As a publicly funded organisation, the Service must also ensure it 
is as efficient as possible, keeping the county safe while using its funding where it is most needed. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that KFRS needs to make changes to the way it uses its 
resources to address the challenges outlined above?  Please tick  one box only 

Increasing the number of fire engines available during the day 
Please refer to pages 5 and 6 of the consultation documents, and the station information pages. 

KFRS is busiest in the daytime and quieter at night. Because of this, it wants to ensure it has more fire 
engines at wholetime station available and ready during the day. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that FRS should match its resources to its demand by having 
more fire engines available during the day, and fewer at night?  Please tick  one box only 

Specifically, KFRS proposes: 

- improving daytime cover at Strood Fire Station by adding a new second wholetime fire engine (it 
would continue to have one wholetime fire engine at night) 

- improving the availability of the second fire engines at Ashford and Folkestone Fire Stations by 
crewing them with wholetime firefighters instead of on-call firefighters during the day. They 
would continue to be crewed by on-call firefighters at night 

- removing one wholetime fire engine at night from both Dartford and Thames-side Fire Stations to 
enable the increases to daytime cover outlined above (each station would still have two 
wholetime fire engines available during the day and one at night). 

Taken together, these changes would create seven additional wholetime firefighter posts. They 
would also mean a change in some firefighters’ base location. KFRS has undertaken internal 
consultation with potentially affected colleagues about the possible changes.  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to increase the number of wholetime fire 
engines during the day at Ashford, Folkestone, and Strood to two; partly enabled by reducing night-time 
cover at Dartford and Thames-side from two wholetime fire engines to one?  Please tick  one box only 

 

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 

      

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 

      

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 
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Addressing on-call challenges 
Please refer to pages 6 of the consultation document, and the station information pages 

KFRS reviewed and analysed data for all its 49 on-call fire engines, including: 

- how many call-outs the station gets 

- the risk in the station area 

- how it compares with other similar stations 

- the isolation of the area 

- how often the station can crew a fire engine and is available to respond 

- how much the station contributes to overall emergency cover across Kent and Medway. 

As a result of this analysis, the Service is planning to remove some on-call fire engines and stations 
that are least used. These changes are only proposed where evidence shows these fire engines are, 
rarely called out; and provide only a very small amount of the total emergency cover across Kent and 
Medway. KFRS believes that incidents in these areas can be sufficiently covered by other fire engines, 
and that risks can be reduced through focused prevention and protection work.  

Affected on-call firefighters would be offered a range of options, which may include a move to 
another on-call station if suitable; the opportunity to apply to be a wholetime firefighter; or 
redeployment into a suitable alternative role within KFRS. There may be a small number of 
redundancies once all other options have been exhausted.  

Resulting financial savings would be used partly to invest in more wholetime firefighters and support 
the proposed changes to daytime fire and rescue cover; and partly to help address the budget deficit 
alongside other measures such as a vacancy freeze on non-essential posts, and a review of all non-
operational expenditure to identify further efficiencies. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree that KFRS should use the resources associated with its least 
used fire engines/stations differently, including reallocation if they could offer greater benefit in other 
areas of the Service? Please tick  one box only 

 

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 
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Removal of attached on-call fire engines 
Please refer to page 7 of the consultation document, and the station information pages 

Due to low demand, KFRS is proposing to remove the attached on-call fire engines from the following 
four fire stations (that each have another wholetime fire engine):  

- Deal 

- Faversham 

- Herne Bay 

- Tunbridge Wells. 

Each station would continue to have a wholetime fire engine following the removal of its attached 
on-call engine, providing 24/7 immediately available fire and rescue services.  

To what extent do you agree or disagree with KFRS’s proposal to remove on-call fire engines from Deal, 
Faversham, Herne Bay, and Tunbridge Wells Fire Stations?  Please tick  one box only 

Closure of on-call fire stations 
Please refer to page 7 of the consultation document, and the station information pages. 

KFRS is proposing to permanently close Chilham, Cliffe, Westerham, and Wye on-call fire stations. 
These four stations are proposed because:  

- they are under-used, with limited callouts 

- they are in areas where risk is lower than it is in other places 

- it is hard to get enough on-call firefighters to crew the fire engines, especially in the day. 

KFRS would do this in two stages to give you reassurance they have tested the new way of working. 
The station would stop responding and people would be redeployed but KFRS will keep the buildings 
as they complete a final review over the next year. 

If the stations were to close, incidents in these areas would be dealt with by fire engines from 
neighbouring fire stations, which already happens in practice when fire engines are not available. 
KFRS has carefully modelled the response times from the next nearest resource, further information 
on which can be found in the station information pages. 

KFRS would also undertake prevention, protection, and community engagement work to help keep 
customers safe and reduce risk in these areas even more. 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to permanently close the on-call fire stations 
at Chilham, Cliffe, Westerham, and Wye?  Please tick  one box only 

 

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 

      

Strongly agree Tend to agree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tend to 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Don’t know 

      

105



Appendix 4. to Item Number B1 

Page 6 

Any further comments 
Do you have any comments about KFRS’s proposed changes and how they might affect you/your 
community; and/or any other alternative suggestions for how KFRS can address its challenges and 
ensure a resilient and sustainable fire and rescue service? 

If your comments relate to one or more of the fire stations below, please specify which. 
Please tick  all that apply 

ALL of the stations below  NONE of the stations below  

One or more specific fire stations 

Ashford  Herne Bay  

Cliffe  Thames-side  

Dartford  Tunbridge Wells  

Deal  Westerham  

Faversham  Wye  

Folkestone    

IF YOU ARE COMMENTING ABOUT A SPECIFIC FIRE STATION OR LOCALITY PLEASE IDENTIFY THIS USING 
THE LIST ABOVE, OR STATE CLEARLY IN YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS.  
PLEASE WRITE YOUR COMMENTS IN THE BOX, CONTINUING ON A SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY. 
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Equalities Impacts 

As a public body, KFRS has a duty to take into account the impact of its decisions on human rights, 
under the Human Rights Act 1998, and also on people with protected characteristics under the 
Equality Act 2010 (age, disability, sex, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, 
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, and sexual orientation). 

Are there any positive or negative impacts relating to equalities that you believe should be considered? 
If so, are you able to provide any supporting evidence and suggest any ways to reduce or remove any 
potential negative impact and increase any positive impact?  

PLEASE ANSWER IN THE BOX BELOW AND CONTINUE ON A SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 
Any supporting evidence will be welcomed, but please be mindful about sharing any personal or sensitive data which could 
lead to someone being identified. 
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INFORMATION ABOUT YOU 

If you are responding on behalf of an ORGANISATION OR BUSINESS, please provide the details here  

Please give us the name of the business/organisation and any specific group or department you represent. 
Please also tell us what the business entails or who the organisation represents, what area it covers and (if 
applicable) how you gathered views of members. Please answer in the box below and continue on a separate 
sheet if necessary 

  

If you are providing your own PERSONAL RESPONSE (including if you are a colleague at KFRS or 
another FRS), please answer the questions below. 

Kent FRS has a duty to promote equality, and they want to make sure that we include all parts of the 
community in the engagement, but these questions are optional. We will take all responses fully into account, 
regardless of whether you provide your details.  

What is your full postcode? Please write in 
This will help us understand views in different areas 

          

PLEASE TICK  ONLY ONE BOX FOR EACH QUESTION 

What was your age on your last birthday? 
  Under 25 
  25 to 34 
  35 to 44 
  45 to 54 

  55 to 64 
  65 to 74 
  75+ 

  Prefer not to say 

What is your gender? 
  Male 
  Female 
  Prefer to self-describe ______________________ 

  Prefer not to say 

Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a 
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is 
expected to last, at least 12 months (include any 
problems related to old age)? 

  Yes, limited a lot 
  Yes, limited a little 
  No 

  Prefer not to say 
 

 

What is your ethnic group? 
  White - British, English, Northern Irish,  

      Scottish, Welsh  
  White - Roma, gypsy, or traveller 
  White - Other 
  Mixed or multiple ethnic groups 
  Asian or Asian British 
  Black, African, Caribbean or Black British 
  Any other ethnic group 

  Prefer not to say 

Do you work for KFRS, or another FRS? 
  Yes, work for KFRS 

  Yes, work for another FRS  
  No 

  Prefer not to say 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time 
Please return the questionnaire by 1 October 2026 to: 

 Opinion Research Services    FREEPOST SS1018  PO Box 530  Swansea  SA1 1ZL 
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PEER REVIEW OF KFRS RESOURCING REVIEW 

 
As a final means of checking that we had not missed any steps in the CRMP process 
or ideas to meet our challenges, we asked the sector to carry out a light touch peer 
review.  We had already carried out a review of proposals in CRMP documents 
across the Sector. 
 
Several Chief Fire Officers offered to help, as they are also facing similar challenges, 
and we agreed to share our data.  
 
We sent our proposals, data packs and equality assessments to them all. We asked 
them to confirm that our CRMP steps had been correctly followed, to evaluate any 
missing elements or ideas within budget constraints, and to share what they had 
been doing in their own services.  
 
Every reviewing CFO confirmed that the process was thorough, and that they had no 
additional viable ideas to offer within financial boundaries beyond those already 
contained within our proposals. Some reviewers offered ideas relating to on-call 
recruitment; however, these are already reflected within our existing project work. It 
is also important to note that the current proposals are aimed at addressing demand, 
rather than recruitment to resolve availability issues, and reviewers' feedback was 
considered on that basis. 
 
Summary of common themes across peer review responses 

12 Chief Fire Officers and one ex chief who is working in the sector reviewed KFRS's 
Resourcing Review proposals and responded to the two questions posed: are there 
any no-cost alternatives to improve day cover, and what innovations have been used 
elsewhere to improve day cover. Respondents were from Isles of Scilly, 
Warwickshire, West Sussex, Cleveland, Hereford & Worcester, Staffordshire, West 
Yorkshire, East Sussex, North Yorkshire, South Yorkshire, Surrey and Cleveland. 

Broad support for the preferred option 

All 12 respondents endorsed KFRS's diagnosis and preferred option as rational, 
evidence-based and proportionate. Several were explicit that no credible, 
sustainable, no-cost alternative exists at the scale needed to replace station closures 
as a funding source.  

A recognised, structural, national problem 
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Respondents consistently described weakening daytime on-call availability as a 
national trend driven by primary employment commitments, not a Kent-specific 
failing. Several noted that recruitment, employer engagement and incentive 
payments have been tried elsewhere and improve individual stations but do not 
solve the underlying structural problem, and that enhanced availability payments are 
themselves costly rather than being a genuine no-cost option. 

Alternative and complementary options suggested 

 
 

● Blended models pairing small wholetime teams (2 to 4 colleagues) with on-
call stations to bolster, rather than replace, existing on-call availability 
(Hereford & Worcester, South Yorkshire, Warwickshire). 
 
This has been tried in KFRS previously with limited success and it costs more 
but we are considering how this approach can be refined as part of the on call 
project. 

 
● Scheduled or 'floating' second-fire engine deployment models covering 

clusters of weaker on-call stations (Cleveland's “East Cleveland” model). 
 

We already work in clusters and make frequent deployments to spread fire 
cover as Business as Usual.  
 

● Employer partnership and release agreements with major local employers, 
and dynamic or predictive cover reallocating existing appliances by real-time 
risk (West Sussex). 

 
Employer engagement has had limited success when tried in Kent over many 
years. In fact, some that used to support have stopped releasing people in the 
day telling us they can’t afford to lose people when their budgets are also 
tighter. 

 
● Use of retired firefighters, corporate colleagues, and Flexi-Duty Officers based 

at on-call stations to widen the pool of daytime availability (Cleveland, South 
Yorkshire). 
 
Flexi-duty officers do not maintain FF competence and have other full-time 
roles. Some success with allowing internal services’ colleagues to respond, 
but this does also place pressure on their day-roles as with any employer. We 
are however exploring how we can make these options work as part of the on 
call project but neither option will deliver the guaranteed availability we are 
seeking. 
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● Self-rostering and on-call crewing as teams of three, tried with mixed or 
positive results elsewhere (Warwickshire, Staffordshire). 
 
Crewing with three is well embedded within on-call teams in Kent already 
 

● Hub working: non-operational colleagues based at on-call stations to close 
small shortfalls (of one or two), and second fire engines relocated into on-call 
areas for defined midday-to-evening windows (West Yorkshire). 
 
We already use the non-operational colleague approach and are seeking to 
continue it as part of our on call improvements. We have the ability to relocate 
second fire engines into on call areas, and have done frequently in the past, 
but we find that they spend most of their time responding back to their home 
stations because that is where the demand is, thereby increasing attendance 
times. 
 

● A dedicated Monday to Friday daytime cover role at on-call stations (West 
Yorkshire's Local Retained Support Officer) handling admin and training 
planning while adding to on-call numbers. 
 
We have used this previously with limited success. We are trying a new 
version of this in our on call project pilot. It does help with improving on call 
fire engine availability but we need additional guaranteed fire engine cover 
beyond those improvements to maintain our 32-44 operating model reliably. 
 

● Demand-weighted retainer contracts, paying a higher percentage fee for 
hours offered in defined peak ('premium') periods, so pay structure itself pulls 
availability toward busy times (West Yorkshire). 
 
We do not see pay being the issue in these cases – availability problems at 
peak demand is not due to pay, it is due to primary work commitments – see 
the FBU proposal and our analysis of it. Other Services (e.g. Devon and 
Somerset’s Pay For Availability model) has met with sustainability challenges 
over cost and are having to be scrapped. 
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Kent Fire and Rescue Service: The On-Call Project 
Why on-call availability is fragile, and why fixing it is a multi-year, resource-constrained 

problem 

 

This summary draws on KFRS's internal workforce planning material, the Service's Resourcing 
Review documentation, and the specialist on-call review work commissioned from Dr Steve 
Sadler / re-enkindle Ltd, alongside the National Fire Chiefs Council's (NFCC) 2026 national on-
call research.  

1. What the on-call project is 

Kent Fire and Rescue Service (KFRS) commissioned Dr Steve Sadler (re-enkindle Ltd), an on-
call specialist and former on-call firefighter, to carry out a research-led, data-driven evaluation 
of Kent's on-call model. Sadler has carried out equivalent projects for Staffordshire, 
Shropshire, Mid and West Wales, and Lancashire fire and rescue services, and his Kent work 
followed the same method: analysis of Service workforce data and strategic documents, 
structured input from KFRS subject matter experts, and direct consultation with a cohort of 
Kent's on-call firefighters (OCFFs). 

The purpose was not simply to describe the problem - KFRS already knew on-call availability 
was a live risk - but to produce evidence-based recommendations that reduce the risk of any 
future changes and give the Service a firmer basis for decisions about its on-call duty system. 

2. The core problem: availability, not appetite 

Sadler's work, and KFRS's own internal risk reporting, converge on the same underlying issue: 
the Service can recruit on-call firefighters, but it struggles to guarantee that enough of them are 
trained, competent and reachable at any given moment - particularly on weekdays, during the 
hours most people are at their primary job. 

• On-call firefighters have to fit the role around a main job and, often, family 
commitments. Fewer employers are now willing to release staff at short notice, and 
fewer people live close enough to a station to meet the 5-minute turnout window. 

• Rising competency requirements mean colleagues increasingly struggle to balance 
courses and training with their primary employment, which itself thins out the pool of 
people available to crew an appliance. 

• The result is patchy daytime cover in particular: KFRS's own internal workforce planning 
material records this as one of the two central workforce risks facing the Service, 
alongside the wider demand/availability mismatch across the fire engine fleet. 

This is not a Kent-specific issue. The NFCC's own 2026 national on-call review, based on a 
two-part sector survey and a fresh survey of 1,600 on-call firefighters, concluded that the on-
call model nationally is “not broken - but fragile,” warning that without intervention the sector 
will see continued decline in on-call numbers and drift toward much more expensive wholetime 
crewing simply to keep engines running. 
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3. The boredom problem: low incident volume undermines the model from the other 
direction 

Sadler's findings, echoed in KFRS's internal workforce risk documentation, point to a second, 
less obvious problem that compounds the availability issue rather than offsetting it: at many 
on-call stations, incident volume is now so low that it is difficult for firefighters to maintain skills, 
confidence and a sense of purpose in the role. 

• Low call-out numbers mean on-call colleagues get fewer opportunities to use, and be 
tested on, the skills their training has built - creating direct concerns over maintenance 
of competence and safety. 

• The same low activity levels feed a morale and motivation problem: colleagues who 
trained and committed time to be an on-call firefighter, but are rarely mobilised, can 
become disengaged. This is sometimes described internally as an on-call “boredom” 
effect, and it works against retention just as much as recruitment barriers do. 

• This creates a difficult, self-reinforcing dynamic: the very stations where availability is 
hardest to sustain are often the lowest-demand stations, where there is also the least 
operational activity to keep colleagues engaged and match the effort of getting there. 

Because of this, some low-demand on-call provision does not simply face a recruitment 
problem - it faces a demonstrated retention and engagement problem baked into the duty 
system's design; a firefighter can be recruited, trained, and still drift away because the role, in 
practice, gives them little to do. 

4. Why the fix is slow: recommendations take years, not months 

A consistent theme across Sadler's work, the national report and across KFRS's own 
Resourcing Review documentation, is that there is no quick technical fix. The problems are 
structural - the tension between on-call life and primary employment, competency 
requirements, local demography, and culture - and structural problems respond slowly to 
intervention. 

• Recruiting, training and building an on-call firefighter to full operational competency is 
itself a multi-year process before any benefit to availability is realised. 

• Cultural change - repositioning on-call as a properly resourced role with its own career 
and welfare structure, rather than an informal, “lesser” version of wholetime firefighting - 
takes sustained effort over several years to shift attitudes both inside and outside the 
Service. We have been addressing the cultural issues for years. 

• KFRS's own experience bears this out directly: a previous trial of enhanced daytime pay 
for on-call colleagues (2018/19) ran for a meaningful period and still did not deliver 
reliable daytime cover, while creating new equity problems between colleagues doing 
broadly the same job for different rates. 

• The NFCC's national review reaches the same conclusion at sector level: real 
improvement needs both incremental local reform and “bold, long-term reform” 
nationally - explicitly a multi-year undertaking, not a single-year fix. 
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Taken together, this is why realistic recommendations are typically framed as needing three to 
four years before their effects can be properly measured in the data - long enough for a 
recruitment and training cycle to complete, for a cultural shift to embed, and for enough 
operational and workforce data to accumulate to show whether availability has actually 
improved. Members and the public should expect any approved on-call recommendations to 
show gradual, evidenced change over that horizon, not an immediate turnaround. 

5. Why there is not enough money to simply buy a solution 

The other consistent constraint, repeated across KFRS's Resourcing Review papers, is that 
on-call reform cannot be pursued as an unfunded add-on. The Service's finances are already 
stretched: 

• Options that would address availability most directly - such as converting on-call 
stations to full wholetime crewing - cost roughly 6 to 12 times more per year to run than 
an on-call station and have been discounted for that reason at most affected locations. 

• The Service's own trial of enhanced on-call pay demonstrated that even where money is 
spent, it does not reliably buy the outcome sought; underfunded or partially funded 
proposals for the same approach have since been assessed as not deliverable because 
they were not costed to a fundable standard. 

The practical consequence is that the Service is largely limited to lower-cost, incremental 
interventions - recruitment campaigns, part-time and flexible contracts, targeted local 
investment - rather than the higher-cost structural changes (wholetime conversion, sector-wide 
pay reform) that might otherwise close the availability gap faster. 

6. The picture in one paragraph 

Kent's on-call project, informed by Steve Sadler's specialist review and consistent with the 
national NFCC evidence base, describes a duty system under genuine but not terminal strain: 
crews are hard to guarantee at the times demand is highest, and at the same time hard to 
keep engaged where demand is lowest, because there is too little activity to sustain the skills 
and motivation the role depends on. The interventions available are real but slow - three to four 
years before results are properly visible - and the Service's financial position, already 
committed to further savings through to 2029/30, rules out the faster, higher-cost routes to 
fixing it. On-call reform in Kent is therefore best understood as a long-term, resource-
constrained programme of gradual improvement rather than a problem with a single, near-term 
solution. 
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Appendix 7: PIA - Community 

KENT FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICE 

People Impact Assessment (PIA) 

Resourcing Review – Community 
 

Document Owner Leanne McMahon 

Supports  Resourcing Review – Station and Fire Engine Proposals 

Version Draft v0.4 

Date August 2026 

Reviewed by Resourcing Review Project Team  
 
 
MONITORING and REVIEW: This PIA (our internal naming of the legally required tool Equality Impact 
Assessment) will be reviewed alongside the wider Resourcing Review project and updated following 
formal consultation. It would be monitored using community and demographic data, response time 
and incident outcome data, prevention and protection activity, and feedback from communities, 
partners, and local authorities. Ongoing assurance against the Equality Act 2010 and the Public 
Sector Equality Duty. 

Introduction and our commitment 
This People Impact Assessment (PIA) looks at how the Resourcing Review proposals may 
affect people and communities. It helps us consider the impact of proposed changes. These 
changes include station closures and resource use. The aim is to meet public need, protect 
people at greater risk, and support a reliable emergency response. 

This PIA focuses on people, communities, and public confidence. It looks at equality, 
vulnerability, and risk. It uses local risk information, community data, community consultation 
and professional judgement. It also uses partner insight and KFRS plans. These plans 
explain how prevention, protection, response, and resilience work together. 

• KFRS Rural Plan and Community Risk Management Plan 
• KFRS Prevention and Protection Strategy 
• KFRS Response and Resilience Strategy 
• Community and demographic data (including age, disability, deprivation, and rurality) 
• Established PIA practice, including the latest internal PIA approach 
• Professional judgement and partner intelligence 

 
The PIA helps decision-makers, colleagues, representative bodies, and the public 
understand the likely impact. It also sets out the support already in place. It explains what 
further action could reduce risk. 
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KFRS has carried out equality of access to services work. This helps us understand how 
different people access services. For this consultation, the website includes accessibility 
features. These include translation support and options to change font. Printed copies would 
be available. We would also be conducting focus groups to help gather views in person. 

Scope of the assessment 

This PIA considers the community impact of the following specific proposals within the 
Emergency Cover Review. 

 
Proposal Type Detail 

Staged removal of on-call provision at 
four on-call stations (4) 

Chilham, Wye, Cliffe, Westerham. 
 
Stage 1: Posts and crewing would be removed on 
the existing Resourcing Review timetable. Buildings 
would then be mothballed, not disposed of, for 12 
months. 
 
Stage 2: A form review schedule at the 12 month 
point. 
 
The proposed closure of Grain fire station is 
withdrawn from this round of proposals. 

Removal of attached on-call sections (4) Deal, Herne Bay, Faversham, Tunbridge Wells 

Overnight fire engine reduction Dartford and Thames-side: two to one fire engine 
overnight 

Increased daytime fire engine cover (3 
stations) 

Strood, Folkestone, Ashford: additional wholetime 
daytime fire engine at each location 

 
This assessment looks at the impact on people who live, work, or travel in Kent and 
Medway. It gives extra attention to people who may be more at risk. This includes people in 
rural areas, people facing disadvantage, and people who may find it harder to leave a 
building or get support. 

The assessment focusses on specific stations and the surrounding areas. However, fire 
engine cover across Kent and Medway is managed in real time. Fire engines are moved as 
incidents happen. Our control room always monitors this. It makes operational decisions to 
keep services resilient as demand changes. 

Strategic geographic and demographic context 
Kent and Medway now have a combined population of more than 1.9 million people. Kent 
includes large towns, rural communities, and a long coastline. About 85% of the land area is 
classed as rural. Around one in three people live in a rural community. Around 40% of 
businesses are in rural areas. 

Most people live in larger urban areas. Dartford and Medway are among the most densely 
populated parts of Kent. These areas also have younger and more diverse populations. 
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North Kent has seen growth linked to movement from London. This means some areas are 
busier at night and quieter in the day. That can change local risk patterns. 

Across Kent and Medway, about 18% of people are classed as disabled under the Equality 
Act. Rates vary across the county. They are higher in Thanet, Folkestone and Hythe, and 
Dover. They are lower in Dartford, Tunbridge Wells, and Sevenoaks. 

Risk Based Intervention 
KFRS does not rely only on fire engines to keep people safe. We also reduce risk through 
prevention, protection, resilience planning, and community partnerships. This includes the 
KFRS Risk-Based Intervention Programme (RBIP). This helps us directly connect the 
specific risks in our communities with the actions we take to prevent them. It ensures our 
safety work is targeted where it is most needed. In practice, it includes checking businesses 
and high-risk buildings, providing safety advice through events and written materials, visiting 
vulnerable residents at home to prevent fires and planning jointly with other community 
partners to ensure the county remains resilient. 

More detail around our work and how we target is included in our Prevention and Protection 
Strategy 2025-2029 and the KFRS Rural Plan. 

People 
KFRS helps keep people safe in more ways than sending fire engines when something has 
already gone wrong. A large part of this work happens earlier, through prevention. Many of 
the people most likely to die or be seriously harmed in a fire need earlier support, safer 
homes, better information, and help designed around the risks they face in everyday life. 

Risk is not spread evenly across Kent and Medway. Some people are more likely to be 
affected by fire, road incidents, water incidents, or barriers that make it harder to get help. 
This includes older people, people with disabilities or reduced mobility, people with mental 
health needs, smokers, and people facing financial hardship. It also includes communities 
who may not appear to be at highest risk in incident data but may be less likely to access 
support because of language barriers, low trust in public services, limited access to online 
services, or previous negative experiences. 

KFRS uses an evidence-led prevention approach so support can be focused where it is 
needed most. We use information about incidents, local knowledge, population data, partner 
insight, and what communities tell us to identify where risk is highest and where access to 
services may be weakest. This helps us target Home Fire Safety Visits, community safety 
work, education, referrals, and support more clearly. It also means we can adapt what we do 
for different people, rather than expecting everyone to respond to the same message or use 
the same route into our services. 

Our equality of access to services work and People Impact Assessments help us understand 
these patterns in a structured way. They help us check whether a policy, service, or change 
could affect one group more than another, and what action may be needed to remove or 
reduce barriers. 
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For the public, this means more than general fire safety advice. It means identifying older 
residents who may be living alone and less able to escape quickly. It means working with 
health services, social care, housing providers, charities, and faith and community groups to 
reach people who are less visible to public services. It also means adapting visits and 
communication for people with dementia, sensory needs, neurodiverse conditions, low 
confidence online, or limited English, and using feedback from communities to improve 
services over time. 

In the context of this review, this matters because community safety is not shaped by 
emergency response alone. Fire engines remain essential, but they are only one part of how 
harm is reduced. The safest outcome is for a fire not to start at all. It is also safer when a 
person has working smoke alarms, when a high-risk household has already been identified, 
or when a vulnerable resident has had support before a crisis develops. 

Where changes are proposed to stations or fire engine availability, KFRS would continue to 
use this risk-based approach to focus support where it is needed most. This includes 
targeted Home Fire Safety Visits, work with partners to identify vulnerable households, 
community engagement with groups who may be missing out on support, and ongoing 
review of incident data and local knowledge. 

This section should be read alongside the rest of the assessment. It explains why KFRS 
places strong emphasis on prevention, early action, and fair access to services. These are 
core parts of how KFRS plans to keep the public safe as demand, demographics, and local 
risk continue to change. 

Places and Spaces 
Fire safety regulation protects people in the buildings where they live, work, shop, worship 
and spend their time. In England, fire safety rules have been strengthened in recent years 
following the Grenfell Tower tragedy of 2017. These changes are intended to make sure 
buildings are designed, managed and maintained with safety in mind, and that problems are 
found and fixed earlier. 

KFRS is the enforcing authority for the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005, as 
amended, across Kent and Medway. We focus our time and resources on the places where 
the risk to life is highest and take action that matches the level of risk we find. 

How we identify risk 

Not all buildings carry the same level of risk. We assess each premises we are responsible 
for and place it into one of five risk categories: very high, high, medium, low or very low. This 
reflects both how likely a fire safety problem is, and how serious the consequences could be 
if one occurred. 

High risk premises include some sheltered housing, high-rise residential buildings, and large 
industrial or storage sites where flammable materials are present. Medium risk premises 
include shops, sports venues, boarding schools and entertainment venues. 

A serious fire at a care home, high-rise building, or large industrial or storage site would 
draw on several fire engines and specialist resources from across the county, with mutual 
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aid where needed. The impact of these proposals on the highest risk premises therefore 
needs to be considered countywide, not only by looking at the nearest fire engine. Modelling 
for this review shows that, across the county, the second fire engine is expected to reach 
many areas more quickly than now, in some cases by up to 10 minutes. This is important for 
multi-fire engine incidents, where the second and later fire engines can matter as much as 
the first. 

How we carry out fire safety checks 

We carry out planned checks to make sure premises meet their legal responsibilities. This 
work is part of our Risk Based Intervention Programme, which sets out how we focus 
resources on the premises that pose the greatest risk. 

Our aim is to help make buildings safe. Where we find serious problems, we can take 
enforcement action. The type of check carried out depends on the level of risk and who has 
the right skills to complete it. 

Wholetime firefighters work full-time from a station. As well as responding to emergencies, 
they carry out planned fire safety checks at medium risk premises, such as shops and 
entertainment venues. 

On-call firefighters play a vital role in emergency response, but they do not carry out these 
planned fire safety visits. Their time is focused on responding when called. 

Where there is no nearby wholetime station, specialist teams carry out planned fire safety 
interventions. This means every part of Kent and Medway remains covered. 

Site Specific Risk Information 

For some premises, we hold Site Specific Risk Information, or SSRI. This includes details 
firefighters may need if they are called to an incident, such as building layout, water supplies, 
access points and known hazards. 

SSRI supports our wider understanding of risk. It links to the Risk Based Intervention 
Programme by helping us understand both which buildings need checking and what crews 
may face if something goes wrong. Where sites are near county borders, we share relevant 
information and plans with neighbouring fire and rescue services. 

These sites are regulated and managed. Firefighters are trained and practise regularly. SSRI 
supports that training but does not replace it. We would review this information before and 
after any resourcing changes to make sure the right plans remain in place. 

Forecasting future incident numbers 
Incident numbers can change for many reasons, including weather, road and population 
changes, new laws or policies, and the impact of prevention work. In some areas, incident 
numbers are low, which means past data cannot always support confident long-term 
predictions. Although the number of homes and buildings has increased over the last 14 
years, this has not had a material impact on the number of incidents we attend. Nationally, 
building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing stock growing 
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by approximately 180,000 homes a year, and the rate of fire per dwelling continues to fall. 
Forecasts should therefore be treated as an indication, not a precise prediction. 

To understand future demand, we use a method that shows the range of incident numbers 
we would normally expect to see. This helps us identify unusual increases or reductions and 
investigate the reasons. For example, the very hot and dry summer in 2022 led to more 
outdoor fires than usual. This approach is most useful for short-term planning and helps us 
judge whether changes in local risk are likely to affect demand. 

For this review, we have focused on the incident types most relevant to the proposed station 
and fire engine changes: accidental dwelling fires, emergency special service incidents, and 
road traffic collisions. Emergency special service incidents are urgent non-fire incidents, 
such as rescues from height or water, people trapped in lifts or machinery, flooding, damage, 
and other requests for assistance. Looking at these incident types gives a clearer picture of 
local risk and helps assess whether changes to fire engine availability are likely to have a 
meaningful impact. 

Housing growth and fire risk 
New housing is being built in many areas covered by this review, and people understandably 
ask whether this increases risk or justifies keeping resources in a particular place. National 
evidence does not show a simple link between housing growth and more fires. Building fires 
fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024, despite England’s housing stock growing by around 
180,000 homes a year, and the rate of fire per dwelling continues to fall. 

The age of a home is a stronger predictor of fire risk than whether homes are new. English 
Housing Survey data shows that homes built before 1919 make up almost half of higher fire-
risk dwellings, while homes built after 1980 account for only around 6%. New homes also 
benefit from modern fire safety standards, including mains-wired, interlinked smoke alarms, 
fire doors and compartmentation, and automatic suppression systems in taller residential 
buildings built since 2020. 

The factors most strongly linked to fire risk and fire deaths are deprivation, older age, living 
alone, older housing stock and private rented housing. These are not usually features of 
new-build development. This means new homes do not, by themselves, increase local fire 
risk or provide evidence for keeping resources in a location that would not otherwise be 
justified. 

New housing still needs to be managed properly. Buildings under construction can be more 
vulnerable to fire because detection, compartmentation and water supplies may not yet be 
complete. This is a real but temporary risk, managed through Protection and Prevention 
engagement with developers and site operators during the build phase, rather than through 
permanent emergency response provision. 

Response time still matters. New developments need to be covered, and slower response 
need to be considered. The proposals in this review have therefore been developed using 
incident data, risk modelling and response time geography across Kent and Medway, rather 
than the number of housing units planned in any one area. 

Community impact: housing growth, traffic and response times 
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Between 2018 and 2024, traffic was recorded as the reason for KFRS missing their 
response standard 5.3% of the time. 

Other reasons made up nearly 95% of the time. These included whether a fire engine was 
available, whether other incidents were happening at the same time, where fire engines 
were located, and other operational issues. 

This does not mean traffic or housing growth are ignored. Future housing, local traffic, new 
infrastructure, and changes in demand are considered through KFRS planning, including the 
Community Risk Management Plan. Where new development may affect local risk, this 
would continue to be reviewed alongside response data, prevention work, protection activity, 
and community feedback. 

The main community impact issue identified by the Resourcing Review is making sure 
enough fire engines are available when demand is highest, especially during the day. This is 
a greater risk to response performance than journey times once a fire engine has been 
mobilised. 
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PART A: Staged removal of on-call provision at Chilham, 
Wye, Cliffe and Westerham 
The following section provides a community risk profile for each of the four on-call stations 
where KFRS proposes to remove posts and crewing, rather than move directly to building 
disposal. Each profile considers the current risk environment, future trajectory, population 
and building profile, and the mitigations available to reduce the impact on communities. 

To give assurance to the public, KFRS proposes to act in two stages. First, posts and 
crewing would be removed at Chilham, Wye, Cliffe and Westerham on the existing 
Resourcing Review timetable, delivering the identified savings without delay. Second, the 
buildings would be mothballed, not disposed of, for 12 months. During this period they would 
be secured, weatherproofed and maintained to a minimum standard. A formal review would 
then take place at the 12-month point before any further decision about the buildings is 
made. 

The proposed closure of Grain fire station has been withdrawn from this round of proposals 
and is therefore not assessed as an on-call station closure in this PIA. 

Our on-call fire stations have automated external defibrillators (AEDs) available for 
community use. Should a station close, we propose to offer these devices to the relevant 
parish council. To ensure a smooth transition and keep this equipment accessible to the 
public, KFRS would support any initial maintenance and running course. This would help the 
equipment remain in local community use. 
 

A1 – Chilham fire station 
Executive risk summary 
Chilham station serves a rural community in the Stour Valley between Canterbury and 
Ashford. The area is characterised by dispersed historic settlements, agricultural activity, 
and a tourist and visitor economy centred on the village, castle, and surrounding 
countryside. The risk profile is dominated by rural response distances, heritage building 
stock, and seasonal agricultural hazards. 

KFRS holds detailed risk information (Site Specific Risk Information) for two key risk sites in 
the Chilham area. This is detailed operational information about a site, such as its layout, 
hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if there is an emergency. 
These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and monitoring. They are well 
regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that the response is well 
understood and kept up to date.  

If a serious incident happened at one of these sites, the response would not rely on Chilham 
fire station alone. Incidents of this type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist 
colleagues and support from across Kent and Medway. 

 
Station type On-Call (OC) 

Geographic profile Rural village, Stour Valley, between Canterbury and Ashford 
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Nearest wholetime 
cover 

Ashford and Canterbury 

Proposal Staged removal of on-call posts and crewing; building mothballed for 12 
months before formal review 

 

1. Demographics and community risk 
Current risk: 

• Predominantly white British, ageing, small rural population with above-average 
proportion of residents aged 65+. 

• Higher rates of social isolation among older residents, particularly in dispersed 
hamlets and farmsteads outside the village core. 

• Below-average deprivation overall, but pockets of fuel poverty and poor housing 
insulation in older rural properties. 

• Limited public transport connectivity increases dependency on private vehicles; those 
without transport face barriers to accessing support. 

 
Future risk: 

• Modest residential growth through infill and barn conversions. 
• Ashford Borough Council’s planning framework supports continuing growth in homes, 

jobs, and visitor activity across the wider borough, and recent call-for-sites activity 
around Chilham illustrates pressure for further development. This should be 
considered alongside the wider national trend that building fires fell by 18% between 
2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 
new homes per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

• Climate change is increasing the frequency of dry summer periods, raising the risk of 
agricultural fires and wildfire spread. 

• An ageing demographic profile may intensify over the next decade, increasing the 
proportion of residents with mobility and sensory impairments. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has remained low overall since 2012. A small increase is expected in the 
future. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic. Assuming there are no 
significant changes to external factors, it is expected there would be a marginal 
increase over the new few years. 

 

2. Housing and building profile 
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• Predominantly traditional construction: timber-framed, tile-hung, and flint/brick listed 
buildings. 

• No high-rise or complex building risk; aerial appliance demand is low. 
 

3. Agricultural and industrial profile 
• Working agricultural land including arable farms, orchards, and hop gardens, 

seasonal machinery and crop fire risk. 
• Straw and crop storage creates high fire load in summer months. 

 
4. Environmental profile 
 
The Lower Stour wetlands opportunity area contains some of Kent’s most extensive water 
and wetland habitats. The area includes a very high number of designated sites such as 
Stodmarsh, Westbere Marshes, the Lydden Valley and Hacklinge Marshes. Along the coast, 
the mudflats and sand dunes which lie between the marshes and the sea form part of the 
Sandwich and Pegwell Bay site, a site of international importance for bird life. In 2024 plans 
were approved to create a wetland in Chilham “engineered” landscape to help address 
issues relating to pollution in the River Stour catchment caused by wastewater from housing.  

 

5. Risk assessment 

Risk area Detail Assessment 

Heritage 
building fire 

Listed and older buildings 
may allow fire to move more 
easily and can be more 
difficult to manage during an 
incident. 

This is a long-standing local feature rather 
than a new risk. The assessment is that pre-
fire planning and ongoing prevention and 
protection work remain the most useful 
controls. 

Agricultural 
fire 

Crop, machinery, and 
storage fires can occur 
during busier farming periods 
and in dry weather. 

This remains a seasonal rural risk. The 
assessment is that partnership work with the 
farming community and continued rural fire 
safety activity are practical mitigations as 
detailed in our Rural Plan. 

Social 
isolation - 
older residents 

Older residents living in 
dispersed rural properties 
may be less likely to notice a 
fire early or leave quickly 
without support. 

This supports targeted Safe and Well work 
and close partnership with health and social 
care services. The assessment is that 
prevention activity can reduce risk for the 
households most likely to need support. 

Wildfire spread 
Dry conditions can increase 
the chance of fire moving 
from farmland or open land 
toward nearby property. 

This is a seasonal issue that is best 
addressed through monitoring, local 
engagement, and wider wildfire planning 
across the area. 

 
 

6. Mitigations 
• Targeted Home Fire Safety Visits for isolated elderly residents in the rural catchment. 
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• Partnership with local partners and farming community networks to promote 
agricultural fire safety and early reporting. 

• Seasonal wildfire risk monitoring with partners and landowners; community-facing 
information issued in spring/summer. 

• Proactive engagement with local businesses to review building fire safety 
arrangements, focusing on the safe storage of chemicals and hazardous materials, 
alongside fire-safe land management practices. 
 

A2 – Wye fire station 
Executive risk summary 
Wye is a small historic village at the foot of the North Downs, home to agricultural activity. 
The risk profile combines the classic challenges of rural on-call coverage with HGV traffic on 
the A28 corridor. 

While some areas have some higher risk places or spaces where KFRS holds unique site-
specific risk information, there are no locations like that in Wye. The Wye area is covered by 
our standard county-wide risk-based intervention programme. We look at every property in 
the community and give it a rating from very low to very high risk, based on things like how 
easy it is for people to escape in an emergency. This helps us focus our safety checks and 
fire prevention work where they are needed most. 

Wye station is used by a community warden as a local operational base. If this proposal is 
approved, we would work closely with the warden service to identify a suitable alternative 
arrangement, so community support can continue without disruption. 

 
Station type On-Call (OC) 

Geographic profile Rural village, Stour Valley, between Ashford and Canterbury, North 
Downs AONB 

Nearest wholetime 
cover 

Ashford 

Proposal Staged removal of on-call posts and crewing; building mothballed for 12 
months before formal review 

 

1. Demographics and community risk 
Current risk: 

• Small resident population with a notably wide age range including established 
families, retirees, and a transient student/researcher population 

• Several care settings and elderly residents in the village and surrounding hamlets 
 
Future risk: 

• Climate change risk to North Downs heathland and the surrounding AONB increases 
wildfire exposure 

• Ashford’s planning framework continues to direct significant housing and employment 
growth to the borough and ongoing review work is considering further land for 
homes, jobs, and community uses to 2041. Wye is specifically mentioned as an 
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important provider of local shops and services, although new developments would be 
at ‘a scale appropriate to the individual characteristics of the settlement’. This should 
be balanced against the wider national trend that building fires fell by 18% between 
2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 
new homes per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has remained low overall since 2012. A small increase is expected in the 
future. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 
 

2. Housing and building profile 
• Mix of traditional village housing, Victorian terraced properties, and agricultural 

workers' cottages 
 

3. Agricultural and AONB profile 
• Active arable and livestock farming across the wider catchment; seasonal crop 

storage hazards 
• North Downs AONB creates wildfire and ecological risk; chalk grassland and scrub 

vegetation is sensitive to ignition in dry periods 
• National nature reserve at Wye and Crundale Downs. 
• Proximity to the Stour Valley means periodic flooding risk 

 

4. Risk Assessment 

Risk area Detail Assessment 

Agricultural 
and wildfire 
risk 

There is a seasonal risk in 
open land and farming-
related fire risk across the 
wider catchment. 

The assessment is that this remains an 
established rural risk and should continue to 
be managed through seasonal planning, 
business engagement, community 
messaging, and local partnerships. 

Older residents 
living in 
hamlets 

Some older residents live in 
smaller rural settlements 
where early detection and 
access can be more difficult. 

These supports continued targeting through 
Home Fire Safety Visits and local prevention 
work for residents who may need extra 
support. 
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5. Mitigations 
• Targeted HFSV delivery to elderly and socially isolated residents in Wye village and 

surrounding hamlets 
• Business and fire safety engagement for the local agricultural sector, focusing on 

high fire risk prevention, crop storage, and wildfire prevention 
 

A3 – Cliffe fire station 
Executive risk summary 
Cliffe is a small village on the Hoo Peninsula of North Kent, set within an expansive 
marshland landscape on the south bank of the Thames Estuary. The area carries a legacy of 
industrial land use, active cement and aggregate extraction activity, and a residential 
community that is geographically isolated. The station serves a catchment with limited road 
connectivity and a relatively high proportion of vulnerable residents. 

While some areas have higher risk places or spaces where KFRS holds unique site-specific 
risk information, there are no locations like that in Cliffe. The Cliffe area is covered by our 
standard county-wide risk-based intervention programme. We look at every property in the 
community and give it a rating from very low to very high risk, based on things like how easy 
it is for people to escape in an emergency. This helps us focus our safety checks and fire 
prevention work where they are needed most. 

 
Station type On-Call (OC) 

Geographic profile Hoo Peninsula village, Thames Estuary marshland, North Kent 

Nearest wholetime 
cover 

Strood 

Proposal Staged removal of on-call posts and crewing; building mothballed for 12 
months before formal review 

 

1. Demographics and community risk 
Current risk: 

• Small but geographically concentrated village population with limited connectivity to 
wider services 

• Above-average proportion of older residents and households with limited digital 
access 

• Index of Multiple Deprivation data indicates moderate deprivation in parts of the Cliffe 
catchment 

• The marshland and agricultural setting mean some residents live in isolated 
properties beyond the village centre 

 
Future risk: 
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• The wider Hoo Peninsula housing growth (8,000–10,000 new homes) would increase 
the secondary demand on whatever coverage is provided, including to Cliffe. 
However, national data indicates that building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 
2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes 
per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

• Some limited local housing developments are planned in and around Cliffe village. 
 
 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has remained low overall since 2012. A small increase is expected in the 
future. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

2. Housing and building profile 
• Traditional brick construction; mix of farm cottages, bungalows, and some newer 

social housing 
• No high-rise stock; agricultural outbuildings with fire load present on the marshland 

 

3. Industrial and environmental profile 
• Internationally designated nature reserves (SSSI, Ramsar) on the marshland; 

ecological sensitivity creates constraints on fire suppression and wildfire response 
• Limited industrial operations now as such operations have reduced over recent 

decades. 
 

4. Risk assessment 

Risk area Detail Assessment 

Rural isolation 
and access The road network is limited. 

Access is an important issue for Cliffe. The 
assessment is that route planning, local 
familiarisation, and wider resilience 
arrangements would remain important if 
cover changes. 

Older and 
vulnerable 
residents 

Some residents may have 
limited mobility or limited 
digital access, especially in 
more isolated parts of the 
catchment. 

This supports continued targeting through 
Home Fire Safety Visits, community 
engagement, and work with partner 
agencies that already know the local 
population well. 
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Ecological 
constraints on 
response 

Protected habitats in the area 
can affect how some incidents 
are managed. 

This is mainly an operational planning 
issue. The assessment is that site 
knowledge and joint working with 
environmental partners remain the key 
mitigations. 

 
 
 

5. Mitigations 
• Home Fire Safety Visits prioritised for older residents 
• Community resilience planning coordination with local partners, Medway Council and 

the Environment Agency around flood evacuation routes and multi-agency response 
protocols for combined flooding and fire incidents 

• Business fire safety inspections maintained through the Service’s Risk Based 
Intervention Programme 

 

A4 – Westerham fire station 
Executive risk summary 
Westerham is a historic market town on the Kent-Surrey border, situated at the foot of the 
North Downs and bisected by the A25. The town serves as a gateway between the M25 
corridor and the rural West Kent landscape. Its risk profile is defined by a combination of 
heritage building stock, high volumes of commuter and tourist traffic, a care home and 
elderly resident population, and proximity to the M25/M26 junction, which generates a 
recurring demand for complex road traffic collision response. 

Westerham has two key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Westerham fire station alone. Incidents of this 
type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway 

 
 

Station type On-Call (OC) 

Geographic profile Historic market town, Kent-Surrey border, North Downs 

Nearest wholetime 
cover 

Sevenoaks or Oxted (Surrey FRS, cross-border) 

Proposal Staged removal of on-call posts and crewing; building mothballed for 12 
months before formal review 

 

1. Demographics and community risk 
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Current risk: 
• Affluent commuter town with an ageing permanent resident population supplemented 

by tourist numbers drawn to historic attractions (Churchill's home at Chartwell, 
Westerham village). 

• Sevenoaks district has the lowest disability rate in Kent (15%) 
• Several care homes and supported living facilities in and around the town centre, 

housing residents with high dependency needs. 
• The surrounding rural area includes dispersed farms and equestrian properties with 

limited road connectivity. 
 

Future Risk: 
• Incremental residential growth through infill and conversion; heritage building risk 

persists. Sevenoaks District’s emerging Plan 2040 is being prepared against a 
housing need of around 712 homes a year, with potential growth options that include 
land at the edge of Westerham. This local growth context should be read alongside 
national data showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite 
England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per year, 
with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

• M25 traffic volumes are projected to increase, sustaining RTC demand on the 
M25/M26 junction. 

• Climate change impact on North Downs heathland increases wildfire risk in summer 
months. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents attended each month has remained low overall since 2012. There has been 
a small increase, which is expected to continue in the future. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue. 

 

2. Housing and building profile 
• Historic town centre with listed and conservation area buildings in traditional 

construction. 
• Mix of older detached properties, Victorian housing, and some modern residential 

development on the town periphery. 
• Rural properties including farm buildings and equestrian facilities with high fire load 

potential. 
• Care homes and supported living facilities represent the highest consequence 

residential risk. 
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3. Transport and infrastructure risk 
• M25/M26 junction at Clackett Lane is one of the busiest motorway junctions in Kent 

with complex RTC demand. 
• A25 through the town centre carries high volumes of tourist and through-traffic; 

congestion can delay response from Sevenoaks. 
• Cross-border mutual aid with Surrey FRS is already established. 

 

4. Risk assessment 

Risk area Detail Assessment 

Care home 
fire risk 

There are several care 
settings with residents who 
may need support to leave 
a building safely. 

The assessment is that care homes are an 
established part of the area profile and would 
continue to be monitored and supported through 
the KFRS risk-based intervention programme. 

M25 road 
traffic 
incidents 

The M25 and M26 
continue to generate 
demand from complex 
road traffic incidents. 

The assessment is that this demand is now a 
well-established part of the area profile. In 
practice, these incidents are already being 
supported through responses from neighbouring 
areas, alongside existing motorway plans and 
mutual aid arrangements. The proposed change 
reflects this current way of working by formally 
recognising how resources are already being 
deployed to keep people safe. 

Heritage 
building fire 

Listed buildings in the town 
centre can allow fire to 
spread more easily and 
can be more complex to 
manage. 

The assessment is that this remains a known 
town-centre risk and should continue to be 
managed through pre-fire planning and business 
engagement. 

A25 
congestion 
delay 

Through-traffic can affect 
movement through the 
town centre. 

The assessment is that this is a practical access 
issue that should continue to be considered in 
route planning and cross-border support 
arrangements. 

Rural 
access  

Isolated farms and 
equestrian properties can 
take longer to reach with 
larger vehicles. 

The assessment is that rural access remains an 
established feature of the area and should 
continue to be supported through familiarisation 
and mutual aid planning. 

 

5. Mitigations 
• Review of risk across the care homes and supported living facilities in the 

Westerham catchment through the Risk Based Intervention Programme. 
• Targeted business engagement for key buildings in the Westerham area. 
• Home Fire Safety Visits targeting elderly residents living in homes or residential care. 

 

133



Appendix 7 to Item Number B1 

PART B: Removal of attached on-call sections 
The following four stations currently have an attached on-call section providing additional 
surge capacity and resilience alongside the primary wholetime or day-crewed fire engine. 
The removal of these sections does not close the station but does reduce the total number of 
fire engines available and removes the on-call crew from the establishment. This section 
considers the community impact of that reduction. 

On-call firefighters play a vital role in responding to emergencies, but they do not carry out 
planned fire safety checks on buildings. On-call firefighters are not always at the station. 
They respond when called, which means their time is primarily focused on emergency 
response. 

Across Kent and Medway it’s primarily our wholetime, day-crewed or specialist teams carry 
out planned fire safety interventions. This means that every part of Kent and Medway is 
covered, regardless of which type of firefighter serves that area. 

 

B1 – Deal fire station (attached on-call section) 
Community risk profile 
Deal is a coastal town on the east Kent coast with a distinct community identity, a historic 
built environment, and a population with above-average levels of deprivation and disability. 
The town would retain fire cover with nearest additional cover from surrounding stations. 

Deal has five key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service holds Site 
Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a site, such 
as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if there is 
an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and monitoring. They 
are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that the response is 
well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of these sites, the 
response would not rely on Deal fire station alone. Incidents of this type are expected to 
draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across Kent and Medway. 

 
Current establishment Day-crewed primary fire engine + attached on-call section 

Proposal Removal of attached on-call section 

Nearest mutual aid Dover, Sandwich 
 

Current and future risk 
• Deal sits within a coastal district (Dover) that has one of the highest disability rates in 

Kent (21.1%), above the Kent and Medway average of 17.8% (Census 2021). 
• Parts of Deal sit within the top 20% most deprived neighbourhoods nationally 

particularly in the town centre and seafront wards and there is a correlation between 
deprivation and fire risk. 

• Seasonal population variation driven by tourism creates periods of higher occupancy 
in holiday lets and licensed premises. 

134



Appendix 7 to Item Number B1 

• The seafront and historic conservation area contains buildings with narrow street 
access limiting fire engine approach. 

• Removal of the attached on-call section reduces the station's surge capacity during 
concurrent incidents or when the primary fire engine is committed. 

• The adopted Dover District Local Plan to 2040 provides for around 11,000 homes 
across the district and continued economic growth focused on town centres, tourism, 
and employment locations, so the likely trajectory includes continued demand from 
domestic, commercial, and town-centre incidents. This should be considered 
alongside national data showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 
despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per 
year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic. If wider conditions 
remain similar, a marginal increase is likely in the next few years. 

 

Mitigations 
• Enhanced Home Fire Safety Visit targeting those most at risk in Deal, primarily 

delivered through the day-crewed fire engine crew. 
• Seasonal risk assessment for tourist season; consideration of targeted prevention 

messaging for holiday accommodation providers. 
• Continued engagement with local business to provide fire safety advice and support. 

 

B2 – Herne Bay fire station (attached on-call section) 
Community risk profile 
Herne Bay is a coastal town in the Canterbury district, characterised by a large and growing 
retired population, a legacy of seaside housing including older converted seafront properties, 
and a developing seafront and town centre economy. It is one of the most rapidly ageing 
communities in Kent. 

Herne Bay has seven key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Herne Bay fire station alone. Incidents of this 
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type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway. 

 
Current establishment Day-crewed primary fire engine + attached on-call section 

Proposal Removal of attached on-call section 

Nearest mutual aid Whitstable, Canterbury 
 

Current and future risk 
• Canterbury district has a growing retired and older population; Herne Bay itself has 

one of the highest concentrations of over-65 residents in the county 
• Large stock of converted Victorian and Edwardian seafront properties 
• High proportion of single-occupancy households among older residents; delayed fire 

discovery and limited self-evacuation capacity 
• Growing care home and supported living sector in the town increases the proportion 

of high-dependency residents 
• Herne Bay also sits within a district where previous and emerging planning work has 

identified housing growth, with the town itself linked to more than 3,000 additional 
homes over time. This may alter occupancy patterns and increase the number of 
older residents and families, although national data indicates that building fires fell by 
18% between 2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by 
approximately 180,000 new homes per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling 
continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

Mitigations 
• Prioritised Home Fire Safety Visit targeting single-occupancy households with older 

residents. 
• Continued engagement with local business to provide fire safety advice and support. 

 

B3 – Faversham fire station (attached on-call section) 
Community risk profile 
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Faversham is a historic market town in Swale district, home to one of the UK largest 
breweries. The town has a mixed demographic profile, a diverse housing stock ranging from 
medieval timber-framed buildings to modern estates and sits at the centre of a largely rural 
catchment including the North Kent marshes. 

Faversham has five key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Faversham fire station alone. Incidents of this 
type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway 

 
Current establishment Day-crewed primary fire engine + attached on-call section 

Proposal Removal of attached on-call section 

Nearest mutual aid Sittingbourne, Teynham, Canterbury 
 

Current and future risk 
• Between previous Census in 2021 Swale population crew by 11.7% and the number 

of residents aged 50 to 64 rose by 15.4%. This age bracket is steadily moving 
directly into the 65+ bracket, compounding the long-term aging trend. 

• Faversham town centre contains several medieval and listed timber-framed buildings 
with inherent fire spread risk and complex suppression requirements. 

• Active and historic industrial uses in the town include chemical manufacture and 
storage; Faversham's industrial heritage means some legacy contamination and fire 
risk from older premises. 

• The broader Swale rural catchment includes isolated marshland properties and 
agricultural holdings with limited road access 

• Swale has a mixed deprivation profile; parts of Faversham's catchment experience 
moderate to high deprivation. 

• Removal of the on-call section reduces available fire engines for concurrent incidents 
in both the town and the rural catchment. 

• Current proposals and decisions around southeast Faversham include around 2,500 
homes together with employment land, local services, and facilities, which would 
change the scale of the town over time and are likely to affect the mix of domestic, 
commercial, and road-related incidents. This should be viewed in the context of the 
national trend that building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite 
England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per year, 
with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 
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• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic. If wider conditions 
remain similar, a marginal increase is likely in the next few years. 

Mitigations 
• Targeted business engagement for businesses in the medieval town core. 
• Home Fire Safety Visit maintained for rural catchment, with particular focus on 

isolated properties on the North Kent marshes. 

B4 – Tunbridge Wells fire station (attached on-call section) 
Community risk profile 
Royal Tunbridge Wells is the principal urban centre of West Kent and one of the most 
affluent towns in the county. The town has a legacy Victorian housing stock, a busy town 
centre commercial sector, and is surrounded by a large rural area including the High Weald 
area of natural beauty (AONB). 

 
Tunbridge Wells has 23 key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Tunbridge Wells fire station alone. Incidents of 
this type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway 

 
Current 
establishment 

Wholetime primary fire engine + attached on-call section 

Proposal Removal of attached on-call section 

Nearest mutual aid Southborough, Tonbridge, Crowborough (East Sussex FRS, cross-
border) 

 

Current and future risk 
• Tunbridge Wells district together with Sevenoaks has one of the lowest disability 

rates in Kent (15%), but this overall average masks concentrations of vulnerability in 
older residential areas and care settings. 

• The Victorian Pantiles and town centre areas contain heritage building stock with 
limited fire compartmentation and complex access. 
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• A growing care home sector serves the ageing population; the district's elderly cohort 
is expanding as a retirement destination. 

• The High Weald AONB to the south is subject to increasing wildfire risk from 
heathland and woodland during dry summers. 

• The town centre generates a night-time economy; licensed premises risk increases in 
the evening period. 

• Removal of the on-call section reduces surge capacity for major incidents and 
concurrent call demand. 

• The adopted Tunbridge Wells Local Plan 2020–2038 provides for around 4,500 
homes across the borough, while the next plan review would be prepared against a 
higher housing requirement, so future housing and service growth may increase 
demand and change its profile. This should be considered alongside national data 
showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing 
stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per year, with the rate of fire per 
dwelling continuing to fall. 
 

Future Incident Demand 
• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 

month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence of a sustained 
increase, so the most likely picture is that numbers would remain broadly similar. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

Mitigations 
• Night-time economy fire safety engagement and Risk Based Intervention Programme 

activity maintained with licensed premises in the town centre. 
• Targeted business engagement and Risk Based Intervention Programme activity in 

the Pantiles and town centre area. 
• Seasonal monitoring and community awareness initiatives with partners for the High 

Weald AONB. 
• Home Fire Safety Visit targeting maintained, with particular focus on older residents. 
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PART C: Overnight fire engine reduction - Dartford and 
Thames-side 
The following stations are proposed to reduce from two fire engines to one overnight. The 
stations remain open and fully crewed during the day. This section considers the community 
risk profile of the overnight period specifically and the mitigations available. 

Every loss of life in a fire is a tragedy. Some of these fires happen during the night. In these 
specific cases, a faster fire engine response is unfortunately not always enough to save a 
life. This is because smoke and fire can overcome a person before anyone is able to call 
999. This is why our prevention and protection work is so vital. We focus heavily on early 
warnings, like making sure people have working smoke alarms. We also help residents 
make their homes safer. This work can stop fires from starting in the first place or give 
people the time they need to escape safely. 

 

C1 – Dartford fire station 
Community risk profile 
Dartford is the most densely populated district in Kent and the primary gateway between 
Kent and London via the Dartford Crossing (M25/A282). The town has a young, diverse, and 
rapidly growing population driven by inward migration from London, commercial and logistics 
development, and active high-rise and large-scale residential development. 

Dartford has 48 key risk sites. Risk sites are a natural feature of urban areas, surrounded by 
other wholetime stations. Many of these sites present a lower night-time risk. For each of 
these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This 
is detailed operational information about a site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, 
and anything firefighters may need to know if there is an emergency. These sites are also 
subject to regular planning, review and monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters 
train and practice for these risks so that the response is well understood and kept up to date. 
If a serious incident happened at one of these sites, the response would not rely on Dartford 
fire station alone. Incidents of this type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist 
colleagues and support from across Kent and Medway 
 
The Dartford Crossing has agreed joint planning and preparedness arrangements with 
partner agencies. These arrangements are reviewed on a planned schedule and exercised 
regularly so that overnight response remains coordinated and well understood, including 
where support or standard attendance may come from over the county border. 

 
Current night establishment Two wholetime fire engines overnight 

Proposed night 
establishment 

One wholetime fire engine overnight 

Geographic profile Urban; densely populated; gateway to London via Dartford 
Crossing 

Nearest overnight mutual aid Swanscombe, Swanley, Thames-side 
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Current and future risk 
• Dartford has the most diverse population in Kent; the Black community represents 

8.2% – the highest in the county – and the district has an Eastern European 
community. 

• Rapid residential growth through high-rise and large-scale residential development; 
several tall residential buildings are now in the Dartford urban area, generating 
potential aerial appliance demand overnight. 

• The Dartford Crossing frequently operates well above its design capacity of 135,000 
vehicles per day, with peak volumes exceeding 180,000 vehicles; tunnel and bridge 
fire incidents are nationally significant with multi-agency response requirements. 

• The commuter-belt effect means the overnight population is higher than the daytime 
population; domestic fire risk peaks at night. 

• Lowest disability rate in Kent and Medway (14%); however rapid population growth 
means total number of vulnerable residents is growing. 

• The planned Thameslink Tunnel project brings long-term infrastructure risks; the Fire 
and Rescue Service (FRS) is closely involved in planning and construction, using 
specialist fire engineering teams to deal with complex risks. 

• The adopted Dartford Plan provides for 12,640 homes between 2024 and 2037, 
alongside continuing economic growth and logistics activity. This local growth should 
be read alongside the national trend that building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 
2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes 
per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence, so the most likely 
picture for the next few years is that there would be a marginal increase. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

Mitigations 
• Continued delivery of co-ordinated proactive and reactive business engagement 

through our firefighters and specialist building safety teams. Most of this work takes 
place during the day, which is not impacted by the proposed change.  

• Overnight demand and concurrent incident data would be reviewed regularly so 
KFRS can check that the arrangement is working as intended and respond if further 
action is needed. 

• Daytime prevention work, including Home Fire Safety Visits and community 
engagement, would continue to reduce risk in homes and support safer living across 
the Dartford area. 
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C2 – Thames-side fire station 
Community risk profile 
Thames-side station serves a mixed industrial, commercial, and residential catchment along 
the south bank of the Thames Estuary in Gravesham district. The area includes active ports, 
logistics hubs, large retail and leisure developments, and a residential community with 
deprivation in certain wards. It is a high-demand station with a complex and varied incident 
profile. 

Thames-side has 27 key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Thames-side fire station alone. Incidents of this 
type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway 

 
Current night establishment Two wholetime fire engines overnight 

Proposed night establishment One wholetime fire engine overnight 

Geographic profile Mixed urban-industrial Thames waterfront, Gravesham 

Nearest overnight mutual aid Swanscombe, Strood, Dartford 
 
 

Current and future risk 
• Gravesham is home to Kent and Medway’s largest Sikh community which make up 

8% of the district's population, representing 51% of the total Sikh population across 
Kent and Medway; cultural and religious community gatherings occur regularly in the 
evening and overnight period, increasing occupancy in community buildings. 

• Active Thames riverfront with commercial shipping, leisure craft, and port facilities; 
water and marine incident risk is elevated overnight when reduced staffing exists 
across all agencies. 

• Logistics and distribution warehousing along the Thames waterfront; large fire loads 
in automated storage facilities require water and fire engine resources. 

• Residential wards with above-average deprivation rates have elevated domestic fire 
risk, particularly overnight when fire fatality risk peaks. 

• London Thamesport and adjacent commercial infrastructure would continue to 
expand; automated warehousing risk profile is increasing. 

• The planned Thameslink Tunnel project brings long-term infrastructure risks; the Fire 
and Rescue Service (FRS) is closely involved in planning and construction, using 
specialist fire engineering teams to deal with complex risks. 
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• Evidence supporting the Gravesham Local Plan review identifies continuing pressure 
for employment land and logistics activity, while major riverside schemes and wider 
growth proposals include substantial mixed-use and residential development, 
including proposals of around 3,500 homes at Northfleet Harbourside. This should be 
considered alongside national data showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 
and 2024 despite England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new 
homes per year, with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence, so the most likely 
picture for the next few years is that there would be a marginal increase. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, a marginal increase is expected in the next few years. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

Mitigations 
• Continued community engagement with Sikh and other faith communities in 

Gravesham to support fire safety in community buildings and places of worship. 
• Targeted Home Fire Safety Visit in the underprivileged residential wards, focusing on 

households with elderly residents, smokers, and those with limited mobility. 
• Continued delivery of co-ordinated proactive and reactive business engagement 

through our firefighters and specialist building safety teams. Most of this work takes 
place during the day, which is not impacted by the proposed change.  
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PART D: Increased daytime provision – Strood, Folkestone 
and Ashford 
The following three stations are proposed to receive an additional daytime fire engine, 
increasing their capability during the hours when on-call availability has historically been 
lowest. This is a positive community impact that creates tangible opportunities to increase 
the volume and quality of prevention and protection activity delivered to the communities 
these stations serve. 

 
Positive community 
impact opportunity How increased daytime provision enables It 

More Home Fire Safety 
Visits (HFSVs) 

Additional crew available during the day enables an increase in 
proactive visits to vulnerable households releasing specialist teams 
to other areas of risk 

Building fire safety 
interventions 

A second fire engine allows an increase in proactive business 
safety visits increasing the proactive assessment of potential risks 
in the area and support specialist teams in providing essential fire 
safety advice. 

Community education and 
prevention 

School visits, community events, and road safety education can be 
scheduled without compromising emergency response capacity 

Faster concurrent response 
During daytime peak demand hours, a second fire engine reduces 
wait times for second and subsequent calls in the immediate and 
surrounding areas. 

Enhanced crew training 
A second wholetime fire engine ensures crews can conduct 
realistic training scenarios (such as simulated property fires or road 
traffic collisions) with a full team on-site. 

Additional fire engines 
compensating for other fire 
engine withdrawals 

These locations help to provide additional cover in areas affected 
by other proposed closures 

D1 – Strood fire station (increased daytime provision) 
Community risk profile and positive impact 
Strood sits on the western bank of the River Medway, directly connected to Rochester and 
the wider Medway urban area via the Medway bridges. It is part of the Medway Unitary 
Authority, which is one of the most densely populated and rapidly growing areas in the 
Southeast. The addition of a daytime fire engine at Strood would have a significant positive 
impact on both emergency response and prevention activity across the western Medway 
community. 

Strood has 11 key risk sites. Key water related risk on the River Medway are included in 
assessments of risk. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service holds Site 
Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a site, such 
as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if there is 
an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and monitoring. They 
are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that the response is 
well understood and kept up to date.  
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If a serious incident happened at one of these sites, the response would not rely on Strood 
fire station alone. Incidents of this type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist 
colleagues and support from across Kent and Medway. 

 
Current daytime 
establishment 

One wholetime fire engine 

Proposed daytime 
establishment 

Two wholetime fire engines (daytime) 

Geographic profile Urban; western Medway; gateway to North Kent peninsula including 
Hoo 

Population served Part of Medway Unitary Authority – population c.293,000; one of the 
fastest growing areas in SE England 

 

Current community risk 

• Across Medway, approximately 17.4% of the population are classified as disabled 
under the Equality Act across day-to-day activities limited a lot and a little compared 
to the national average of 17.3% (Census 2021) 

• The number of Medway residents born in Nigeria rose from around 1,500 in 2011 
(0.6% of the local population) to around 4,000 in 2021 (1.4%) (Census 2021). 

• Romanian, followed by Polish, Panjabi and Bulgarian, is among the most common 
main languages after English in Medway (Census 2021) language barriers can 
impede fire safety messaging reaching all communities 

• Medway's Black community has seen the largest growth of any single ethnic group, 
now 5.6% of the total population a 3.1 percent increase from 2011 (Census 2021); 
diverse community profile requires inclusive and multi-channel prevention 
engagement 

• Strood provides key road access points to the Hoo Peninsula, including routes to 
major industrial sites at the Isle of Grain; an additional daytime fire engine at Strood 
provides resilience for major industrial incidents when on-call cover is unavailable 

• The western Medway area includes older residential housing stock, active 
commercial development, and high levels of HGV traffic connecting the M2 and A2 to 
the peninsula and ports 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence, so the most likely 
picture for the next few years is that there would be a marginal increase. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue. 
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Positive local community impact of additional daytime fire engine 
(supplementing the general benefits identified above)   

• Strood’s position as the gateway to the Hoo Peninsula means the additional fire 
engine strengthens daytime resilience for incidents affecting Grain, Cliffe, and other 
peninsula communities. 

• Boosted capacity to deliver targeted prevention and protection activity across the Isle 
of Grain. 

• Strood’s position on the M2/A289/A228 junction means it is well placed to provide a 
response to road traffic collisions. 
 

D2 – Folkestone fire station (increased daytime provision) 
Community risk profile and positive impact 
Folkestone is the principal town of the Folkestone and Hythe district on the Kent coast. It has 
one of the highest deprivation levels in Kent, a growing disability rate, a diverse and transient 
population including asylum seekers and international visitors via the Channel Tunnel, and a 
large legacy of older, converted, and HMO housing stock. The town is in active regeneration, 
with new development planned in the Folkestone seafront area and the Folkestone Harbour 
development. An additional daytime fire engine represents a substantial positive community 
impact for one of the most vulnerable communities in Kent. 

Folkestone has 28 key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service 
holds Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a 
site, such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Folkestone fire station alone. Incidents of this 
type are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across 
Kent and Medway. 

The Channel Tunnel is another important risk site located near the town. There are specialist 
plans (SSRIs) for the Channel Tunnel site and surrounding infrastructure. We work closely 
with French emergency services and tunnel operators. We run regular joint practices and 
training exercises to ensure we are always ready. If an incident happens in the tunnel, a 
coordinated response from both countries is triggered immediately to keep passengers and 
the local community safe. The UK response does not rely on Folkestone alone; it draws 
resources and specialist support from across the county. 

 
Current daytime 
establishment 

One wholetime fire engine, one on-call fire engine 

Proposed daytime 
establishment 

Two wholetime fire engines 

Geographic profile Coastal town; Folkestone and Hythe district; Channel Tunnel 
proximity 

Disability rate Folkestone and Hythe: 21.83% – second highest in Kent 
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Current community risk 
• Folkestone and Hythe have the second highest disability rate in Kent (21.8%) 

(Census 2021), above the county average; a large proportion of residents have 
mobility, sensory, or cognitive impairments that increase fire risk and impede 
evacuation. 

• Within the Folkestone and Hythe district, socio-economic disparities are localised in 
pockets of severe deprivation. Folkestone Central and Harbour districts rank among 
the most deprived 10–20% nationally according to the English Indices of Deprivation.  
Deprivation directly correlates with elevated fire risk and requires specialist 
prevention support. 

• Folkestone's coastal location and proximity to the English Channel means the town 
hosts an asylum seeker and refugee population; language barriers and unfamiliarity 
with UK fire safety practices require targeted outreach. 

• The phased Folkestone seafront and harbour regeneration and recent revised 
application for the eastern section of the site along the coast would bring new 
residential and commercial units to that area. This should be considered alongside 
national data showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite 
England’s housing stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per year, 
with the rate of fire per dwelling continuing to fall. 

 
Future Incident Demand 

• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence, so the most likely 
picture for the next few years is that there would be a marginal increase. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed there 
would be a marginal increase in the next few years. 

 

Positive local community impact of additional daytime fire engine 
(supplementing the general benefits identified above)   

• Increased community safety outreach to the asylum seeker and refugee community 
can be delivered in partnership with local voluntary organisations; pictorial safety 
materials deployed. 

• Folkestone’s position as the gateway to the Marsh and surrounding areas, means the 
additional fire engine strengthens daytime resilience for incidents in those areas. 

• Boosted capacity to deliver targeted prevention and protection activity across the 
Marsh and surrounding areas. 

 

D3 – Ashford fire station (increased daytime provision) 
Community risk profile and positive impact 
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Ashford is one of the fastest-growing towns in the Southeast of England. Designated as a 
growth town by successive governments, Ashford has seen sustained, large-scale 
residential and commercial development over the past two decades and is projected to 
continue growing through the 2030s.  

The town is the principal urban centre for a large rural area covering much of southern Kent, 
including the areas affected by the on-call station closures at Chilham and Wye. An 
additional daytime fire engine at Ashford directly addresses the increased demand that 
would arise from absorbing those catchments and the population growth the town itself is 
generating. 

Ashford has 22 key risk sites. For each of these sites, Kent Fire and Rescue Service holds 
Site Specific Risk Information (SSRI). This is detailed operational information about a site, 
such as its layout, hazards, access points, and anything firefighters may need to know if 
there is an emergency. These sites are also subject to regular planning, review and 
monitoring. They are well regulated, and firefighters train and practice for these risks so that 
the response is well understood and kept up to date. If a serious incident happened at one of 
these sites, the response would not rely on Ashford fire station alone. Incidents of this type 
are expected to draw on fire engines, specialist colleagues and support from across Kent 
and Medway. 

 
Current daytime 
establishment 

One wholetime fire engine 

Proposed daytime 
establishment 

Two wholetime fire engines 

Geographic profile Major growth town; hub for rural southern Kent; international rail 
gateway 

Population served Ashford borough and wide rural area; one of the fastest growing 
towns in SE England 

Current community risk 
• Ashford is a designated growth town with a large active development pipeline; new 

residential estates using Modern Methods of Construction (MMC/Modular) are being 
built at pace, introducing novel fire spread risks that require specific operational 
tactics. This local development context should be balanced against national data 
showing building fires fell by 18% between 2014 and 2024 despite England’s housing 
stock growing by approximately 180,000 new homes per year, with the rate of fire per 
dwelling continuing to fall. 

• The town serves a vast rural community across southern Kent, including the Stour 
Valley villages, the Romney Marsh, and the High Weald fringe; response times to the 
most rural addresses in this catchment are already among the longest in the county. 

• The borough has a growing and diverse population including Eastern European, 
South Asian, and other communities; multi-lingual prevention activity is increasingly 
important. 

• Agricultural and rural fire risk across the wider rural area served by Ashford is 
seasonal; the additional daytime fire engine provides resilience for concurrent rural 
and urban incidents. 

 
Future Incident Demand 
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• Accidental dwelling fires – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended each 
month has remained low since 2012. There is no clear evidence, so the most likely 
picture for the next few years is that there would be a marginal increase. 

• Accidental Dwelling Fires (Night) – The number of accidental dwelling fires attended 
at night has also remained low since 2012. While numbers may vary from month to 
month, there is no clear sign of a longer-term increase, so levels are expected to 
remain broadly similar. 

• Emergency Special Services (non-fire) - The number of emergency special service 
incidents has been increasing since 2012. A continued gradual increase is expected. 

• Road Traffic Collisions - The number of road traffic collisions attended each month 
has generally remained low since 2012. However, attendance has been higher since 
the Covid lockdown periods than it was before the pandemic, and it is assumed this 
would continue into the future. 

 

Positive local community impact of additional daytime fire engine 
(supplementing the general benefits identified above)   

• Boosted capacity to deliver targeted protection activity across the Weald and Marsh 
areas. 

• Expanding Home Fire Safety Visits across the Ashford urban area and extended 
rural catchment (absorbing Chilham and Wye communities), enabling proactive 
outreach to households that would previously have been outside effective range. 

• The additional daytime fire engine would provide resilience for the out of area cover 
the existing fire engine routinely provides, especially into the Weald and Marsh 
areas. 

• Ashford is very well connected onto the A20, A28, and M20 meaning it is well placed 
to provide additional support to other areas of the county. 
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PART E: Impact assessment by protected characteristic 
This section assesses the overall impact of all proposals considered in this PIA against each 
protected characteristic under the Equality Act 2010 and identifies the mitigations and 
actions that apply. 

 
Characteristic Issues & Analysis Mitigations 

Age 

Older people (65+) are statistically at highest 
risk of fire fatality and least able to self-
evacuate. The staged removal of on-call posts 
and crewing at Chilham, Wye, Cliffe, and 
Westerham affects catchments with above-
average older populations, as do the removal 
of on-call sections at Deal, Herne Bay, 
Faversham, and Tunbridge Wells.  

Targeted HFSV 
programmes including with 
smoke alarm provision. 
Review referral routes for 
affected areas.  

Disability 

Folkestone and Hythe (21.8%) and Dover 
(21.2%) districts have the highest disability 
rates in Kent. The removal of the Deal on-call 
section (Dover district) and the increased 
provision at Folkestone are therefore 
particularly significant. The increased daytime 
provision at Folkestone directly and positively 
addresses the highest-risk disability 
catchment. 

Prioritised Safe and Well 
visits. 
Review referral routes for 
affected areas. 
Inclusive communication 
formats. 

Race / Ethnicity 

The overnight reductions at Dartford and 
Thames-side affect the most ethnically diverse 
areas in Kent. Folkestone has an asylum 
seeker and refugee population. Ashford has 
growing diverse communities. Domestic fire 
risk data does not show ethnicity as a primary 
driver (age and deprivation are stronger 
predictors), but language barriers can impede 
access to fire safety information. 

Accessible prevention 
materials. 
Community partner 
engagement. 
Accessible website with 
translation tools. 
Increased daytime cover at 
three stations enables 
targeted outreach. 

Deprivation 
(Other) 

Deprivation directly correlates with fire risk. 
Deal, Herne Bay, and Folkestone all have 
above-average deprivation in parts of their 
catchments. The overnight reductions at 
Dartford and Thames-side effect areas with 
pockets of deprivation. The increased 
provision at Folkestone and Ashford positively 
targets some of the highest-deprivation 
communities in Kent. 

Targeted HFSV 
programmes including with 
smoke alarm provision. 
Review referral routes for 
affected areas 

Rurality (Other) 

The staged removal of on-call posts and 
crewing at Chilham, Wye, and Cliffe affects 
rural communities where response time 
increases would be most acute. Rural 
residents have fewer alternative services, 
lower digital connectivity, and often poorer 
road network access. Agricultural fire risk is 
seasonal and high consequence. The 12-
month mothballing period provides a defined 
review point before any further decision is 
made about the buildings. 

Response time modelling 
for all rural addresses. 
Community engagement. 
Agricultural business fire 
safety engagement. 
Community resilience 
development. 
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Sex 

Men remain statistically overrepresented in fire 
fatalities, often linked to risk-taking behaviours. 
Women may be disproportionately affected in 
domestic settings or where caring 
responsibilities exist. No specific geographic 
concentration identified beyond the universal 
application of these factors. 

Targeted prevention 
messaging. 
Risk-profiling within HFSV 
activity. 

Pregnancy and 
Maternity 

Coastal areas within the Deal, Herne Bay, and 
Folkestone catchments include higher 
proportions of young families with fewer 
economic resources. Increased risk where 
response times increase in family-heavy areas. 

Universal HFSV eligibility. 
Targeted prevention 
through maternity and 
early-years pathways. 

Religion or belief 

Gravesham (Thames-side overnight reduction) 
has a large Sikh community; Dartford has the 
highest Muslim and Hindu populations in Kent. 
Community and faith buildings create 
gathering risk in evening hours. The overnight 
reductions are the primary concern for this 
characteristic. 

Continued protection and 
prevention activity. 
Engagement with faith 
leaders. 
Community building risk 
measured through Risk 
Based Intervention 
Programme 

LGBTQ+ / Gender 
Reassignment / 
Sexual 
Orientation 

Canterbury has the highest LGB+ population in 
Kent (4.49%); Herne Bay sits within 
Canterbury district. No direct disproportionate 
impact identified beyond the universal 
implications of reduced on-call section cover. 

Inclusive service delivery. 
Visible signals of inclusion. 
Inclusive prevention 
messaging. 
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PART F: Monitoring, review and success measures 
Monitoring framework 
 

Action Item Frequency Purpose 

Response time 
performance by 
geographic area with 
community risk overlay 

Quarterly Monitor material changes in response 
times by geography and risk profile 

Fire and incident outcome 
monitoring Monthly  Identify changes in severity, fatality, or 

injury patterns 

HFSV and prevention 
activity data by station 
area 

Quarterly 
Ensure high-risk groups remain 
prioritised; measure increase in 
prevention delivery at Strood, 
Folkestone and Ashford 

Building fire safety check 
review Quarterly 

Confirm protection activity maintained or 
increased; track additional fire safety 
checks enabled by increased daytime 
provision 

Mutual aid protocol 
effectiveness Post-incident 

Confirm that agreed mutual aid protocols 
are delivering effective cover in areas 
affected by the staged removal of on-call 
posts and crewing 

Partnership and Local 
Authority feedback Ongoing 

Capture intelligence on emerging 
community impacts from partners 
including adult social care, housing, and 
health 

Post consultation, post 
implementation, and 12-
month mothballing review 

Post-consultation, post-
implementation and at the 
12-month review point 

Reassess impact and mitigations 
following decisions; capture lived 
experience from affected communities; 
review the mothballed buildings before 
any further decision is made 

Site Specific Risk 
Information and highest-
risk site review 

Post-implementation 

Ensure robust plans remain in place for 
the highest-risk places and spaces, 
including sites near county borders 
where information is shared with 
neighbouring services 

Equality, accessibility and 
consultation reach review 

At consultation close and 
post-implementation 
review 

Confirm that accessible consultation 
measures, printed materials, website 
accessibility tools, and focus group 
engagement have supported fair access 
for different communities 

 

Success measures 
If the proposals are appropriately mitigated and implemented, the following outcomes are 
anticipated: 
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• Reduction in the amount of time spent in level 5 degradation. 
• No material increases in incidents at locations affected by closures or reductions. 
• No material increases in incidents at locations affected by the staged removal of on-

call provision, attached on-call section reductions, or overnight fire engine reductions. 

• Increase in HFSV delivery and building fire safety inspections in the Strood, 
Folkestone, and Ashford areas within 12 months of increased provision going live 

• Community confidence maintained; complaints and negative community intelligence 
return to baseline levels within 12 months. 

• Targeted HFSV programmes in areas affected by the staged removal of on-call posts 
and crewing within 6 months of implementation. 

• A formal 12-month review is completed for mothballed buildings at Chilham, Wye, 
Cliffe and Westerham before any further decision is made. 

• Site Specific Risk Information for the highest-risk places and spaces is reviewed and 
updated ahead of implementation, with cross-border information-sharing 
arrangements confirmed where neighbouring services may provide support 

• Accessible consultation arrangements, including printed copies, website accessibility 
tools, and targeted focus group engagement, are demonstrated to have improved 
reach into communities less likely to engage through digital channels alone 

 
 
This PIA is a living document and will be updated as the Resourcing Review develops. It 
is intended to show clearly how community impact has been considered, what mitigation is 
already in place, and what further action can support safe and effective implementation. 
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Appendix 8: People Impact Assessment 

Resourcing Review | Workforce 

 
Version Draft 0.3 

Date August 2026 

Author Leanne McMahon – Director Prevention, Protection and Engagement 

Status For consultation 

Reviewed by Resourcing Review Project Team 

Purpose 
This People Impact Assessment considers the workforce impacts arising from proposals 
within Kent Fire and Rescue Service's Resourcing Review in relation to actions for public 
engagement. There is a separate analysis for internal changes only.  Its purpose is to ensure 
that changes to station configurations and operational availability are assessed fairly and 
transparently, in line with equality duties, organisational values and workforce wellbeing.  
The assessment focuses on two groups of colleagues whose working arrangements are 
directly affected by the proposals. It identifies the impacts for each group, any mitigations 
KFRS, stations, managers and colleagues can apply, and the ongoing actions required to 
support fair and effective implementation. 
This assessment does not determine the final decision. It informs the Resourcing Review 
Project Team, Strategic Leadership Board, Corporate Management Board, Fire Authority 
members, representative bodies, and colleagues of the potential people impact, any 
mitigations, and areas requiring further attention. 
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What the proposals involve 
The Resourcing Review seeks to rebalance fire engine cover across Kent and Medway by 
shifting resource toward the periods and locations of highest demand. The specific proposals 
relevant to this assessment are: 
 

Station changes going to public consultation 

• Three additional wholetime fire engines available during the day (08:00 to 18:30) at Strood, 
Ashford and Folkestone. These stations would have two wholetime fire engines during the 
day and one at night. 

• The second fire engine at Dartford and Thames-side would be unavailable at night (18:30 to 
08:00). Both stations would keep two fire engines during the day and one at night. 

• Closure of four on-call stations: Chilham, Wye, Cliffe and Westerham. 

• Removal of the on-call section at four stations: Deal, Herne Bay, Faversham, and Tunbridge 
Wells. A wholetime fire engine would remain at each location 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week. 

• Reinvestment of savings into seven new wholetime shift firefighter posts. 
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Impact by colleague group 
This section sets out the specific impacts and mitigations for each of the two groups of 
colleagues directly affected by these proposals. 
Alongside the formal consultation, KFRS has already put in place a range of routes to 
inform, hear from and support colleagues. These include a written feedback route, the Ask 
the Chief process, regular updates to frequently asked questions, podcasts and webinars led 
by the Chief and the Director of Response and Resilience. 
Welfare support has also been made available through Station Leaders, Service Delivery 
and on-duty welfare officers. In addition, regular discussions have taken place with 
representative bodies so that questions, concerns and feedback can continue to inform the 
approach. 

 

Group 1: On-call firefighters at affected stations 
Colleagues at Chilham, Wye, Cliffe, Westerham, Deal, Herne Bay, Faversham, and Tunbridge Wells 

 

What is changing 
Four on-call stations at Chilham, Wye, Cliffe, and Westerham are proposed for closure. At 
four fire stations, Deal, Herne Bay, Faversham and Tunbridge Wells, the on-call section 
would be removed, though a wholetime engine always remains on station.  
Colleagues who’s on-call role ends as a result would be offered a structured set of options. 

Options available 
• Move to another on-call station. Redeployment to a suitable nearby station with an 

extended trial period. If the move does not work out, the colleague remains eligible for 
a redundancy payment. 

• Transfer into wholetime. Colleagues may apply to join the wholetime service through 
a practical assessment and values-based interview. Those who meet the required 
standard would be placed into a wholetime course within 18 months. An annualised 
hours contract covers the period before the course starts. Accepting the annualised 
contract removes eligibility for redundancy payment. 

• Move into a green book role. Where a suitable green book post is available, 
colleagues may apply. 

• Voluntary redundancy. Colleagues with more than two years of service receive a 
statutory redundancy payment plus a six-week goodwill payment. Those with less than 
two years receive the goodwill payment only. A week's pay is calculated on the 
average of earnings over the previous 12 weeks, including retaining fee, CPD, and 
activity payments. 

• Voluntary redundancy with early pension (age 55 or over). Colleagues aged 55 or 
over may take both a redundancy payment and early access to their on-call pension. 
KFRS has agreed to fund the early payment cost. Retiring from the on-call contract 
does not affect any wholetime or green book contract. 

• Annualised hours contract. Colleagues who do not wish to join wholetime, or who do 
not pass the migration assessment outright, may be offered an annualised hours 
contract, subject to availability and assessment outcome. Hours are typically needed 
during summer months for resilience. This contract ends on joining wholetime. 
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Migration assessment process 
Colleagues wishing to transfer into wholetime will attend a practical assessment day led by a 
Training, Technical and Professional Station Manager. Three assessment outcomes are 
possible: 

• All required skills demonstrated: progression to a six-week migration course. 
• Safe but benefiting from a full course, or not yet at end-point: progression to a full 16-

week pathway course. 
• Risk-critical concerns or values issues identified: no progression to wholetime. 

 
For borderline cases, a development plan may allow the colleague to demonstrate readiness 
over an agreed period. Where there are significant risk-critical gaps, the development plan 
would be longer and the wholetime course offered at a later stage. 

Impacts and mitigations  
Impact 
 

Mitigation 

Colleagues may feel their role and contribution 
is being undervalued because of station closure 
or appliance removal. 

KFRS will communicate clearly and directly with 
all affected colleagues about the rationale for the 
changes, recognising the contribution on-call 
colleagues have made. All communications will be 
written in plain language accessible to a 
neurodiverse audience. 

The range of options may be confusing or feel 
overwhelming, particularly for colleagues who 
process information differently. 

Each colleague would be offered an individual 
conversation to talk through the options. Written 
summaries would be available in plain English. 
Multiple formats are available including written, 
verbal, and digital. 

Colleagues may not meet the migration 
assessment standard and feel they have limited 
remaining options. 

KFRS would discuss outcomes individually with 
each colleague. Where standards are not fully 
met, development pathways would be explored 
before an outcome is reached. All eligible 
redundancy entitlements would be clearly 
communicated. 

The transition period between roles creates 
uncertainty that may affect wellbeing and 
financial security. 

Annualised hours contracts maintain employment 
and pension rights during the transition. 
Occupational health and employee assistance 
support remain available throughout. 

The closure of a local station may mean longer 
travel distances to an alternative role, which 
may disadvantage colleagues with caring 
responsibilities or limited transport. 

Travel distance and caring responsibilities would 
be considered during individual conversations 
about options. HR and line manager support 
would be available for those facing difficulty. 

Perceptions of how on-call and wholetime roles 
are valued may affect how some colleagues 
experience the change and may influence 
confidence in future on-call recruitment across 
the service. 
 

Communication at service, station management 
and team level would explain how savings from 
on-call changes are being reinvested, including 
seven new wholetime posts, while also 
recognising the contribution of on-call colleagues. 
Representative bodies, managers and local 
leaders would be encouraged to reinforce this 
message consistently so colleagues can discuss 
concerns and perceptions openly. 
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What is changing 
Dual contractors at affected stations hold two separate employment contracts. If their on-call 
element ends because of these changes, they are offered two main options. 
 

Options available 
• Voluntary redundancy on the on-call contract. Statutory redundancy payment 

(calculated on the government formula, capped at 20 years' service) plus a six-week 
ex-gratia goodwill payment. Colleagues with less than two years of service on the on-
call contract receive the goodwill payment only. Weekly pay is calculated on the 
average of earnings over the previous 12 weeks, including retaining fee, CPD, and 
activity payments. 

• Annualised hours contract. An alternative to redundancy. Grey book dual 
contractors continue to train on their wholetime contract. Green book dual contractors 
are required to complete 137 hours on station plus 96 hours of FirePro training to 
maintain competence. CPD payments continue as now for both groups. Payment for 
activity is at the on-call rate. Hours are typically required in summer months for 
resilience. 

 

Impacts and mitigations  
Impact 
 

Mitigation 

Colleagues may not fully understand how their 
two contracts interact, particularly around 
redundancy eligibility and pension entitlements. 

KFRS would provide individual briefings for dual 
contractors. Written guidance would clearly set out 
the position for both grey and green book contract 
holders. HR support would be available for any 
queries. 

The distinction between the two contract types 
(grey book and green book) and the different 
competence requirements may cause 
confusion. 

Separate plain-language guidance would be 
produced for grey book and green book dual 
contractors. Guidance on the Managing Structural 
Change policy would be shared as part of this. 

Choosing the annualised hours route may 
affect how colleagues plan their time and 
finances if the hours are concentrated in 
summer months. 

KFRS would communicate the expected shape of 
annualised hours clearly in advance, including 
which months hours are likely to be required, so 
colleagues can plan accordingly. 

 
 

159



  Appendix 8 to Item Number B1 

Equality impact across all groups 
KFRS is required under the Equality Act 2010 and the Public Sector Equality Duty to 
consider how these proposals may affect colleagues with protected characteristics. We have 
identified where there is potential impact.  
 

Outstanding actions and development commitments 
The following actions are required to ensure the mitigations identified in this assessment are 
effective. They are tracked through the Resourcing Review Project and would be updated as the 
programme progresses. Actions are included at service, manager, station and colleague level 
where relevant. 
 

 

Characteristic Impact identified 
 

Mitigation 

Sex • Station closures at locations with 
higher proportions of women may 
reduce gender diversity locally. 

• Gender representation monitored 
after implementation. 

Gender 
reassignment 

• No direct impact identified. 
• Periods of significant change can 

increase anxiety for trans and 
non-binary colleagues. 

• Inclusive behaviours and 
confidentiality reinforced 
throughout consultation. 

• Engagement with colleague 
networks and inclusion leads. 

• Zero tolerance of harassment. 

Race • Station closures may 
disproportionately affect locations 
with higher representation of 
colleagues from minority ethnic 
backgrounds. 

• Consultation may feel less 
inclusive if engagement is not 
culturally accessible. 

• Baseline diversity data 
established at affected stations. 

• Inclusive engagement methods 
used throughout. 

• Recruitment, retention, and 
progression monitored. 

Disability and 
neurodiversity 

• Neurodivergent colleagues may 
find prolonged uncertainty more 
difficult to manage. 
 

• Plain English communications 
throughout, with accessible 
formats available through the 
service’s intranet. 

•  

Sexual 
orientation 

• No direct adverse impact 
identified. 

• Prolonged change can affect the 
psychological safety of LGBTQ+ 
colleagues if leadership 
commitment to inclusion is not 
visible. 

• Inclusive workplaces and visible 
allyship maintained. 

• Clear reporting routes for any 
discriminatory behaviour. 
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Engagement and communication 
Impact 
 

Mitigation 

Communications about complex options may 
not be clearly understood by all colleagues, 
particularly neurodivergent colleagues or those 
for whom English is not a first language. 
 

All colleague-facing communications to be 
reviewed for plain language and accessibility 
before issue. Multiple formats available through 
accessible systems. Individual conversations 
offered to all directly affected colleagues. 

The implementation approach may be 
strengthened or improved where representative 
bodies are engaged early enough to shape it. 
 

Early and structured engagement with FBU and 
FRSA throughout consultation. Feedback loops 
built into the programme. 

Managers may need support and practical tools 
to hold effective conversations with affected 
colleagues and to help teams work through the 
change locally. 
 

Manager briefing and support materials developed 
ahead of consultation. HR available to support 
individual conversations. 

 

Equality monitoring 
Impact 
 

Mitigation 

The cumulative impact on protected groups 
may not be fully visible unless monitoring is in 
place throughout implementation. This should 
include monitoring how the reduction in the 
number of occasions where double shifts can 
occur affects fatigue, attendance patterns, 
travel demands and access to workplace 
information for different groups of colleagues. 
 

Baseline diversity data established. Annual 
monitoring of equality data, including by sex, race, 
age, disability, and employment type. Monitoring 
should also consider whether reducing the 
number of occasions where double shifts can 
occur is creating any unintended impact through 
increased travel, while also identifying any 
wellbeing or communication benefits linked to 
reduced fatigue and more regular attendance. 
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Monitoring and review 
This assessment will be reviewed following formal consultation, updated as the programme 
progresses and monitored against the measures below. It should also continue to focus on 
the specific impact on KFRS colleagues. 
 
What will be monitored Frequency Purpose 

Workforce equality data by sex, race, 
age, disability, and employment type 

Annually To identify disproportionate impact on any 
protected group resulting from station, 
duty system, or contract changes. 

Feedback from colleagues and 
representative bodies during 
consultation and implementation 

Ongoing To capture lived experience and ensure 
questions are identified and responded to 
in good time. 

Colleague wellbeing Periodic To assess confidence in raising concerns, 
and overall wellbeing during the transition. 

Reasonable adjustments audit Periodic To confirm existing adjustments are 
consistently reviewed, agreed, recorded. 

Manager feedback and capability review Periodic To check managers are being adequately 
supported to lead their teams through the 
change. 
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