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Call Processing Documentation 

 

22) How is the time of 9-1-1 Call receipt documented by your PSAP/Communications Center? 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call is answered 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time  

23) How is Direct Dialed Emergency Call receipt documented by your PSAP/Communications 

Center? 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call is answered 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator  

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 

 

24) How is the time of Automatic Alarm receipt documented by your PSAP/Communications 

Center? 

Automatic electronic timestamp when alarm is received 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator  

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 
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25) If 9-1-1 Calls are transferred from a Call Intake Communicator to an Emergency Dispatcher, 

how is the time of transfer documented by your PSAP/Communications Center?  

 

Not Applicable 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is initiated 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is completed 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Emergency Dispatcher 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator or Emergency Dispatcher 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 

 

26) If Direct Dialed Emergency Calls are transferred from a Call Intake Communicator to an 

Emergency Dispatcher, how is the time of transfer documented by your 

PSAP/Communications Center? 

 

Not Applicable 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is initiated 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is completed 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Emergency Dispatcher 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator or Emergency Dispatcher 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 

 

  



WPI Mobilization Study 

General Participant Survey 
 

8 Revision 3 

 

27) If Automatic Alarms are transferred from a separate PSAP to an Emergency Dispatcher, how 

is the time of transfer documented by your PSAP/Communications Center? 

 

Not Applicable 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is initiated 

Automatic electronic timestamp when call transfer is completed 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Call Intake Communicator 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Emergency Dispatcher 

Manually recorded by Call Intake Communicator or Emergency Dispatcher 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 
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Emergency Dispatching Documentation 

28) Do your Emergency Dispatchers provide “pre-dispatch” alerts (i.e. “Station 10, E11 stand-by 

for dispatch” or similar informal alerts) to stations prior to formal dispatch notification 

 

Yes, by Standard Operating Procedure 

 

Yes, by common practice 

 

No 

 

29) If “pre-dispatch” alerts are used, does your Communications Center document these times? 

 

30) How is the time emergency units are dispatched documented by your Communications 

Center? (select one) 

Automatic electronic timestamp 

(1) when radio dispatch is initiated 

(2) when radio dispatch is completed 

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by action of Emergency Dispatcher 

(1) when radio dispatch is initiated 

(2) when radio dispatch is completed 

Manually recorded by Emergency Dispatcher  

(1) when radio dispatch is initiated 

(2) when radio dispatch is completed 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 
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31) Does your department transmit a distinct Alert Tone signifying an emergency dispatch 

message prior to transmitting the initial emergency dispatch message? 

 

Yes, we transmit a distinct Alert Tone reserved for response messages 

 

Yes, we transmit a distinct Alert Tone for each response priority prior to response messages 

 

No, all transmissions are preceded by the same Alert Tone 

 

No, we do not transmit an alert tone 

 

32) Does your department Communications Center transmit a distinct Activation Tone signifying 

a specific company/unit prior to transmitting the initial emergency dispatch message? 

Yes, we transmit a distinct coded Activation Tone that activates only the receivers of 

assigned companies/units 

Yes, we transmit a distinct coded Activation Tone that is readily audible and easily 

distinguished and recognizable from other Activation Tones by responders 

No, we do not transmit a distinct coded Activation Tone 

33) Does your Communications Center transmit initial emergency dispatch information 

following a standard format? 

Yes, by SOP 

Yes, by common practice 

No 

34) If your Communications Center transmits initial emergency dispatch information 

following a standard format, in what order are key elements presented? (number the 

information types from 1 to 4 as they are presented in your standard format)  

Units assigned 

Type of emergency 

Location of emergency 
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Details of alarm or call 

35) How is the time emergency units are en-route documented by your Communications 

Center? 

Automatic electronic timestamp based on automatic telemetry on responding unit 

Automatic electronic timestamp based on manual telemetry on responding unit initiated by 

action of responding personnel   

Manual electronic timestamp initiated by Emergency Dispatcher on receipt of radio 

message from responding personnel 

Manually recorded by Emergency Dispatcher on receipt of radio message from responding 

personnel 

Other method of documentation 

We do not document this time 

 

36) If your department utilizes automatic telemetry to track en-route times, what criteria are 

used by the system to report the unit en-route?  

Not applicable 

Vehicle motion sensor 

Vehicle location sensor 

Other method 

37) If your department utilizes actions of responding personnel to track en-route times, what 

method is used to report the unit en-route? 

Not Applicable 

Fixed manual acknowledgement system installed in station 

Mobile Data Terminal mounted on response units 

Mobile radio transmission from response units 
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Emergency Response Unit Notification 

What method(s) is used to provide call information to emergency response units in their 

stations? 

38) Alert tones over public address system 

(1) via radio 

(2) via phone line 

(3) via dedicated hardware communications system 

(4) via internet based communications system 

(5) Other 

 

39) Voice announcement over public address system 

(1) via radio 

(2) via phone line 

(3) via dedicated hardware communications system 

(4) via internet based communications system 

(5) Other 

 

40) Direct call to station personnel 

(1) via radio 

(2) via phone line 

(3) via dedicated hardware communications system 

(4) via internet based communications system 

(5) Other 

 

41) Call information displayed on fixed video display in station 

(1) via radio 

(2) via phone line 

(3) via dedicated hardware communications system 

(4) via internet based communications system 

(5) Other 
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42) Run sheet with call information faxed or printed in station 

(1) via radio 

(2) via phone line 

(3) via dedicated hardware communications system 

(4) via internet based communications system 

(5) Other 

 

43) Run information transmitted directly to vehicle mounted Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) or PC 

(1) via radio link 

(2) via WiFi from station network 

(3) via WAN from internet 

(4) Other 

 



 

MOBILIZATION STUDY 
Robert Upson, MSFPE Candidate 

Kathy Notarianni, PhD, P.E. 
Department of Fire Protection Engineering 

Worcester Polytechnic Institute 

100 Institute Road 

Worcester, MA 01609 

«AddressBlock» 

 

«GreetingLine» 

 

Thanks again for your continued involvement in our study of selected fire departments of all sizes from all over 

North America: 

 

Bainbridge Island, WA  ∙  Beverly, MA  ∙  Cary, NC  ∙  Cedar Rapids, IA  ∙  Chesapeake, VA 

Fairfax County, MD  ∙  Flagstaff, AZ  ∙   Fort Worth, TX  ∙   Green Bay, WI  ∙   Hampton, VA 

Lexington, KY  ∙   Lincoln, NE  ∙   Miami Dade County, FL  ∙   Orange County, FL  ∙   Southington, CT 

Thornton, CO  ∙    Toronto, ON  ∙   Woodland, CA  ∙  Worcester, MA 

 

This our formal request for historical call processing and turnout data in computer readable form.  You should 

receive the instructions and paper forms for the remaining parts of the study via US Priority Mail within the next 

few days. 

 

We know that your time is valuable.  We can process your historical dispatch data in a number of forms and want 

to make the process as easy as possible for you.   Ideally, we’d like to receive your data as an Excel Spreadsheet 

with column headers identifying the data fields.  Second to that, a comma delimited data file (.CSV), preferably 

with a header row, would work as well.  Failing those, we can convert several other data types from raw files.   

Most files (~15MB or smaller) may be transmitted directly via email.  Larger files can be uploaded by arrangement 

through the Blackboard system used for the General Participant Survey or mailed on CD-ROM or thumb drive.  

(Please contact me for upload or mailing arrangements.) 

 

Ideally, we need the following call processing and turnout data from your 2008 calendar year: 

 

• Data from the full calendar year unless otherwise requested 

• Filtered for emergency priority only (“emergency” as defined by your department) 

• Identified as “Fire,” “EMS,” or “other” types of emergency 

• Time of call receipt (this begins the “call processing” interval”) 

• Time of call transfer from Public Service Answering Point to Fire Department Communications Center (if 

applicable) 

• Time of dispatch “Pre-Alert” (if applicable and available) 

• Time of dispatch (this ends the “call processing” interval and begins the “turnout” interval) 

• Identification of “First Due” apparatus assigned 

• Time of “First Due” apparatus acknowledgement (if available) 

• Time of “First Due” apparatus en-route (this ends the “turnout” interval) 

 

This information will be aggregated with similar data collected from the other fire departments in the study and 

compared based on the factors identified in the Survey.  Individual department data and summaries will not be 

identified and/or published except back to the departments themselves for internal use.  If you would like us to 

execute a confidentiality agreement to that effect, please advise of us of the language that would be sufficient for 

your needs. 

 

If there are any questions about this most important phase of data collection, please feel free to email me 

(bobupson@wpi.edu) or call me ((M) 860-478-9550, 10 am – 10pm EST, please).  I will be happy to work with you 

or your information management people at your convenience. 

 

Best regards, 

Robert Upson     Kathy Notarianni 
Robert Upson      Kathy Notarianni 

Deputy Fire Marshal, New Hartford, CT   Chair, Department of FPE, WPI 

bobupson@wpi.edu     kanfpe@wpi.edu 
 



WPI Mobilization Study -- Station Information Sheet 

Department:  ____________________(FDID:  __________) 
 

Station and Apparatus Identification This section will help us match dispatch records with specific stations. 

 

Station Name (how is this station commonly identified):  _______________________________________________ 
 

Station Address:  _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

                                _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Estimated population served by this station:  __________ (if available) 
 

Estimated primary response area for this station:  _________ square miles 
 

Characterization of response area served by this station: 
 

� Urban (population density over 2000 per square mile) 

� Suburban (population density between 1000 and 2000 per square mile) 

� Rural (population density less than 1000 per square mile) 
 

Apparatus inventory (what first due fire/EMS apparatus is normally assigned to this station): 

 

Common Name 
First Due 

Engine 
First Due EMS 

Dispatch/Radio 

Identifier* 
Apparatus Type 

Engine 11 �Yes �No �Yes �No E11 ALS engine 

Rescue 51 �Yes �No �Yes �No R51 BLS ambulance 

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

 �Yes �No �Yes �No   

*How is this piece of apparatus identified in digital dispatch records? 
 

Station Layout This section will helps us characterize how each station’s layout might affect turnout time. 

 

What is the average typical travel distance from each listed area in the fire station to the driver’s door of each type 

of first due apparatus?  If there is more than one first due suppression apparatus or EMS unit, list the average 

distance by type.  Distances should reflect a typical path of travel for emergency personnel responding from each 

area.  A surveyor’s wheel would be ideal for this measurement.  Please make your best estimate. 
 

First Due 

Apparatus 

Day Room Training Room Dining/Kitchen Fitness Room Sleeping Area 
level 

travel* 
stairs** 

level 

travel 
stairs 

level 

travel 
stairs 

level 

travel 
stairs 

level 

travel 
stairs 

Average for Fire 

Suppression   
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    

 
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    

 
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    

 
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    

 
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑   

Average for EMS   
↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    ↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    ↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    ↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑    ↓↓↓↓  ↑↑↑↑   

*Level travel distance not including stairs/poles  **Number of flights of stairs, circle ↓  ↑ for up or down,  for pole 



 

 

WPI Mobilization Study – Turnout Drill Time Sheet 

Department:  ____________________(FDID:  __________) 

Trial Identification 
Alarm Response Walking 

Speed Time 
Scramble, Don, and 

Mount Time 

DATE 
UNIT 
TYPE 

PPE 
WORN 

UNIT 
NUMBER 

UNIT 
SHIFT 

CREW 
SIZE 

First Last 
“Wheels 
Rolling” 

“Front 
Bumper 

Crosses Sill” 

/   / 
□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
/   / 

□ FIRE 
□ EMS 

□ YES 
□ NO 

       
 

Please note any problems.  Use a separate sheet for all trials conducted with the alternative drill layout and label it clearly. 
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This layout can be reproduced in many typical fire station apparatus bays

1
.  This provides a protected 

indoor environment suitable for measuring firefighter movement speed in a simulated alarm response.  
The distance from the start and return lines should be measured with a measuring tape or surveyor’s 
wheel as accurately as practical.  The start and return lines should be clearly marked.  Traffic cones 
can be used to mark the lines but taped lines on the floor allow for more reliable timing. 
 
Time over this measured distance will be averaged with data from other departments to estimate an 
objective movement rate which, in turn, can be used to calculate travel times for various fire station 
layouts. 
 
Data to track per each trial: 
 

o Trial Identification (date, number) 
o Unit Identification (Type, Number, Shift) 
o Crew size 
o Accurate course completion time for the first and last crew member 

 

Alarm Response Walking Speed Procedure: 
 

1. The crew moves “quickly and with purpose;” no jogging or running; “As you would normally 
respond to an emergency call in your station.” 

2. The crew starts on “ready, set, go” command. 

                                                 
1
 If the station used does not have room for the full 60’ long course, a 30’ course may be substituted with 2 laps 

being completed instead of a single lap.  If the alternative layout is used, it must be documented on the data 

collection form. 

 

S
T
A
R
T 

60’ 

5’ 

58’

SPEED 

10 
LIMIT 

PART 1:  Alarm Response Walking Speed 

3’ 
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3. The crew proceeds to the front end of the bay; crosses over the measured line return; returns 
and crosses over the starting line to finish.  (See footnote 1 for alternate layout) 

4. Using a stopwatch, record times for the first and last crew member over the finish line. (If the 
entire crew crosses the line too closely to reliably time both first and last, record the first time 
only.) 

 

Alarm Response Walking Speed Briefing Points: 
 

• Move “quickly and with purpose as you would normally respond to an emergency 
call in your station” 

 

• NO RUNNING OR JOGGING 
 

• Start will be “ready, set, go” – step off quickly 
 
 

 
This layout can be reproduced in many typical fire station apparatus bays

2
.  It provides a credible 

simulation of a typical fire station environment with crews in the space immediately adjacent to the 
apparatus.  The close proximity of the crew provides a “best case” scenario which should supply a 
minimum value for “turnout time.” 

 

                                                 
2
 If the station used does not have room for the full 60’ long course, a modified course may be substituted by starting 

the crew even with the apparatus front bumper on the driver’s side and  moving  to the rear bumper (minimum 30’) 

before returning and mounting the apparatus instead of the regular layout.  If this alternative layout is used, it must 

be documented on the data collection form. 

 

S
T
A
R
T 

Parked 
Apparatus 

“En route” 
Apparatus 

60’ 

5’ 

58’

SPEED 

10 
LIMIT 

PART 2:  Scramble, Don, & Mount 

3’ 

25’ 

12’ 

Run Sheet 
Pick-up 
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Split times should be recorded for two possible interpretations of the “en route” criteria: 
 
 
Data to track per each trial: 
 

o Trial Identification (Date) 
o Unit Identification (Type, Number, Shift) 
o Crew size 
o Time to each “en route” criteria 

1. “wheels rolling” measured as soon as the apparatus starts moving 
2. “front crosses sill” measured when the front of the apparatus crosses the bay door sill 

 

Scramble, Don, and Mount Procedure: 
 

1. Starting configuration 

• “Le Mans Start” -- Crew starts shoulder to shoulder in a line facing away from the 
apparatus at the back of the bay 

• Crew is dressed in regular station wear 

• PPE is stowed at each crew member’s riding position
3
 

• Apparatus is parked with its front 5’ from the line of the door sill 

• MPO & Officer’s windows are open 

• Apparatus is otherwise as it would normally be stowed in station  
 

2. On command (“Go!”, no countdown preparation) 

• Timer must be positioned to observe “wheels rolling” safely before MPO can release 
brakes! 

 
3. Special Tasks 

• Officer retrieves “Run Sheet” from simulated printer 

• MPO opens bay door (manually or with remote) 
 
4. Crew moves promptly to gear; all crew members don core gear at minimum (See footnote 3) 

• Bunker pants 

• Boots 

• Flame retardant hood (if normally worn) 

• Bunker coat 

• Helmet (or headset if that is standard practice) 
 

5. Crew mounts apparatus 

• MPO may start engine at any time 
 

6. Crew will not don SCBA per consensus of technical advisors 
 
7. Crew fastens seatbelts 

• Seatbelt compliance confirmed by apparatus officer 

• MPO shall not release brakes until compliance confirmed 
 

8. MPO pulls straight forward promptly (Maximum Speed 10 mph) 

• Brakes released; wheels start (Split 1) 

                                                 
3
 EMS crews may omit PPE as per local SOP.  Fire suppression crews must don full PPE including either a helmet 

or radio headset. 
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• Front Bumper crosses doorway sill marked by traffic cones (Split 2) 

• MPO must stop before reaching curb line marked by traffic cones
4
 

 
Scramble Don, and Mount Briefing Points: 
 

• PPE stowed at each crew member’s riding position 
 

• MPO & Officer’s windows open 
 

• Apparatus as normally stowed  
 

• Regular station wear as normally worn 
 

• “Le Mans Start” 
o Facing away 
o No warning for starting “Go!” 

 

• NO RUNNING OR JOGGING 
 

• Officer retrieves “Run Sheet” 
 

• MPO opens bay door 
o MPO may start engine at any time 

 

• Core gear 
o No SCBA 

 

• Crew fastens seatbelts 
o Compliance confirmed by officer 
o MPO waits for confirmation 

 

• MPO pull forward promptly (10 mph max) 
o stop before reaching curb line 

                                                 
4
 Where the proximity of public sidewalks and streets limits the distance the apparatus can continue out of the bay, 

appropriate modifications should be made.  Please note any such modifications on the data collection sheet. 
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Treatment of Extreme Outliers in the Mobilization Study Historical Data 

 

When all the historical response data from our 14 participating departments was in, we had collected 

over half a million individual response records.   All of these records could not simply be aggregated 

together due to variations in the ways different departments documented the various time segments 

critical to our study.  

Only data from departments having complete mobilization data -- starting with the time the call for 

assistance was answered, through the time appropriate Emergency Response Units (ERUs) were 

dispatched, until ERUs were “En route” – was combined.  This yielded slightly over 153,000 raw data 

records. 

Because of the retrospective nature of the study, it was considered impractical to research individual 

response records containing what appeared to be idiosyncratic data.   To this end, some gross filtering 

was required on the data prior to analysis.  Records where either the Call Processing time or the Turnout 

Time was recorded as less than or equal to zero were omitted outright as artifacts or documentary 

errors.  It is assumed that these records typically reflect incidents where an ERU came upon an incident 

without prior dispatch, one incident branched from another, etc. and an incident record was created 

after the fact. 

The second and more difficult to manage concern was for extreme outliers at the upper range of data.  

In the Call Processing data, for instance, the longest processing time for a fire call was reported at 3,946 

seconds; over one hour and five minutes!  The longest reported processing for an EMS call was not far 

behind at 3,565 seconds or just over 59 ½ minutes.  While it is conceivable that some of these extreme 

outliers represent legitimate Call Processing Times for legitimate emergencies it seems more credible to 

assume that many of them represent artifacts and non-emergent incidents.  The difficult question 

becomes, which of these extreme outliers can be omitted from the data set to give the most accurate 

and useful picture of normal Mobilization Times without losing valuable descriptive data? 

Figure 1 illustrates graphically the distribution of response data for Call Processing Time for 137,770 fire 

and EMS responses combined.  Only those records where Call Processing Time or Turnout Time were 

less than or equal to zero were omitted in creating this cumulative distribution function (CDF) graph.   

Starting at the lower left corner at 0% and 0 seconds, a blue line representing the cumulative percentage 

of observed processing responses completed, shown on the vertical axis, is plotted against time, shown 

on the horizontal axis.   The line rises quickly to the median average, 50% of observed responses, in just 

32 seconds, reaching 90% of observed responses in just over 90 seconds, and 99% of observed 

responses in a little over 300 seconds.   The last 1% of the observed responses requires most of the 

graph for a range of about 3,700 seconds – over an hour represented in a long “tail” to the right of the 

otherwise typical CDF of a typical normal distribution. 

��� > 0 & �� > 0 
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Figure 1 CDF Combined Fire & EMS Call Processing Time (unfiltered) 

 

The red vertical lines overlaid on the graph indicate the mean average times of observed responses, 46 

seconds, plus various multiples of the standard deviation of 88 seconds (mean plus 1, 1 ½, 2, and 3 

standard deviations) as various candidates for initial cutoff filtering of extreme outliers.  

The mean average plus 2 standard deviations, 221 seconds in this example, was chosen as an initial 

cutoff filter for comparison.  In a normal distribution, this would omit 2.28% of the data.  A CDF of the 

same data omitting responses where either the Call Processing Time or Turnout Time exceed the mean 

plus 2 standard deviations of the raw data is shown in Figure 2.  The filtered data produces a more 

visually informative graph, retains its original median value, and arguably represents a more credible 

range of processing times for actual emergencies.  

 

��� > 0 & �� > 0 

���	
����
≤ �x̄�����

+ 2S������ & t�� !"#�#$
≤ �x̄����

+ 2S����� 
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Figure 2 CDF Combined Fire & EMS Call Processing Time 

 

Raw versus Filtered Data 

Analyzing 22,564 raw fire response records yields the results shown in Table 1.   In this analysis, 79% of 

the observed fire responses meet the 60 second NFPA 1221 benchmark for call processing and 90% 

meet the 90 second benchmark.  The median average, representing 50% of all calls, is 29 seconds. 

Table 1 Call Processing Time / Fire (raw) 

 

Applying a mean plus 2 standard deviation filter in Table 2 omits 610 response records or about 2.7% of 

the total.  The changes in the calculated compliance times and percentages only shift by one second and 

one percent respectively with no change in the median average. 

Fire Calls 

n = 22,564 

NFPA 1221 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Call Processing 

60 seconds 

90 % 

 

90 seconds 

99% 

79% 

92 seconds 

 

90% 

315 seconds 

29 

56 

3946 
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Fire Calls 

n = 21,954 

(610 outliers omitted) 

NFPA 1221 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Call Processing 

60 seconds 

90 % 

 

90 seconds 

99% 

80% 

88 seconds 

 

91% 

210 seconds 

29 

43 

404 

Table 2 Call Processing Time / Fire (filtered) 

 

Performing a similar analysis on 115,206 raw EMS response records yields the results shown in Table 3.  

In this analysis, 80% of the observed EMS responses meet the 60 second NFPA 1221 benchmark for call 

processing and 92% meet the 90 second benchmark.  The median average, representing 50% of all calls, 

is 32 seconds. 

Table 3 Call Processing Time / EMS (raw) 

 

Applying a mean plus 2 standard deviation filter in omits 4478 response records or about 3.9% of the 

total.  Once again, the changes in the calculated compliance times and percentages only shift by one 

second and one percent respectively with no change in the median average as shown in Table 4 Call 

Processing / EMS (filtered). 

EMS Calls 

n = 110,708 

(4478 outliers omitted) 

NFPA 1221 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Call Processing 

60 seconds 

90 % 

 

90 seconds 

99% 

81% 

79 seconds 

 

93% 

134 seconds 

32 

40 

154 

Table 4 Call Processing / EMS (filtered) 

 

EMS Calls 

n = 115,206 

NFPA 1221 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Call Processing 

60 seconds 

90 % 

 

90 seconds 

99% 

80% 

84 seconds 

 

92% 

182 seconds 

32 

44 

3565 
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The same pattern can be observed with Turnout Time for raw versus filtered fire response calls in Table 

5 Turnout Time / Fire (raw & filtered) and also with Turnout Time for raw versus filtered fire response 

calls in Error! Reference source not found.. 

Fire Calls 

n = 22,564 

NFPA 1710 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Turnout 
80 seconds 

90 % 

60% 

123 seconds 

71 

75 

2629 

Fire Calls 

n = 21,954 

(610 outliers omitted) 

NFPA 1710 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Turnout 
80 seconds 

90 % 

61% 

119 seconds 

71 

72 

172 

Table 5 Turnout Time / Fire (raw & filtered) 

 

Table 6 Turnout Time / EMS (raw & filtered) 

 

As the only other measure taken from the Historical Response Data, Mobilization Time, is created by 

summing Call Processing Time and Turnout Time, it shows the same stability when comparing raw and 

filtered statistics. 

Because the filtering of data only presumably removes some artifacts and atypical outliers at the 

expense of also presumably removing some valid information, there should be a clear benefit to justify 

doing so.   No such benefit was found with respect to this study with the exception on using filtered data 

for the creation of CDF plots in order to magnify the critical areas of the plot and minimize the data 

“tail” created by extreme outliers. 

 

 

EMS Calls 

n = 115,206 

NFPA 1710 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Turnout 
60 seconds 

90 % 

54% 

109 seconds 

58 

63 

3112 

EMS Calls 

n = 110,708 

(4478 outliers omitted) 

NFPA 1710 

Benchmark 

Criteria 

Observed 

Compliance 

Median 

Mean 

Max 

Turnout 
60 seconds 

90 % 

55% 

103 seconds 

57 

60 

147 
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materials, or equipment are necessarily the best available
for the purpose.
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Service expectations placed on the fire service, including
Emergency Medical Services (EMS), response to natural
disasters, hazardous materials incidents, and acts of

terrorism, have steadily increased. However, local
decision-makers are challenged to balance these community
service expectations with finite resources without a solid technical
foundation for evaluating the impact of staffing and deployment
decisions on the safety of the public and firefighters.
For the first time, this study investigates the effect of varying
crew size, first apparatus arrival time, and response time on
firefighter safety, overall task completion, and interior residential
tenability using realistic residential fires. This study is also unique
because of the array of stakeholders and the caliber of technical
experts involved. Additionally, the structure used in the field
experiments included customized instrumentation; all related
industry standards were followed; and robust research methods
were used. The results and conclusions will directly inform the
NPFA 1710 Technical Committee, who is responsible for
developing consensus industry deployment standards.

This report presents the results of more than 60 laboratory and
residential fireground experiments designed to quantify the
effects of various fire department deployment configurations on
the most common type of fire — a low hazard residential
structure fire. For the fireground experiments, a 2,000 sq ft (186
m2), two-story residential structure was designed and built at the
Montgomery County Public Safety Training Academy in
Rockville, MD. Fire crews from Montgomery County, MD and
Fairfax County, VA were deployed in response to live fires within
this facility. In addition to systematically controlling for the
arrival times of the first and subsequent fire apparatus, crew size
was varied to consider two-, three-, four-, and five-person staffing.
Each deployment performed a series of 22 tasks that were timed,
while the thermal and toxic environment inside the structure was
measured. Additional experiments with larger fuel loads as well as
fire modeling produced additional insight. Report results quantify
the effectiveness of crew size, first-due engine arrival time, and
apparatus arrival stagger on the duration and time to completion
of the key 22 fireground tasks and the effect on occupant and
firefighter safety.

Abstract

9



Both the increasing demands on the fire service - such as the
growing number of EmergencyMedical Services (EMS)
responses, challenges from natural disasters, hazardous

materials incidents, and acts of terrorism—and previous research
point to the need for scientifically based studies of the effect of
different crew sizes and firefighter arrival times on the effectiveness of
the fire service to protect lives and property. Tomeet this need, a
research partnership of the Commission on Fire Accreditation
International (CFAI), International Association of Fire Chiefs (IAFC),
International Association of Firefighters (IAFF),National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST), andWorcester Polytechnic
Institute (WPI) was formed to conduct amultiphase study of the
deployment of resources as it affects firefighter and occupant safety.
Starting in FY 2005, funding was provided through the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) / Federal EmergencyManagementAgency
(FEMA)Grant ProgramDirectorate for Assistance to Firefighters
Grant Program—Fire Prevention and Safety Grants. In addition to
the low-hazard residential fireground experiments described in this
report, themultiple phases of the overall research effort include
development of a conceptual model for community risk assessment
and deployment of resources, implementation of a generalizable
department incident survey, and delivery of a software tool to quantify
the effects of deployment decisions on resultant firefighter and civilian
injuries and on property losses.
The first phase of the project was an extensive survey of more than
400 career and combination (both career and volunteer) fire
departments in the United States with the objective of optimizing a
fire service leader’s capability to deploy resources to prevent or
mitigate adverse events that occur in risk- and hazard-filled
environments. The results of this survey are not documented in this
report, which is limited to the experimental phase of the project.
The survey results will constitute significant input into the
development of a future software tool to quantify the effects of
community risks and associated deployment decisions on resultant
firefighter and civilian injuries and property losses.

The following research questions guided the experimental
design of the low-hazard residential fireground experiments
documented in this report:

1. How do crew size and stagger affect overall start-to-completion
response timing?

2. How do crew size and stagger affect the timings of task
initiation, task duration, and task completion for each of the 22
critical fireground tasks?

3. How does crew size affect elapsed times to achieve three critical
events that are known to change fire behavior or tenability
within the structure:
a. Entry into structure?
b.Water on fire?
c. Ventilation through windows (three upstairs and one back
downstairs window and the burn room window).

4. How does the elapsed time to achieve the national standard of
assembling 15 firefighters at the scene vary between crew sizes
of four and five?

In order to address the primary research questions, the research
was divided into four distinct, yet interconnected parts:

� Part 1— Laboratory experiments to design appropriate fuel load

� Part 2 — Experiments to measure the time for various crew
sizes and apparatus stagger (interval between arrival of
various apparatus) to accomplish key tasks in rescuing
occupants, extinguishing a fire, and protecting property

� Part 3 — Additional experiments with enhanced fuel load that
prohibited firefighter entry into the burn prop – a building
constructed for the fire experiments

� Part 4 — Fire modeling to correlate time-to-task completion
by crew size and stagger to the increase in toxicity of the
atmosphere in the burn prop for a range of fire growth rates.

The experiments were conducted in a burn prop designed to
simulate a low-hazard1 fire in a residential structure described as
typical in NFPA 1710® Organization and Deployment of Fire
Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and Special
Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments. NFPA 1710 is
the consensus standard for career firefighter deployment,
including requirements for fire department arrival time, staffing
levels, and fireground responsibilities.
Limitations of the study include firefighters’ advance knowledge
of the burn prop, invariable number of apparatus, and lack of
experiments in elevated outdoor temperatures or at night. Further,
the applicability of the conclusions from this report to commercial
structure fires, high-rise fires, outside fires, terrorism/natural
disaster response, HAZMAT or other technical responses has not
been assessed and should not be extrapolated from this report.

Primary Findings
Of the 22 fireground tasks measured during the experiments,
results indicated that the following factors had the most
significant impact on the success of fire fighting operations. All
differential outcomes described below are statistically significant
at the 95 % confidence level or better.

Overall Scene Time:
The four-person crews operating on a low-hazard structure fire
completed all the tasks on the fireground (on average) seven
minutes faster — nearly 30 %— than the two-person crews. The
four-person crews completed the same number of fireground
tasks (on average) 5.1 minutes faster — nearly 25 %— than the
three-person crews. On the low-hazard residential structure fire,
adding a fifth person to the crews did not decrease overall
fireground task times. However, it should be noted that the

1 A low-hazard occupancy is defined in the NFPA Handbook as a one-, two-, or three-family dwelling and some small businesses. Medium hazards occupancies include
apartments, offices, mercantile and industrial occupancies not normally requiring extensive rescue or firefighting forces. High-hazard occupancies include schools,
hospitals, nursing homes, explosive plants, refineries, high-rise buildings, and other highlife hazard or large fire potential occupancies.

Executive Summary
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2 NFPA Standard 1710 - A.5.2.4.2.1 …Other occupancies and structures in the community that present greater hazards should be addressed by additional fire fighter
functions and additional responding personnel on the initial full alarm assignment.
3 NFPA 1710 Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operations to the Public by
Career Fire Departments. Section 5.2.1 – Fire Suppression Capability and Section 5.2.2 Staffing.
4 As defined in the handbook, a fast fire grows exponentially to 1.0 MW in 150 seconds. A medium fire grows exponentially to 1 MW in 300 seconds. A slow fire grows
exponentially to 1 MW in 600 seconds. A 1 MW fire can be thought-of as a typical upholstered chair burning at its peak. A large sofa might be 2 to 3 MWs.

benefit of five-person crews has been documented in other
evaluations to be significant for medium- and high-hazard
structures, particularly in urban settings, and is recognized in
industry standards.2

Time to Water on Fire:
There was a 10% difference in the “water on fire” time between
the two- and three-person crews. There was an additional 6%
difference in the "water on fire" time between the three- and
four-person crews. (i.e., four-person crews put water on the fire
16% faster than two person crews). There was an additional 6%
difference in the “water on fire” time between the four- and
five-person crews (i.e. five-person crews put water on the fire 22%
faster than two-person crews).

Ground Ladders and Ventilation:
The four-person crews operating on a low-hazard structure fire
completed laddering and ventilation (for life safety and rescue)
30 % faster than the two-person crews and 25 % faster than the
three-person crews.

Primary Search:
The three-person crews started and completed a primary search
and rescue 25 % faster than the two-person crews. The four- and
five-person crews started and completed a primary search 6 %
faster than the three-person crews and 30 % faster than the
two-person crew. A 10 % difference was equivalent to just over
one minute.

Hose Stretch Time:
In comparing four-and five-person crews to two-and
three-person crews collectively, the time difference to stretch a line
was 76 seconds. In conducting more specific analysis comparing
all crew sizes to the two-person crews the differences are more
distinct. Two-person crews took 57 seconds longer than
three-person crews to stretch a line. Two-person crews took
87 seconds longer than four-person crews to complete the same
tasks. Finally, the most notable comparison was between
two-person crews and five-person crews —more than 2 minutes
(122 seconds) difference in task completion time.

Industry Standard Achieved:
As defined by NFPA 1710, the “industry standard achieved”
time started from the first engine arrival at the hydrant and ended
when 15 firefighters were assembled on scene.3 An effective
response force was assembled by the five-person crews three
minutes faster than the four-person crews. Based on the study
protocols, modeled after a typical fire department apparatus
deployment strategy, the total number of firefighters on scene in
the two- and three-person crew scenarios never equaled 15 and
therefore the two- and three-person crews were unable to
assemble enough personnel to meet this standard.

Occupant Rescue:
Three different “standard” fires were simulated using the Fire
Dynamics Simulator (FDS) model. Characterized in the
Handbook of the Society of Fire Protection Engineers as slow-,

medium-, and fast-growth rate4, the fires grew exponentially with
time. The rescue scenario was based on a non-ambulatory
occupant in an upstairs bedroom with the bedroom door open.
Independent of fire size, there was a significant difference between
the toxicity, expressed as fractional effective dose (FED), for
occupants at the time of rescue depending on arrival times for all
crew sizes. Occupants rescued by early-arriving crews had less
exposure to combustion products than occupants rescued by
late-arriving crews. The fire modeling showed clearly that
two-person crews cannot complete essential fireground tasks in time
to rescue occupants without subjecting them to an increasingly toxic
atmosphere. For a slow-growth rate fire with two-person crews, the
FED was approaching the level at which sensitive populations, such
as children and the elderly are threatened. For a medium-growth
rate fire with two-person crews, the FED was far above that
threshold and approached the level affecting the general population.
For a fast-growth rate fire with two-person crews, the FED was well
above the median level at which 50% of the general population
would be incapacitated. Larger crews responding to slow-growth
rate fires can rescue most occupants prior to incapacitation along
with early-arriving larger crews responding to medium-growth rate
fires. The result for late-arriving (twominutes later than
early-arriving) larger crews may result in a threat to sensitive
populations for medium-growth rate fires. Statistical averages
should not, however,mask the fact that there is no FED level so low
that every occupant in every situation is safe.

Conclusion:
More than 60 full-scale fire experiments were conducted to
determine the impact of crew size, first-due engine arrival time, and
subsequent apparatus arrival times on firefighter safety and
effectiveness at a low-hazard residential structure fire. This report
quantifies the effects of changes to staffing and arrival times for
residential firefighting operations.While resource deployment is
addressed in the context of a single structure type and risk level, it is
recognized that public policy decisions regarding the cost-benefit of
specific deployment decisions are a function of many other factors
including geography, local risks and hazards, available resources, as
well as community expectations. This report does not specifically
address these other factors.
The results of these field experiments contribute significant
knowledge to the fire service industry. First, the results provide a
quantitative basis for the effectiveness of four-person crews for
low-hazard response in NFPA 1710. The results also provide valid
measures of total effective response force assembly on scene for
fireground operations, as well as the expected performance
time-to-critical-task measures for low-hazard structure fires.
Additionally, the results provide tenability measures associated
with a range of modeled fires.
Future research should extend the findings of this report in
order to quantify the effects of crew size and apparatus arrival
times for moderate- and high-hazard events, such as fires in
high-rise buildings, commercial properties, certain factories, or
warehouse facilities, responses to large-scale non-fire incidents, or
technical rescue operations.

11



The fire service in the United States has a deservedly proud
tradition of service to community and country dating back
hundreds of years. As technology advances and the scope

of service grows (e.g., more EMS obligations and growing
response to natural disasters, hazardous materials incidents, and
acts of terrorism), the fire service remains committed to a core
mission of protecting lives and property from the effects of fire.
Firefighting is a dangerous business with substantial financial
implications. In 2007, U.S. municipal fire departments responded
to an estimated 1,557,500 fires. These fires killed 3,430 civilians
(non-firefighters) and contributed to 17,675 reported civilian fire
injuries. Direct property damage was estimated at $14.6 billion
dollars (Karter, 2008). In spite of the vigorous nationwide efforts

to promote firefighter safety, the number of firefighter deaths has
consistently remained tragically high. In both 2007 and 2008, the
U.S. Fire Administration reported 118 firefighter fatalities (USFA
2008).
Although not all firefighter deaths occur on the fireground—
accidents in vehicles and training fatalities add to the numbers —
every statistical analysis of the fire problem in the United States
identifies residential structure fires as a key component in
firefighter and civilian deaths, as well as direct property loss.
Consequently, community planners and decision-makers need
tools for optimally aligning resources with the service
commitments needed for adequate protection of citizens.

Background
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Despite the magnitude of the fire problem in the United
States, there are no scientifically based tools available to
community and fire service leaders to assess the effects of

prevention, fixed sprinkler systems, fire fighting equipment, or
deployment and staffing decisions. Presently, community and fire
service leaders have a qualitative understanding of the effect of
certain resource allocation decisions. For example, a decision to
double the number of firehouses, apparatus, and firefighters
would likely result in a decrease in community fire losses, while
cutting the number of firehouses, apparatus, and firefighters
would likely yield an increase in the community fire losses, both
human and property. However, decision-makers lack a sound

basis for quantifying the total impact of enhanced fire resources
on the number of firefighter and civilian lives saved and injuries
prevented.
Studies on adequate deployment of resources are needed to
enable fire departments, cities, counties, and fire districts to
design an acceptable level of resource deployment based upon
community risks and service provision commitment. These
studies will assist with strategic planning and municipal and state
budget processes. Additionally, as resource studies refine data
collection methods and measures, both subsequent research and
improvements to resource deployment models will have a sound
scientific basis.

Problem
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Research to date has documented a consistent relationship
between resources deployed and firefighter and civilian
safety. Studies documenting engine and ladder crew

performance in diverse simulated environments as well as actual
responses show a basic relationship between apparatus staffing
levels and a range of important performance variables and
outcome measurements such as mean on-scene time, time-to-task
completion, incidence of injury among fire service personnel, and
costs incurred as a result of on-scene injuries (Cushman 1981,
McManis 1984, Morrison 1990, Ontario 1991, Phoenix 1991,
Roberts 1993).
Reports by fire service officials and consulting associates
reviewing fire suppression and emergency response by fire crews
in U.S. cities were the first publications to describe the
relationship between adequate staffing levels and response time,
time to completion of various fireground tasks, overall
effectiveness of fire suppression, and estimated value of property
loss for a wide range of real and simulated environments. In 1980,
the Columbus Fire Division’s report on firefighter effectiveness
showed that for a predetermined number of personnel initially
deployed to the scene of a fire, the proportion of incidents in
which property loss exceeded $5,000 and horizontal fire spread of
more than 25 sq ft (2.3 m2) was significantly greater for crews
whose numbers fell below the set thresholds of 15 total fireground
personnel at residential fires and 23 at large-risk fires (Backoff
1980). The following year, repeated live experiments at a
one-family residential site using modern apparatus and
equipment demonstrated that larger units performed tasks and
accomplished knockdown more quickly, ultimately resulting in a
lower percentage of loss attributable to factors controlled by the
fire department. The authors of this article highlighted that the
fire company is the fire department’s basic working unit and
further emphasized the importance of establishing accurate and
up-to-date performance measurements to help collect data and
develop conclusive strategies to improve staffing and equipment
utilization (Gerard 1981).
Subsequent reports from the United States Fire Administration
(USFA) and several consulting firms continued to provide
evidence for the effects of staffing on fire crews’ ability to
complete tasks involved in fire suppression efficiently and
effectively. Citing a series of tests conducted in 1977 by the Dallas
Fire Department that measured the time it took three-, four-, and
five-person teams to advance a line and put water on a simulated
fire at the rear of the third floor of an old school, officials from the
USFA underscored that time-to-task completion and final level of
physical exhaustion for crews markedly improved not after any
one threshold, but with the addition of each new team member.
This report went on to outline the manner in which simulated
tests exemplify a clear-cut means to record and analyze the
resources initially deployed and finally utilized at fire scenes (NFA
1981). A later publication detailing more Dallas Fire Department
simulations — ninety-one runs each for a private residential fire,
high-rise office fire, and apartment house fire — showed again
that increased staffing levels greatly enhanced the coordination
and effectiveness of crews’ fire suppression efforts during a finite
time span (McManis Associates 1984). Numerous studies of local
departments have supported this conclusion using a diverse
collection of data, including a report by the National Fire

Academy (NFA) on fire department staffing in smaller
communities, which showed that a company crew staffed with
four firefighters could perform rescue of potential victims
approximately 80 % faster than a crew staffed with three
firefighters (Morrison 1990).
During the same time period that the impact of staffing levels on
fire operations was gaining attention, investigators began to
question whether staffing levels could also be associated with the
risk of firefighter injuries and the cost incurred as a result of such
injuries at the fire scene. Initial results from the Columbus Fire
Division showed that “firefighter injuries occurred more often
when the total number of personnel on the fireground was less
than 15 at residential fires and 23 at large-risk fires” (Backoff
1980), and mounting evidence has indicated that staffing levels
are a fundamental health and safety issue for firefighters in
addition to being a key determinant of immediate response
capacity. One early analysis by the Seattle Fire Department for
that city’s Executive Board reviewed the average severity of
injuries suffered by three-, four-, and five-person engine
companies, with the finding that “the rate of firefighter injuries
expressed as total hours of disability per hours of fireground
exposure were 54 % greater for engine companies staffed with 3
personnel when compared to those staffed with 4 firefighters,
while companies staffed with 5 personnel had an injury rate that
was only one-third that associated with four-person companies”
(Cushman 1981). A joint report from the International
Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) and Johns Hopkins University
concluded, after a comprehensive analysis of the minimum
staffing levels and firefighter injury rates in U.S. cities with
populations of 150,000 or more, that jurisdictions operating with
crews of less than four firefighters had injury rates nearly twice
the percentage of jurisdictions operating with crews of
four-person crews or more (IAFF, JHU 1991).
More recent studies have continued to support the finding that
staffing per piece of apparatus integrally affects the efficacy and
safety of fire department personnel during emergency response
and fire suppression. Two studies in particular demonstrate the
consistency of these conclusions and the increasing level of detail
and accuracy present in the most recent literature, by looking
closely at the discrete tasks that could be safely and effectively
performed by three- and four-person fire companies. After testing
drills comprised of a series of common fireground tasks at several
fire simulation sites, investigators from the Austin Fire
Department assessed the physiological impact and injury rates
among the variably staffed fire crews. In these simulations, an
increase from a three- to four-person crew resulted in marked
improvements in time-to-task completion or efficiency for the
two-story residential fire drill, aerial ladder evolution, and
high-rise fire drill, leading the researchers to conclude that loss of
life and property increases when a sufficient number of personnel
are not available to conduct the required tasks efficiently,
independent of firefighter experience, preparation, or training.
Reviews of injury reports by the Austin Fire Department
furthermore revealed that the injury rate for three-person
companies in the four years preceding the study was nearly
one-and-a-half that of crews staffed with four or more personnel
(Roberts 1993). In a sequence of similar tests, the Office of the
Fire Marshal of Ontario, Canada likewise found that three-person
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fire companies were unable to safely perform deployment of
backup protection lines, interior suppression or rescue operations,
ventilation operations that required access to the roof of the
involved structure, use of large hand-held hose lines, or establish a
water supply from a static source without additional assistance
and within the time limits of the study. Following these data, Fire
Marshal officials noted that three-person crews were also at
increased risk for exhaustion due to insufficient relief at fire
scenes and made recommendations for the minimum staffing
levels per apparatus necessary for suppression and rescue related
tasks (Office of the Fire Marshal of Ontario 1993).
The most comprehensive contemporary studies on the
implications of fire crew staffing now include much more
accurate performance measures for tasks at the fireground, in
addition to the basic metric of response time. They include
environmental measures of performance, such as total water
supply, which expand the potential for assessing the
cost-effectiveness of staffing not only in terms of fireground
personnel injury rates but also comparative resource expenditure
required for fire suppression. Several examples from the early
1990s show investigators and independent fire departments
beginning to gather the kind of specific, comprehensive data on
staffing and fireground tasks such as those suggested and outlined
in concurrent local government publications that dealt with
management of fire services (Coleman 1988). A report by the
Phoenix Fire Department laid out clear protocols for responding
to structure fires and response evaluation in terms of staffing,
objectives, task breakdowns, and times in addition to outlining
the responsibilities of responding fire department members and
the order in which they should be accomplished for a full-scale
simulation activity (Phoenix 1991). One attempt to devise a
prediction model for the effectiveness of manual fire suppression
similarly reached beyond response time benchmarks to describe
fire operations and the step-by-step actions of firefighters at
incident scenes by delineating the time-to-task breakdowns for
size-up, water supply, equipment selection, entry, locating the fire,
and advancing hose lines, while also comparing the predicted
time-to-task values with the actual times and total resources
(Menker 1994). Two separate studies of local fire department
performance, one from Taoyuan County in Taiwan and another
from the London Fire Brigade, have drawn ties between fire crews’
staffing levels and total water demand as the consequence of both
response time and fire severity. Field data from Taoyuan County
for cases of fire in commercial, business, hospital, and educational
properties showed that the type of land use as well as response
time had a significant impact on the water volume necessary for

fire suppression, with the notable quantitative finding that the
water supply required on-scene doubled when the fire department
response increased by ten minutes (Chang 2005).
Response time as a predictor of residential fire outcomes has
received less study than the effect of crew size. A Rand Institute
study demonstrated a relationship between the distance the
responding companies traveled and the physical property damage.
This study showed that the fire severity increased with response
distance, and therefore the magnitude of loss increased
proportionally (Rand 1978). Using records from 307 fires in
nonresidential buildings over a three-year period, investigators in
the United Kingdom correspondingly found response time to
have a significant impact on final fire area, which in turn was
proportional to total water demand (Sardqvist 2000).
Recent government and professional literature continues to
demonstrate the need for more data that would quantify in depth
and illustrate the required tasks, event sequences, and necessary
response times for effective fire suppression in order to determine
with accuracy the full effects of either a reduction or increase in
fire company staffing (Karter 2008). A report prepared for
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) stressed
the ongoing need to elucidate the relationship between staffing
and personnel injury rates, stating that “a scientific study on the
relationship between the number of firefighters per engine and
the incidence of injuries would resolve a long-standing question
concerning staffing and safety” (TriData 2005).While not
addressing staffing levels as a central focus, an annual review of
fire department calls and false alarms by the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) exemplified the need to capture
not only the number of personnel per apparatus for effective fire
suppression but also to clarify the demands on individual fire
departments with resolution at the station level (NFPA 2008).
In light of the existing literature, there remain unanswered
questions about the relationships between fire service resource
deployment levels and associated risks. For the first time this
study investigates the effect of varying crew size, first apparatus
arrival time, and response time on firefighter safety, overall task
completion and interior residential tenability using realistic
residential fires. This study is also unique because of the array of
stakeholders and the caliber of technical advisors involved.
Additionally, the structure used in the field experiments included
customized instrumentation for the experiments; all related
industry standards were followed; robust research methods were
used; and the results and conclusions will directly inform the
NFPA 1710 Technical Committee, as well as public officials and
fire chiefs. 5
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5 NFPA is a registered trademark of the National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, Massachusetts. NFPA 1710 defines minimum requirements relating to the
organization and deployment of fire suppression operations, emergency medical operations, and special operations to the public by substantially all career fire
departments. The requirements address functions and objectives of fire department emergency service delivery, response capabilities, and resources. The purpose of this
standard is to specify the minimum criteria addressing the effectiveness and efficiency of the career public fire suppression operations, emergency medical service, and
special operations delivery in protecting the citizens of the jurisdiction and the occupational safety and health of fire department employees. At the time of the
experiments, the 2004 edition of NFPA 1710 was the current edition.



This project systematically studies deployment of fire
fighting resources and the subsequent effect on both
firefighter safety and the ability to protect civilians and

their property. It is intended to enable fire departments and
city/county managers to make sound decisions regarding optimal
resource allocation to meet service commitments using the results
of scientifically based research. Specifically, the residential
fireground experiments provide quantitative data on the effect of
crew size, first-due engine arrival time, and subsequent apparatus
stagger on time-to-task for critical steps in response and fire
fighting.
The first phase of the multiphase project was an extensive survey
of more than 400 career and combination fire departments in the
United States with the objective of optimizing a fire service
leader’s capability to deploy resources to prevent or mitigate
adverse events that occur in risk- and hazard-filled environments.
The results of this survey are not documented in this report,
which is limited to the experimental phase of the project, but they
will constitute significant input into future applications of the
data presented in this document.

This report describes the second phase of the project, divided
into four parts:

� Part 1 — Laboratory experiments to design the appropriate
fuel packages to be used in the burn facility specially
constructed for the research project

� Part 2 — Field tests for critical time-to-task completion of key
tasks in fire suppression

� Part 3 — Field tests with real furniture (room and contents
experiments)

� Part 4 — Fire modeling to apply data gathered to slow-,
medium-, and fast-growth rate fires

The scope of this study is limited to understanding the relative
influence of deployment variables on low-hazard, residential
structure fires, similar in magnitude to the hazards described in
NFPA® 1710, Standard for the Organization and Deployment of
Fire Suppression Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and
Special Operations to the Public by Career Fire Departments.
The standard uses as a typical residential structure a 2,000 sq ft
(186 m2) two-story, single-family dwelling with no basement and
no exposures (nearby buildings or hazards such as stacked
flammable material).
The limitations of the study, such as firefighters’ advance
knowledge of the facility constructed for this experiment,
invariable number of apparatus, and lack of experiments in
extreme temperatures or at night, will be discussed in the
Limitations section of this report. It should be noted that the
applicability of the conclusions from this report to commercial
structure fires, high-rise fires, outside fires, and response to
hazardous material incidents, acts of terrorism, and natural
disasters or other technical responses has not been assessed and
should not be extrapolated from this report.

Purpose and Scope of the Study
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Regardless of the size of a structure on fire, firefighting
crews identify four priorities: life safety of occupants and
firefighters, confinement of the fire, property conservation,

and reduction of adverse environmental impact. Interdependent
and coordinated activities of all fire fighting personnel are
required to meet the priority objectives.
NFPA 1710 specifies that the number of on-duty fire
suppression personnel must be sufficient to carry out the
necessary fire fighting operations given the expected fire fighting
conditions. During each fireground experiment, the following
were dispatched to the test fire building:

� three engine companies

� one truck company

� a command vehicle with a battalion chief and a command
aide

Staffing numbers for the engine and truck crews and response
times were varied for the purposes of the tests. Additional
personnel available to ensure safety will be described later in this
report.
The following narrative account describes the general sequence
of activities in part 2 of the experiments (time-to-task), when the
fuel load permitted firefighter entry:

The first arriving engine company conducts a size-up or
initial life safety assessment of the building to include signs of
occupants in the home, construction features, and location of
the original fire and any extension to other parts of the
structure. This crew lays a supply line from a hydrant close to
the building for a continuous water supply.
The truck company usually arrives in close proximity to the
first engine company. The truck company is responsible for
gaining access or forcing entry into the building so that the
engine company can advance the first hose line into the
building to locate and extinguish the fire. Usually, they assist
the engine company in finding the fire. The NFPA and
OSHA 2 In/2 Out 6 crew is also assembled prior to anyone
entering an atmosphere that is immediately dangerous to life
or health (IDLH). This important safety requirement will
have a large impact on availability of firefighters to enter the
building when small crews are deployed.
Once a door is opened, the engine crew advances a hose line
(attack line) toward the location of the fire. At the same time,
members from the truck crew accompany the engine crew and

assist in ventilating the building to provide a more tenable
atmosphere for occupants and firefighters. Ventilation also
helps by improving visibility in an otherwise “pitch black”
environment, but it must be coordinated with the attack line
crew to ensure it helps control the fire and does not contribute
to fire growth. The truck crew performs a systematic rapid
search of the entire structure starting in the area where
occupants would be in the most danger. The most dangerous
area is proximate to the fire and the areas directly above
the fire.
Depending upon the travel distance, the battalion chief and
command aide will have arrived on the scene and have taken
command of the incident and established a command post.
The role of the incident commander is to develop the action
plan to mitigate the incident and see that those actions are
carried out in a safe, efficient, and effective manner. The
command aide is responsible for situational assessment and
communications, including communications with crew
officers to ensure personnel accountability.
Depending on response time or station location, the second
(engine 2) and possibly the third engine company (engine 3)
arrive. The second arriving engine (engine 2) connects to the
fire hydrant where the first engine (engine 1) laid their supply
line. Engine 2 pumps water from the hydrant through the
supply line to the first engine for fire fighting operations.
According to NFPA 1710, water should be flowing from the
supply line to the attack engine prior to the attack crew’s
entry into the structure.
The crew from the second engine advances a second hand
line as a backup line to protect firefighters operating on the
inside and to prevent fire from spreading to other parts of the
structure.
The third engine crew is responsible for establishing a Rapid
Intervention Team (RIT), a rescue team staged at or near the
command post or as designated by the Incident Commander
(in the front of the building) with all necessary equipment
needed to locate and/or rescue firefighters that become
trapped or incapacitated. The RIT plans entry/exit portals
and removes hazards, if found, to assist interior crews.
As the fire fighting, search and rescue, and ventilation
operations are continuing, two members of the truck
company are tasked with placing ground ladders to windows
and the roof to provide a means of egress for occupants or
firefighters. The truck crew is responsible for controlling
interior utilities such as gas and electric after their ventilation,
search, and rescue duties are completed.
Once the fire is located and extinguished and occupants are

A Brief Overview of the Fireground Operations

6 The “2 In/2 Out” policy is part of paragraph (g)(4) of OSHAs revised respiratory protection standard, 29 CFR 1910.134. This paragraph applies to private sector
workers engaged in interior structural fire fighting and to Federal employees covered under Section 19 of the Occupational Safety and Health Act. States that have chosen
to operate OSHA-approved occupational safety and health state plans are required to extend their jurisdiction to include employees of their state and local governments.
These states are required to adopt a standard at least as effective as the Federal standard within six months.

OSHAs interpretation on requirements for the number of workers required to be present when conducting operations in atmospheres that are immediately dangerous to
life and health (IDLH) covers the number of persons who must be on the scene before fire fighting personnel may initiate an attack on a structural fire. An interior
structural fire (an advanced fire that has spread inside of the building where high temperatures, “heat” and dense smoke are normally occurring) would present an IDLH
atmosphere and therefore, require the use of respirators. In those cases, at least two standby persons, in addition to the minimum of two persons inside needed to fight
the fire, must be present before fire fighters may enter the building.
Letter to Thomas N. Cooper, Purdue University, from Paula O.White, Director of Federal-State Operations, U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety & Health
Administration, November 1, 1995.
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removed, the incident commander reassesses the situation
and provides direction to conduct a very thorough secondary
search of the building to verify that the fire has not extended
into void spaces and that it is fully extinguished. (In a
nonexperimental fire situation, salvageable property would
be covered or removed to minimize damage.)
Throughout the entire incident, each crew officer is
responsible for the safety and accountability of his or her
personnel along with air management. The location and
wellness of crews is tracked by the command aide through a
system of personal accountability checks conducted at
20-minute intervals.
Following extinguishment of the fire, an onsite review is
conducted to identify actions for improvement. Crews are
monitored, hydrated and rested before returning to work in
the fire building.

The Relation of Time-to-Task Completion and Risk
Delayed response, particularly in conjunction with the
deployment of inadequate resources, reduces the likelihood of
controlling the fire in time to prevent major damage and possible
loss of life and increases the danger to firefighters.
Figure 1 illustrates a hypothetical sequence of events for
response to a structure fire. During fire growth, the temperature
of a typical compartment fire can rise to over 1,000o F (538o C).
When a fire in part of a compartment reaches flashover, the rapid
transition between the growth and the fully developed fire stage,
flame breaks out almost at once over the surface of all objects in

the compartment, with results for occupants, even firefighters in
full gear, that are frequently deadly.
Successful containment and control of a fire require the
coordination of many separate tasks. Fire suppression must be
coordinated with rescue operations, forcible entry, and utilities
control. Ventilation typically occurs only after an attack line is in
place and crews are ready to move in and attack the fire. The
incident commander needs up-to- the-minute knowledge of crew
activities and the status of task assignments which could result in
a decision to change from an offensive to a defensive strategy.

Standards of Response Cover
Developing a standard of response cover— the policies and
procedures that determine the distribution, concentration, and
reliability of fixed and mobile resources for response to fire (as
well as other kinds of technical response) — related to service
commitments to the community is a complex task. Fire and
rescue departments must evaluate existing (or proposed)
resources against identified risk levels in the community and
against the tasks necessary to conduct safe, efficient and effective
fire suppression at structures identified in these various risk levels.
Leaders must also evaluate geographic distribution and depth or
concentration of resources deployed based on time parameters.
Recognition and reporting of a fire sets off a chain of events
before firefighters arrive at the scene: call receipt and processing,
dispatch of resources, donning protective gear, and travel to the
scene. NFPA 1710 defines the overall time from dispatch to scene
arrival as the total response time. The standard divides total

Figure 1: Hypothetical Timeline of Fire Department Response to Structure Fire
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response time into a number of discrete segments, of which travel
time — the time interval from the beginning of travel to the scene
to the arrival at the scene — is particularly important for this
study.
Arrival of a firefighting response force must be immediately
followed by organization of the resources into a logical, properly
phased sequence of tasks, some of which need to be performed
simultaneously. Knowing the time it takes to accomplish each
task with the allotted number of personnel and equipment is
critical. Ideally crews should arrive and intervene in sufficient
time to prevent flashover or spread beyond the room of origin.
Decision-making about staffing levels and geographic
distribution of resources must consider those times when there
will be simultaneous events requiring resource deployment.
There should be sufficient redundancy or overlap in the system to

allow for simultaneous calls and high volume of near
simultaneous responses without compromising the safety of the
public or firefighters.
Policy makers have long lacked studies that quantify changes in
fireground performance based on apparatus staffing levels and
on-scene arrival time intervals. These experiments were designed
to observe the impact of apparatus staffing levels and apparatus
arrival times on the time it takes to execute essential fireground
tasks and on the tenability inside the burn prop for a full initial
alarm assignment response. It is expected that the results of this
study will be used to evaluate the related performance objectives
in NFPA 1710.
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