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HMFSI 2013-15 Work Programme Risk Assessment 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The HMFSI Business Plan for 2013-15 provides that 
 

Under normal circumstances, our inspection priorities are based on the following criteria:  
 

 The public interest (giving the public assurance about the efficiency and effectiveness of the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service);  

 The expectations of Ministers (outlined in the Fire and Rescue Framework);  

 An outline risk assessment of the work of the Service which looks in particular at the consequences of any system failure.  
 
Our inspection programme will have an outcomes based approach. It will be proportionate and will be based on a risk assessment. 

 
Risk assessment is therefore an important part of HM Chief Inspector’s decision-making process when setting inspection priorities 
for the forward period. And drawing on evidence to support the perception of risk is an important part of this process.  
 
 
The risk assessment process 
 
In order to prioritise inspection activity for the near future, HMFSI has gathered evidence about risks facing the Scottish Fire and 
Rescue Service from a number of sources, in particular the ongoing Service Overview inspection, the July 2012 Accounts 
Commission Overview of Best Value in Fire and Rescue Services in Scotland and prior inspection activities of HM Chief Inspector. 
 
An assessment process has then been applied to the identified risks. It should be noted, however, that a risk assessment alone 
will not determine whether inspection activity takes place. Even where high risk has been identified, interventions other 
than inspection – particularly internally driven ones - may be more appropriate. Where a number of risks of the same 
significance are identified, consideration is given to other factors such as alignment with the Fire and Rescue Framework and the 
need to make comment on the anticipated benefits of reform, in deciding which activities to prioritise.  
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We also discuss our assessment and coordinate our work with our key partners –in particular the Auditor General, Audit Scotland 
and the Service’s external auditors, Grant Thornton. 
 
The tables appended to the end of this paper show how HMFSI applies a ranking to different risks. They follow the well-understood 
methodology of considering the likelihood of an event or situation occurring alongside the potential consequence of the event 
happening or situation arising. 
 
In the table below we list the functions and areas under consideration and to which we have applied an assessment of risk: the 
likelihood and consequence values assigned to that risk, and the evaluation by HMFSI based on the risk assessment. 
 
The sources of evidence drawn on are: 
 
A Report to Scottish Ministers - The 2008 Galston Mine Incident (HMFSI March 2012) 
 
Report of an Inspection of Highlands and Islands Fire and Rescue Service (HMFSI November 2012) 
 
Initial Overview of the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service (HMFSI, work in progress as at August 2013) 
 
Best Value in Fire and Rescue Services in Scotland (Accounts Commission July 2012) 
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Function/ Area where 
deficiencies may occur 

Likelihood of deficiency or 
failure 

Impact of deficiency or failure Evaluation 

Incident command 
training in risk-critical 
decision-making 

Medium (training is being 
provided but levels of 
penetration throughout the 
service are unknown)  

High: Death of, or serious injury to, 
members of the public or SFRS staff. 
 
 Serious threat to organisational 
reputation and significant risk of 
prosecution/ litigation. 

An audit of operational command training 
was a recommendation of the Galston 
inquiry and SFRS and predecessor 
organisations have taken steps to 
address the issue. This is a high-profile 
issue with ongoing publicity in Scotland 
and elsewhere. External scrutiny by 
HMFSI would determine the extent to 
which SFRS is addressing this issue.  

Provision of risk-critical 
firefighter training across 
the service. 

Medium (mostly influenced 
by planned reductions in 
training officers) 

High: Death of, or serious injury to, 
members of the public or SFRS staff. 
 
 Serious threat to organisational 
reputation and significant risk of 
prosecution/ litigation. 

External scrutiny by HMFSI can add 
value to the SFRS internal quality 
assurance systems and controls through 
sampling of service delivery and 
examining the Service’s internal systems. 

Planning for SFRS 
preparation for the 
Commonwealth Games 
2014 

Low (the SFRS has high 
visibility of this issue and 
SFRS and predecessor 
organisation planning for the 
Commonwealth Games is 
known to have been 
underway for some time now) 

Very High: the reputational risk to 
SFRS of a failure in its planning for 
the Commonwealth Games is extreme 
given the political and media attention 
that will be given to the Games on a 
national and international basis. There 
is a potential serious risk of avoidable 
mass casualties should an adverse 
event occur and SFRS’s preparation 
prove to have been inadequate 

The ramifications of any failure in this 
area reflected in the Very High rating 
applied to this consequence suggest that 
some measure of scrutiny of SFRS 
planning would be appropriate to provide 
assurance to Ministers and the Public. 
This activity is capable of being carried 
out in a proportionate way owing to 
lessons learned from the London 
Olympics being relatively fresh and the 
issues involved in preparation for an 
event of this nature well-understood. 
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Continued support of 
risk-critical training in the 
former Highlands & 
Islands FRS area. 

Medium (mostly influenced 
by lack of qualified staff in the 
geographical area and the 
cost of running peripatetic 
teams). 

High: Growing gap in training capacity 
leading to insufficient refresher 
training and skills gaps: death of, or 
serious injury to, members of the 
public or SFRS staff. 
 
 Serious threat to organisational 
reputation and significant risk of 
prosecution/ litigation. 

External scrutiny by HMFSI can add 
value to the SFRS internal quality 
assurance systems and controls through 
sampling of service delivery and 
examining the Service’s internal systems. 

Defining levels of service 
provision based on an 
analysis of community 
risk and best use of 
allocated budgets. 

Medium (resourcing based 
on risk is an understood 
process in the fire and rescue 
sector; the complexities 
involved in the formation of 
SFRS mean that the new 
service will have to pay 
particular attention to this 
subject in order to achieve 
the equity in service provision 
mandated by the Fire and 
Rescue Framework 2013 

High: inequity in service provision will 
compromise the public credibility of 
SFRS and in the worst case could 
lead to deaths that would have been 
reasonably avoidable under a regime 
of equitable service provision 

External scrutiny by HMFSI can add 
value to the SFRS internal quality 
assurance systems and controls through 
sampling of service delivery and 
examining the Service’s internal systems 

Engagement and 
partnership working with 
local authorities and 
Community Planning 
Partnerships. 

Low (mostly influenced by 
SFRS policies and 
management arrangements) 

High: Longer term reputational 
damage. 
 
Difficulty in communicating and 
delivering change to service delivery. 
 
Loss of credibility from partner 
organisations. 

This is a matter which is well understood 
by the Board and SLT and its effective 
operation is primarily a matter for them. 
Given that it is a key element of reform 
benefits, the Inspectorate may wish to 
make comment, however, it is unlikely 
that we would undertake a major piece of 
assessment work. 
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Working relationship 
between Board and SLT 
and agreed division of 
decision-making power 
and responsibilities 
between them 

Medium: new organisational 
structures require participants 
at senior level to adjust to 
new ways of working and 
settle on appropriate rules for 
the division of responsibility 

High: serious threat to organisational 
reputation 

The Board and SLT are well aware of the 
need to arrive at mutually acceptable 
divisions of responsibility and will not 
allow this to interfere with service 
delivery. As structures mature it is likely 
that this issue will reduce in significance. 
Whilst we may make some comment 
regarding this, no additional scrutiny by 
HMFSI planned at this stage. 

Pressure on Control staff 
to maintain status quo 
and transition to reform 
with reduced numbers 

High: pressure is already 
being felt in a number of 
Controls owing to uncertainty 
over effects of reform 

[HIGH]Medium: catastrophic failure 
of Control is not envisaged but the 
efficiency of service delivery could be 
compromised if staff depart or 
sickness levels escalate  [the impact 
on the service’s reputation and 
functionally would be substantial 
should any failure of service be 
attributed to reduced staffing.   

This matter is covered in the Service 
Overview report and it is expected that 
the board and SLT will pay close 
attention to the challenges facing 
Controls as they transition to a new 
structure. Additional scrutiny by HMFSI 
unlikely to add value at this stage. 

The provision of risk 
critical operational 
information to inform 
decision making 

Medium: Areas of the 
service have yet to see a roll 
out of effective operational 
risk information. Effective 
cross border arrangements 
have yet to be implemented. 

HIGH: Effective and timely risk 
information is essential for ensuring 
the safety of both firefighters and the 
community. 

This area was identified through the Fire 
Service Overview field visits and is a 
matter of some concern.  Areas of the 
country (former H&I area) do not have 
access to risk critical information and due 
to resourcing issues will not be able to 
resolve this in the short –term. 
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Our draft inspection plan 
 

Based on the summary risk assessments above, we maintain a draft programme of work. This programme is open to adjustment 
and change subject to ongoing reviews of the Service and our risk assessments. At the date of this draft, our programme plan looks 
like this: 
 

Winter 2013 XXXX 
 
Xxxxx xxxxx 

Spring 2014 XXXX 
 
Xxxxx xxxxx 

Summer 2014 XXXX 
 
Xxxxx xxxxx 
 

[later] XXXX 
 
 

  

  



 

 
130916ARAC HMFSI – Risk Assessment 7 

 

 

Appendix 1 – how HMFSI scores its risk assessments of the Scottish Fire and 
Rescue Service 
 
Likelihood 

Very High 4 8 12 16 

High 3 6 9 12 

Medium 2 4 6 8 

Low 1 2 3 4 

 Low Medium High Very High 

 

Consequence 
 
Definitions: 
 

 Likelihood Consequence 

Low technically possible could 
occur, but foreseen only in 
rare circumstances 

minor disruption to business, minor 
embarrassment to reputation quickly 
overcome, inconvenience to some people 

Medium identified as a possibility, 
but no more likely than not 
to occur. Should be planned 
for but not necessarily 
expected 

noticeable disruption to business requiring 
short term measures to overcome, short-term 
(reversible) diminution of reputation, minor 
injury to people or significant inconvenience to 
a number of people 

High expected to happen at 
some time in the 
foreseeable future 

serious disruption to business requiring 
special measures and with an adverse effect 
on budget, long term diminution of reputation, 
serious injury to people or possible death in 
adverse circumstances, widespread disruption 
to the community 

Very high expected to happen at 
some time in the near future 

permanent diminution of ability to carry on 
business, severe budgetary implications over 
multiple years, permanent loss of credibility as 
a business, likely death of multiple individuals, 
long-term disruption of community functioning 
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Scoring 
 

1-2 

Acceptable risk. Monitoring may be appropriate. Scrutiny 
activity probably not proportionate. 

3-6 

Moderate risk. Ongoing monitoring is advisable. Some 
scrutiny activity may be appropriate with resource tailored to 
risk. 

8-16 

Serious risk. Ongoing monitoring required. Scrutiny activity 
may be appropriate with sufficient resource allocated to fully 
investigate risk. 

 


