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1. Introduction 
 
 
This report sets out the results of a comprehensive programme of public, staff 
and partner consultation on Cheshire Fire Authority‟s draft Integrated Risk 
Management Plan (IRMP) for 2013/14, entitled Making Cheshire Safer. The 
formal consultation period lasted for 12 weeks between September 24th 2012 
and December 17th 2012. 
 
The purpose of this report is to enable the Authority to understand levels of 
support among all groups to the proposals set out in the draft IRMP. This 
feedback will be among the issues considered by the Fire Authority prior to 
approval of the final version of the IRMP. 
 
This report comprises eleven sections, as follows: 

 An executive summary, which briefly describes the consultation 
programme, the level of response and the key conclusions which can 
be drawn from the feedback received 

 An overview of the consultation programme 

 An outline of the methods used when consulting with the public 

 Outlining how the Service consulted with staff and internal stakeholders 

 An overview of the approach taken to consult with partners and 
external stakeholders 

 A description of the work undertaken to assess and evaluate the 
consultation against industry best practice and previous consultations. 

 Detailed results of the survey that underpinned the consultation, 
showing how each group responded to the consultation questions 

 A summary of media coverage generated by the consultation, including 
coverage on social media platforms. 

 A profile of respondents who completed the consultation survey. 

 Appendices including the summary IRMP, the list of partners 
communicated with, written submissions and additional comments 
received and news releases. 

 
This report has been made available to public and partners on the Service‟s 
website -  www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultation - and to staff on the Intranet. 
 
 
Report prepared by:  
 
Graeme Worrall 
Research Officer 
Corporate Communications, Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
 
February 5th 2013 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultation
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2. Executive summary 
 
 
A total of 1,270 members of the public, 328 members of staff and 65 
individuals representing 46 partner organisations formally responded to the 
consultation on Cheshire Fire Authority‟s draft IRMP for 2013/14 during the 
period September 24th to December 17th 2012. In addition, officers and 
Members delivered over 55 briefing sessions, covering over 59 individuals, 
organisations and businesses from which feedback has also been derived. 
 
These views were sought through an extensive range of engagement 
activities including public and staff roadshows, online surveys, briefings with 
key partners and focus group sessions with residents and local organizations. 
The consultation focused on the key proposals within the draft IRMP, as well 
as seeking views on proposals to increase the Authority‟s share of council tax 
precept and the overall value placed on Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service.  
 
A standard 25-question public consultation survey was developed to gauge 
opinion. Stakeholders and staff were asked additional questions in relation to 
proposals to the mobilization of foam to incidents and the use of the two 
Hazardous Materials [Hazmat] Units currently in operation. Staff were also 
asked for their opinion on proposals to change current arrangements for shift 
systems and crewing fire engines at wholetime stations. 
 
In summary, the results of the consultation survey show that: 

Overall 

 The vast majority of residents and stakeholders value Cheshire Fire 
and Rescue Service as a local service provider or partner organization. 

 Overall, 58.5% of residents, 47.8% of staff and 81.3% of stakeholders 
support the Authority‟s plans for the year ahead and there is broad 
support for the Authority‟s overall plans to build additional fire stations. 

 A majority of stakeholders and residents support proposals to change 
how and when some the of Authority‟s fire stations are staffed. There 
are similar levels of support and opposition among staff. 

 Among residents and stakeholders there is strong support for plans to 
introduce a blanket ten minute response standard, plus increasing the 
on-call travel time by up to two minutes. However there is more 
opposition from staff to these proposals. 

 Most staff support continuing with the 2-2-4 shift system on wholetime 
fire stations and oppose adopting a 12-hr shift system. 

 There are roughly equal levels of support and opposition to introducing 
Combined Aerial Rescue Pumps (CARPs) into the Service fleet.  

 There is more support than opposition to changing the way the Service 
stores and mobilises foam and to replacing the Hazardous Materials 
Units. 40% of stakeholders supported each of the proposals, with the 
majority answering „not sure‟. 
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Warrington area 

 The majority of residents and staff support building new fire stations at 
Penketh and Lymm. There was more support amongst both staff and 
the public to staff Stockton Heath with on-call firefighters. This is 
mirrored in stakeholder responses, though opinion on the Stockton 
Heath proposal was split between „support‟ and „unsure‟. 

 Written responses from stakeholders were supportive of all three 
proposals within Warrington, however Penketh Parish Council has 
expressed concerns over the siting of a new station in Penketh.  

Halton area 

 There is more support amongst the public, stakeholders and staff for 
removing the second fire engine from Widnes and instead get support 
from a new station in Penketh.  

 There was strong opposition to removing the second fire engine at 
Runcorn or removing it at night. The alternative proposals were 
supported by the majority of stakeholders and around 40% of staff. 
Most residents support crewing the engine using the nucleus crewing 
system.  

 Local stakeholders raised some queries over the impact of cross-
border arrangements and potential job losses.  

Cheshire East area  

 A majority of residents, stakeholders and staff support building a new 
on-call station at Alsager. There is more support than opposition for 
changing Congleton Fire Station to the nucleus crewing model and 
more opposition to changing it to on-call.  

 There is strong opposition to removing the second fire engine at Crewe 
and removing it during the night. There are similar levels of support and 
opposition for the other alternatives. 

 The majority of residents and staff oppose removing the second fire 
engine at Macclesfield overnight. There is more public support to 
change the main fire engine to nucleus crewing. The majority of 
stakeholders indicated they were „unsure‟. 

 There are similar levels of support and opposition amongst staff and 
the public to introduce an on-call crewing system at Knutsford fire 
station, with the majority of stakeholders in support. 

 Written responses from stakeholders were largely supportive of plans 
within the area, though Mere Parish Council voiced some concern over 
the Knutsford proposal.  

Cheshire West and Chester area 

 Most respondents support building a new fire station near the M53/M56 
interchange. There are equal levels of support and opposition (41%) 
amongst staff to building a new on-call station at Neston, while there 
was more support from residents. 

 There is strong opposition to the removal of the second engine at 
Ellesmere Port. Most public and staff opposed removing the engine 
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overnight. While most stakeholders were unsure over the proposals, 
the option to staff the engine through the nucleus crewing system was 
supported by similar proportions of staff and residents. 

 Most staff and nearly half of residents are opposed to plans to change 
Northwich and Winsford stations to the on-call system. There is more 
support to change the stations to nucleus crewing. Stakeholder opinion 
was split between „support‟ and „unsure‟ for both proposals. 

 Written responses from stakeholders were supportive of the plans in 
the Cheshire West and Chester area.  
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3. The consultation programme 
 
 
3.1 Overview of this year’s approach 
The table below outlines the engagement methods used for each of the key 
groups consulted during the 12-week period. 
 
Underpinning the entire approach was a comprehensive survey, which posed 
25 questions relating to the various proposals set out within the draft IRMP. 
These standardised questions enable easy comparison of differences in 
opinion between groups, as shown in Section 8. 
 

Group Methods of engagement 

Public 

 Providing a summary of the IRMP proposals within the 
Service‟s Annual Report, delivered to over 488,000 
properties across Cheshire. 

 Holding a press conference to mark the launch of the IRMP 
consultation. 

 21-date consultation roadshow in major centres of 
population across Cheshire, Halton and Warrington over the 
course of eight weeks.  

 Online survey accessible from the homepage of 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk and in hard copy on request. 

 Media coverage and regular alerts via Facebook, Twitter 
and Google+ to publicise roadshow dates and raise 
awareness of ways to get involved with the consultation. 

 The use of online advertising on Facebook and Google to 
direct people towards the online consultation. 

 Letters and surveys sent to the 219 members of the 
Service‟s Response consultation panel, with refreshed 
membership following a recruitment drive. 

 Postal surveys sent to members of the Cheshire, Halton and 
Warrington Race and Equality Centre‟s 276-stong 
consultation panel and undertaking a focus group session 
specifically for local BME residents. 

 Summary IRMPs and surveys for all cadet units, together 
with briefing packs for cadet leaders to encourage young 
people to take part. 

 Participative sessions delivered to students at Reaseheath 
College and West Cheshire College. 

 Briefing sessions delivered to service users at the 
Warrington Disability Partnership and the Executive Board 
of Vale Royal Disability Services. 

 Article in the Service‟s volunteer bulletin, encouraging 
participation. 
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Group Methods of engagement 

Staff 

 Five „leadership roadshows‟ held at various locations, giving 
station based staff in each of the Service‟s unitary areas the 
opportunity to listen to the proposals within the draft IRMP 
and talk to the Service‟s Leadership Team.  

 Departmental briefings on the IRMP proposals given by 
each Head of Department 

 Online survey accessible from the intranet homepage, 
together with a dedicated consultation intranet page which 
provided copies of the draft IRMP and supporting 
documentation. 

 Global emails to all staff, promotional screensaver,  
reminders in The Green (weekly staff bulletin), Alert 
(quarterly staff newsletter) and Core Brief (managers 
bulletin to cascade key messages to staff). 

 Meetings with Fire Brigades Union (FBU) representatives. 

Partners 

 Email to over 250 key individuals and organisations 
including public, third and private sector stakeholders on 
whom the IRMP proposals may have an impact. 

 One-to-one meetings with all Members of Parliament within 
the Authority area. 

 Meetings with the leader and chief executives of all four 
Cheshire unitary authorities. 

 Briefings delivered to 13 key town/parish councils covering 
areas that may be affected by IRMP proposals, plus a 
presentation to the Quality Council Forum meeting of the 
Cheshire Association of Local Councils (Chalc). 

 Providing Parish and Town Councils with material to 
promote the consultation on their websites and notice 
boards to raise awareness. 

 Meetings with the Chief Constable of Cheshire Police and 
the Chief Executive of the North West Ambulance Service. 

 A presentation to the Sub Regional Leadership Board, 
comprising chief executives of local authorities and NHS 
organisations and the police chief constable. 

 Promoting the consultation to local structures such as Local 
Area Partnerships, Area Partnership Boards and 
Community Forums. 

 Utilising space within local authority and third sector 
publications to raise awareness of the consultation. 

 
Over the next three sections, evidence is provided of the work undertaken to 
plan and promote key elements of the consultation programme. 
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4. Consulting with the public 
 
 
4.1 Consultation roadshows 
Following the success of roadshows held to support the IRMP 8 (2011/12) 
and IRMP 9 (2012/13) consultations, an expanded programme of events was 
organised for the period from October to December. The aim of these was to: 

 engage people living in the main centres of population across all four 
unitary authority areas 

 be visible at locations with a high footfall by a range of local people, 
(meaning that community fire stations were not necessarily the most 
appropriate sites in most localities) 

 be visible at times when there were likely to be greater numbers of 
people in the area, such as market days or lunchtimes 

 have at least one Saturday roadshow in each unitary area, enabling the 
Service to canvass the views of people who work during the week and 
encompass as wide a demography as possible 

 
The roadshows took place between October 2nd and December 1st 2012 and 
were staffed by members of the Planning, Performance and Communications 
Department, each of whom were briefed with knowledge of the IRMP 
proposals. They were therefore able to talk with confidence to members of the 
public and encourage them to complete the survey at home to return to the 
Service‟s freepost consultation address.  
 
Roadshows were scheduled to last for three hours, with the aim of distributing 
300 bags at each location, with the bags containing: 
 

 A copy of the IRMP Summary document (an example is provided in 
appendix one of this report) 

 A copy of the IRMP Survey for residents (an example is provided in 
appendix one of this report) 

 A freepost envelope and a pen 

 Various safety leaflets and information 

 Promotional items if necessary, such as ice scrapers, bookmarks and 
fridge magnets 

 
A total of 5,987 survey bags were distributed during the roadshows, with 
completed forms returned. This is a response rate of 15.0 %, which is above 
average for the typical response rate for postal surveys (10%).  
 
The table on page 12-13 provides greater detail on levels of response. 
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IRMP ROADSHOWS: Engaging 
residents (from top, left to right) 
in Chester, Delamere Forest, 
Macclesfield, Nantwich, 
Warrington, Winsford and 
Runcorn. 
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Safety advice 
Safety literature was distributed with the survey packs at each of the 
roadshows 

 Leaflets promoting the „six sense‟ campaign and home fire safety were 
distributed across each of the roadshow locations. A specific Christmas 
themed six sense leaflet was produced to tie in to the roadshow event 
held during the sale of Christmas Trees at Delamere Forest. 

 Information promoting cooking safety was distributed at each of the six 
roadshows in Halton and Warrington, in addition to roadshows at the 
major urban centres in Cheshire East and Cheshire West and Chester. 

 Residents at venues across Cheshire East were also given leaflets 
highlighting the importance of road safety. 

 in Congleton, Macclesfield and Nantwich residents were reminded of 
the need to have their flues regularly swept in order to reduce chimney 
fires, which are more common in rural eastern Cheshire. 

 
 

 STAYING SAFE: Examples of some of the safety literature provided within the 

consultation packs distributed at roadshows 
 



 IRMP 10 (2013/14) Consultation Report Page 12 of 260 

Surveys, IRMP summaries, freepost return envelopes and giveaways carrying 
the relevant safety messages were distributed in branded paper bags. In 
certain locations the Service-branded gazebo was used to draw attention to 
the roadshow and provide shelter for staff and the public. 
 
Although the aim of the roadshows was not to seek referrals for Home Safety 
Assessments, inevitably staff did engage a number of people who would 
benefit from the Service, as well as those who enquired about other subjects 
such as the RESPECT and Prince‟s Trust programmes, as well as enquiries 
about on-call recruitment. 
 
Level of response 
The table below summarises the number of surveys distributed and 
responses received from each of the roadshow venues.  

 

Location 
Surveys 

Distributed 
Surveys 

Completed  

Macclesfield, Grosvenor Shopping Centre 
Tues 2nd October, 11am - 2pm 

300 30 

Nantwich, Town Square 
Thurs 4th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 68 

Alsager, Library / Lawton Street  
Weds 10th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 61 

Frodsham, Market 
Thurs 11th October, 10am - 1pm 

205 38 

Warrington, Cockhedge Shopping Centre 
Sat 13th October, 11am - 2pm 

300 22 

Wilmslow, Library 
Mon 15th October 10am - 1pm 

238 21 

Congleton, Library 
Tues 16th October, 10am - 1pm  

300 74 

Neston, Market 
Fri 19th October, 10am - 1pm 

238 70 

Widnes, ASDA  
Sat 20th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 43 

Chester, outside Town Hall 
Sat 20th October. 11am - 2pm 

300 35 

Runcorn, ASDA 
Tues 23rd October, 10am - 1pm 

300 35 

Birchwood, Birchwood Shopping Centre 
Weds 24th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 27 

Winsford, Winsford Cross Shopping Centre 
Thurs 25th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 52 

Crewe, outside Marks & Spencer 
Sat 27th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 42 

Ellesmere Port, Arcades Shopping Centre 
Tues 30th October, 10am - 1pm 

300 41 

Knutsford, outside Booths 
Fri 2nd November, 10am - 1pm 

300 68 
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Location 
Surveys 

Distributed 
Surveys 

Completed  

Tarporley, High Street 
Sat 3rd November, 9am - 12pm 

210 27 

Northwich, Witton Street 
Tues 6th November, 10am - 1pm 

300 56 

Stockton Heath, Forge Shopping Centre 
Weds 7th November, 10am - 1pm 

300 48 

Penketh, Co-op Warrington Road 
Weds 14th November 1 - 4pm 

300 35 

Delamere Forest, Whitefield Car Park 
Sat 1st December, 12 - 3pm 

296 6 

 

2013/14 Draft IRMP Consultation Roadshow 
Total 

5,987 899 

 
 
4.2 Annual Report 
The Service featured prominent articles in its „Annual Report‟, an annual 
newsletter which is distributed to all 488,000 households across Cheshire, 
Halton and Warrington. Within the report was a summary of the proposed 
changes and information on how residents could get involved with the 
consultation and respond either through using the online survey, requesting a 
paper copy survey or writing to the Service.  
 
Additionally, a „QR Code‟ was placed in the article, which is a barcode that 
when scanned by a smart-phone will automatically link the reader to the 
consultation page on the Service‟s website. Copies of the consultation articles 
in the annual report are provided in appendix one to this report. 
 
 
4.3 Focus groups 
For this consultation the Service held six focus groups to explore the 
proposals in more detail and to provide qualitative context to complement the 
findings that emerge through the surveys that were distributed at the 
roadshows.  
 
The focus groups were held in various locations across Cheshire and were 
facilitated by an independent research company, Curiosity Research. The 
date and venue of each session is listed below: 
 

 Wednesday 28th November (6.00-8.00pm), at CFRS Headquarters, 
Winsford. This session was held for residents across Cheshire East 
and Cheshire West and Chester. 
 

 Thursday 29th November (6.00-8.00pm), at CFRS Headquarters, 
Winsford. This session was held for residents across Cheshire East 
and Cheshire West and Chester. 
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 Friday 30th November (2.00-4.00pm),at CFRS Headquarters, Winsford. 
This session was held specifically for businesses and private sector 
organisations who operate in and adjacent to Cheshire. Attendees to 
this session can be found in the list of stakeholder briefings in appendix 
two of this report. 

 

 Wednesday 5th December (6.00-8.00pm), at Widnes Community Safety 
Centre, Widnes. This session was held for residents in the Halton area. 

 

 Thursday 6th December (6.00-8.00pm), at Warrington Fire Station, 
Warrrington. This session was held for residents in the Warrington 
area. 

 

 Thursday 13th December (6.00-8.00pm), at Cheshire, Halton and 
Warrington Race and Equality Centre‟s (CHAWREC) Unity Centre, 
Chester. This session was held specifically for members of BME 
communities in Cheshire. 

 
 

The headline findings from the focus group sessions are summarised below: 
 

 Overall the public are very supportive of the Service, sympathise with 
the need to make cuts and recognise the difficulty in balancing this with 
maintaining and improving the Service. 
 

 A blanket 10 minutes proposal is seen as a reasonable and appropriate 
target, but varying risks and conditions need to be considered. 

 

 The different ways in which fire stations are staffed is not generally 
understood, particularly in Halton and Warrington. Many assume most 
stations are wholetime, but they do have an awareness of on-call 
firefighters 
 

 Many are resistant to increasing the on-call live/work radius time to 6 or 
7 minutes, even in the context of encouraging recruitment. However, 
the vast majority support a salary element for on-call fire fighter 
remuneration. 
 

 The details of the proposals leave many people with more questions 
than answers and most feel they needed more context / data to make 
decisions. 
 

 However, most would prefer the Service themselves, supported by 
independent experts, to make the recommendations, rather than face 
complex options. 
 

 Many struggled to comment from a county-wide perspective, 
particularly when looking at the detail. 
 

 Businesses focussed on a more practical / rational approach to the 
proposals, however they acknowledged that their personal views as 
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residents were much more emotive and motivated by family and “more 
selfish / local” needs.    

 
4.4 Service Volunteers 
The Service engaged with its cohort of volunteers through the use of articles 
placed within the regular newsletter sent to those who volunteer for the 
Service. An email message was sent to volunteers who have online access. 
Both the article and the email message explained the IRMP process, the 
proposals that were being consulted on and how volunteers could submit their 
views. 
 
4.5 Cadets 
In order to further engage with young people, each of the fifteen cadet units in 
the Service was given an IRMP survey pack. Each pack contained IRMP 
summaries and survey forms for each cadet, as well a briefing note for cadet 
leaders explaining the IRMP process, how cadets can get involved and why 
their views are important. Cadets could then complete and return the forms as 
an activity in their programme. 
 
Both volunteers and cadets who wished to fill out the survey electronically 
were provided with a link to the consultation page on the Service‟s website as 
they may not have been able to access the Service‟s intranet facility. 
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5. Consulting with staff and internal stakeholders 

 
5.1 Internal Roadshows 
The Chief Fire Officer – joined by the Head of Service Delivery and the Head 
of Operational Policy and Assurance - held five well-attended roadshows to 
brief staff from across the service on the proposed changes ahead of the 
formal launch of the consultation. These took place as follows: 

 

Date Venue 

Wednesday 29 August, 2pm  Warrington Fire Station for staff who 
work in Warrington, Stockton Heath 
and Birchwood 

Thursday 30 August, 10am Macclesfield Fire Station for staff who 
work in Macclesfield, Crewe and 
Congleton 

Friday 7 September, 10am  Ellesmere Port Fire Station for staff 
who work in Chester and Ellesmere 
Port 

Friday 11th September, 2pm Northwich Fire Station for staff who 
work in Northwich, Winsford, 
Knutsford and Wilmslow 

Tuesday 18 September, 2pm Runcorn Fire Station for staff who 
work in Runcorn and Widnes 

 
Each roadshow lasted about two hours and included a presentation on the 
IRMP proposals. Those who attended the session then had an opportunity to 
put questions to the Team. 
 
In addition, each Head of Department provided a briefing to their staff ahead 
of the start of the consultation. As with the roadshows, each session featured 
a presentation on the draft IRMP proposals and provided the opportunity for 
staff to raise questions. 
 
5.2 Online Survey 
The main method of gathering the views and comments from staff was from 
the use of an online survey, which asked the same questions as in the 
residents‟ survey plus questions regarding the following proposals: 
 

 Proposals to maintain the current 2-2-4 wholetime shift pattern and 
crew appliances on two engine stations with four firefighters as 
opposed to five currently; or change to a 12hr shift system. 

 Proposals to change the way in which the Service stores and mobilises 
foam to incidents. 

 A proposal to replace the two hazardous materials (Hazmat) units with 
the Incident Response Unit. 

 
A breakdown of responses to these questions is provided in the following 
section. A total of 328 members of staff submitted a response into the survey, 
an increase on the 183 employees who participated in the draft IRMP 
consultation last year. Responses were received from staff based at locations 



 IRMP 10 (2013/14) Consultation Report Page 17 of 260 

across the service area. A full breakdown of responses is supplied in the 
following section of the report, while appendix five contains a comprehensive 
list of additional comments received from staff. 
 
5.3 Internal communications channels 
The full range of internal communications channels were used to raise 
awareness of the consultation throughout the 12-week period. This included: 
 

 A dedicated page on the Service intranet, plus a regular feature  on the 
homepage of the intranet for the duration of the consultation. 

 Articles in the service newsletters „Alert‟ and the „Green‟.  

 An article in the „Core Brief‟ bulletin used for managers to keep their 
staff informed with developments in the Service. 

 All-user emails informing staff of the launch of the consultation and also 
further emails encouraging people to have their say prior to the closing 
date. 

 A corporate screensaver. 
 

 

 
 
RAISING AWARENESS: Some of the promotional material used to promote 
the consultation internally. Clockwise from top left; a „Green‟ article, a „Core 
Brief‟ article, the corporate screensaver and the front cover of an „Alert‟ 
magazine. 
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5.4 Consulting with representative bodies 
The Service consulted with representative bodies through its existing Joint 
Consultative Negotiation Panel (JCNP) process with Fire Authority Members, 
Principal Officers and senior managers. Additionally the Fire Brigades Union 
(FBU), Fire Officers‟ Association (FOA) and UNISON were written to 
separately inviting them to submit a response into the consultation, either via 
the online survey for partners or through a written submission. 
 
The submission from the FBU, plus the responses from other partners and 
stakeholders, is attached as appendix seven to this report. 
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6. Consulting with stakeholders 

 
 
6.1 Approach to stakeholders 
The Authority adopted a systemised process for identifying and engaging its 
stakeholders throughout the consultation process. 

This included ensuring relevant partners and stakeholders were informed 
about the consultation process, including ways to have their say and were 
able to obtain information about the draft proposals.  

The process identified and prioritised stakeholders into three rough groupings, 
which were as follows, 

 statutory partners, including MPs, local authorities (unitary councils) 

and town and parish councils 

 neighbouring and other UK fire and rescue services 

 key industrial/commercial and major hazard sites and local businesses 

In general, partners were approached in the following ways; 
 
Pre-briefing 
A number of key partners and stakeholders were engaged prior to and early 
on in the consultation period. The briefings included, 

 Meetings with Cheshire‟s 11 Members of Parliament (MPs)  

 Meetings with Unitary Council Leaders, Chief Executives and the Chief 
Constable  
 

Formal engagement  
Letters and emails (sent by sector) advertising the consultation and providing 
links to summary information and the survey were sent out to; 

 MPs 

 Councils and parishes 

 Fire and rescue services 

 Community and local groups 
 
Briefings and presentations 
An extensive programme of formal presentations was delivered to boards and 
organisations, including: 

 Unitary Council Cabinets and opposition leaders/groups 

 Statutory and sub-regional partners, such as police, health, ambulance 

service, probation, the local enterprise partnership, third sector 

 Town and parish councils and the Cheshire Association of Local 
Councils (CHALC) 

 
A full schedule of the briefings, presentations and meetings attended by staff 
is provided within appendix two to this report. 
 
Follow up engagement  
A programme of follow-up engagement, including additional emails, letters, 
calls and meetings took place to ensure responses etc were received.  
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6.2 Online survey 
One of the key methods of engagement with stakeholders was the use of an 
online survey. 
 
Over 250 individuals and organisations on the Service‟s stakeholder database 
were written to or emailed with a paper or electronic copy of the summary 
IRMP and a link to a dedicated online survey for partners. Reminder emails 
were also sent at the mid-point in the consultation. 
 
The first letter and email read as follows, with slightly different versions 
tailored to various audiences such as Members of Parliament, voluntary 
bodies and public sector partners. 
 

Dear 
 
LAUNCH OF MAJOR CONSULTATION ON FUTURE PLANS FOR 
CHESHIRE FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICE 
 
Cheshire Fire Authority is the publically accountable body, which manages the 
fire and rescue service on behalf of local people.  
 
The Authority has now published its annual plan, the draft Integrated Risk 
Management Plan (IRMP) for 2013/14 and the years beyond and a 
comprehensive 12 week consultation was launched on 24 September, which 
runs until 17 December. 
 
This draft plan is the most significant in the Fire Authority‟s 15 year history, as 
it sets out a number of far-reaching proposals, which have been developed so 
that it can maintain and improve the services it provides to the local 
community and make most effective use of its reduced funding. 
 
The plan contains proposals to;  

 build up to 5 new fire stations through one-off capital costs 

 make significant changes to how fire stations are crewed 

 introduce a blanket 10 minute response time, and 

 reduce the number of full time firefighters and increase on-call staff 
 
The proposals would help the Service to meet expected budget cuts of around 
£5 million over the next four years, but will take a number of years to 
implement. However, Members of the Fire Authority say they are confident 
that no firefighters will be subject to compulsory redundancies. 
 
As town and parish councils, we welcome your ability to relay to us the views 
of local communities on the proposals we‟re outlining.  
 
A specific partner survey, which we encourage you as councils to complete, 
can be accessed through the following link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/538CG5S.   
 
You will also be able to access a summary of the plans, as well as supporting 
material and a full copy of the IRMP 2013-14 through visiting our website: 
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/home/current-consultation  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/538CG5S
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/home/current-consultation
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Equally, we welcome any written submissions on the proposals, which can be 
sent to; 
 
Communication and Engagement Officer 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
Sadler Road 
Winsford 
Cheshire CW7 2FQ 
 
Tel: 01606 868408 
Or email: consultation@cheshirefire.gov.uk  
 
We will be holding a number of briefing sessions at a number of town and 
parish meetings over the next 12 weeks, including your own council, and will 
provide a further session to the ChALC Quality Forum on 21st November.  
 
We would also ask that you publicise the separate public/residents survey 
within your local communities, both by including a link to the public survey 
[ http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/home/current-consultation ] on your own 
council‟s website and by displaying the attached poster on your community 
notice boards. For further copies and any issues please contact us at the 
above address.  
 
Please take the opportunity to comment on our plans through the consultation 
and feel free to contact us if you require any additional information, using the 
details above. We look forward to receiving your views. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
 
 
 

Cllr John Joyce                                         Paul Hancock 
Chair                                                        Chief Fire Officer 
Cheshire Fire Authority                         Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
 

 
 
6.3 Survey responses 
A list of the organisations and individuals who submitted a written response to 
the consultation is included in an Appendix to this report. So too is a list of 
organisations to which briefings and presentations were delivered. 
 
From these responses and additional feedback received it has been possible, 
to identify a range of issues and views in relation to the key elements of the 
consultation.  
 
These are summarised on a theme by theme basis below and below that the 
key concerns from each of the types of stakeholder are summarised.  

mailto:consultation@cheshirefire.gov.uk
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/home/current-consultation
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Your Fire and Rescue Service 
Almost unanimously, stakeholders placed a high value on the fire and rescue 
service and the role it performs across Cheshire. However, some respondents 
indicated that they have had only limited contact with the Service outside of 
their organisations – reflecting the views returned in the residents‟ survey.  
 
Council Tax 
Of those who completed the survey online (37), the majority (66.7%) 
supported proposals to increase its council tax in 2013/14. 6.7% of 
respondents were opposed to an increase, while 26.7% said that they were 
not sure. 
 
Of the general comments received, there was support for ensuring value for 
money from the existing fire and rescue service, while aiming to keep the 
increase as low as possible and recognising that some local authorities are 
freezing council tax. 
 
This reflected a wider view from partners, which recognised the financial 
pressures on the Authority coming from the Government and the general 
economic climate, but that stressed the difficulties faced by other agencies 
under similar if not greater financial stress. 
 
Specialist response 
The removal and management of specialist appliances and vehicles was 
neglected by most respondents of the online survey and by those who 
submitted a written response. Indeed, some comments received indicated that 
partners did not feel qualified to give a view in this section of the 
questionnaire.  
 
A majority of those who completed the online survey indicated that they were 
unsure in this area (57.9%). 36.8% supported the changes, while 5.3% 
opposed the proposals.  
 
Some who provided written responses gave specific views on specialist 
vehicles, specifically industrial respondents and those from high risk hazard 
sites.  
 
In particular, representatives from the Industrial Fire Managers‟ Forum and 
stakeholders at the business focus group, representing COMAH (major 
hazard) and other industrial sites welcomed the Authority‟s proposal to focus 
its specialist resources at the operational hub stations proposed at the 
M53/M56 and the M6/M56 junctions. 
 
Cheshire East Council, Lymm Parish Council and Warrington Borough 
Council all welcomed the proposal to develop the site on the M6/M56 (Lymm) 
as a specialist location for road traffic collisions and specialist appliances.  
Responding to incidents 
 
Through the survey there was strong support for the introduction of a ten 
minute response time (80% support or strongly support), with 9.5% opposed 
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and 9.5% unsure. However Rainow Parish council registered its concerns 
about the operation of the ten minute response time at night.  
 
Support was also relatively strong for changing the way fire stations are 
crewed, with 70% of respondents in support, 25% unsure and 5% opposed. 
Equally, 80% of stakeholders supported plans to build new stations, with 15% 
unsure and 5% opposed (from 21 respondents).  
 
Increasing travel times for on-call staff saw support fall somewhat (55%), with 
30% unsure and 15% opposed.  
 
Warrington area 
As with resident and staff responses to the survey, questions relating to 
specific areas saw a lower response than the general questions. In 
Warrington, there was strong support from those who answered the survey to 
building the stations at Penketh and at Lymm (83.3% support in both cases).  
 
Views on staffing Stockton Heath with on-call firefighters were more mixed 
among the 10 partners who responded, with 40% in support, 40% unsure and 
20% strongly opposed.  
 
Comments recorded on this issue reflect a concern that Stockton Heath 
currently supports a community, while any new station at Lymm will inevitably 
focus on motorway and road traffic incidents. However there are also 
comments in support of this approach.  
 
Halton area 
In Runcorn, 81% of the 11 respondents oppose plans to remove the second 
appliance. However, 60% of partners are supportive of proposals to locate a 
smaller appliance at the station (40% oppose) and 75% support the approach 
to staff the second fire appliance with on-call firefighters.  
 
73% of partners who answered oppose only making the appliance available 
during the day, but 50% would support this approach if the appliance was also 
staffed by on-call firefighters at night.  
 
58% of the (12) respondents to the online survey support removing Widnes‟ 
second appliance, in order to create a new station at Penketh. 17% oppose 
the plans and the remainder are unsure.  
 
Cheshire East area 
In Cheshire East, 82% of respondents (11) supported plans to build a new 
station at Alsager. While only 11% of respondents supported plans to crew 
the main Congleton appliance with on-call firefighters, 56% of those who gave 
a view supported proposals to introduce nucleus crewing.  
 
At Crewe, while there was some support for crewing the second fire appliance 
with on-call firefighters (33%), or replacing it with a smaller appliance (44%), 
the majority of respondents are unsure as to whether the Authority should 
remove the second appliance (45%), crew the appliance for a 12 hour day 
shift (55%) or move to a nucleus option (45%). 
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At Macclesfield, almost the same proportion of partners (50%) indicated they 
were unsure whether to change the main appliance to nucleus crewing, 
although 30% support the option. Meanwhile, 80% of respondents are unsure 
whether they would support plans to remove the second fire appliance at 
night. 
 
56% of those who responded indicated support for plans to change crewing 
arrangements in Knutsford to on-call and to build Lymm, while the remainder 
were unsure.  
 
Cheshire West and Chester area 
There were high levels of partner support for establishing a new fire station at 
the junction of the M56/M53, with 89% of those who responded showing their 
approval and the remainder unsure. Plans to build a new station at Neston 
using the second appliance from Ellesmere Port were also supported (75%), 
with 12.5% opposed and 12.5% unsure. 
 
Partners were reasonably supportive of proposals to replace the second 
appliance at Ellesmere Port with a smaller vehicle (63%), to staff it with on-call 
firefighters (57%) or to move to nucleus crewing (50%).  
 
However, as with Crewe, there was greater ambiguity over the remaining 
options for Ellesmere Port‟s second appliance, with partners indicating they 
were unsure over proposals to staff it only in the day (67%) or change to 
nucleus crewing (50%). There was opposition to removing the second 
appliance entirely (50%), with the remaining 50% unsure. 
 
Of the small number of partners who responded to the survey proposals for 
Northwich (5), 40% were opposed to changing the station to on-call, 40% 
were unsure and 20% were supportive. However, 40% supported proposals to 
move to a nucleus crewing system, 40% were unsure and 20% were 
opposed. 
 
The figures were identical for the same options at Winsford. 
 
Your overall opinion 
Overall, 81% of stakeholders responding to the survey indicated their support 
for the plans set out in the draft Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP). 
Further comments received stressed that the Service should ensure it is able 
to respond quickly to emergencies and identified risks in the future 
 
6.4 Members of Parliament (MPs) 
All MPs had an individual briefing with the Chief Fire Officer early in the 
consultation period and were able discuss the proposals in detail and provide 
feedback. A number of MPs also provided additional feedback later in the 
consultation. Additionally, MPs Stephen Mosley and Graham Evans tweeted 
to promote the consultation, while Fiona Bruce issued a joint press release 
with the Service to do the same. 
 
The feedback from MPs focused on the following issues. 
 
Stephen Mosley MP (Constituency: City of Chester)  
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He urged the Authority to maintain its commitment to the city centre, citing the 
significant heritage risk of the Rows, but was broadly supportive of the plan, 
particularly the proposal for a new station on the M56/M53.  
 
Andrew Miller MP (Ellesmere Port and Neston) 
He expressed concern about capabilities of the Service if the foam proposals 
were implemented and extension of on-call travel time from 5 to 7 minutes, 
but was supportive of the overall proposals.  
 
Helen Jones MP (Warrington North)  
She was broadly supportive of the proposals to change cover in North 
Warrington, but asked about the impact of the changes on risks in the town 
centre and more remote communities.  
 
David Mowat MP (Warrington South) 
He was supportive of the proposals, which enabled new stations to be built, 
particularly a new station at Lymm on the M56/M6 but, he also reflected that 
there might be concerns around changes to Stockton Heath. 
 
Rt. Hon George Osborne MP, Chancellor of the Exchequer (Tatton)  
He was supportive of the methodology used, which enabled the building of up 
to 5 new fire stations and provided a better spread of emergency cover. He 
raised the proposed changes in Knutsford. In particular he questioned the 
impact of planned changes on the family lives of the firefighters.  
 
David Rutley MP (Macclesfield) 
A number of questions were asked both during the briefing and afterwards 
when further detail on the nucleus crewing model was requested. Overall, the 
MP was supportive of the proposals; in particular the „more for less‟ 
methodology applied by the Authority.  
 
Fiona Bruce MP (Congleton)  
She was pleased with the proposals for a new station at Alsager and noted 
that no changes were proposed for the on stations at Holmes Chapel and 
Sandbach and their capability to respond to incidents on the M6 – which she 
stressed should be preserved. There was some concern about the proposals 
for Congleton. 
 
Edward Timpson MP (Crewe and Nantwich)  
He was very supportive of the proposals to balance the spread of operational 
resources. He suggested that there would be some opposition to the plans in 
Crewe, but could see how the new station at Alsager could provide additional 
cover.  
 
Graham Evans MP (Weaver Vale) 
He was broadly supportive of the plans and discussed growth and planned 
developments, particularly housing, which had been factored in to the plans.  
 
Derek Twigg MP (Halton)  
He was supportive of the proposals in both Widnes and Runcorn, although 
there was an acknowledgment of local concern about the changes in Widnes. 
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The MP was also supportive of the greater use of resources at Frodsham fire 
station, just outside his constituency. 
 
Stephen O‟Brien MP (Eddisbury) 
Stephen O‟Brien was broadly supportive of the proposals, particularly the 
rebalancing of emergency response across rural and urban areas. 
 
6.5 Unitary authorities 
As with MPs, the Leaders and Chief Executives of all four councils received a 
briefing from the Chief Fire Officer. Giving them an opportunity to ask further 
questions and provide feedback, which some of them chose to do (see 
below).  
 
Overall, all four of Cheshire‟s unitary local authorities were supportive of the 
Authority‟s plans, as set out in the draft document. All authorities provided at 
least one formal response to the consultation; some provided additional 
responses from different departments, committees or political groups. 
 
Cheshire East Council 
 
Cllr Michael Jones, Leader and Cllr David Brown, Deputy Leader 
The Leader and Deputy Leader of the council gave strong support for the 
plans, particularly the new stations proposed for Alsager and Lymm. It was 
requested that the plans for the Lymm station be brought forward to ensure an 
effective response to motorway incidents. 
 
Cllr David Newton, Labour Group Leader 
Cllr Newton praised the businesslike and realistic approach taken by the 
Authority in developing its plans.  
 
Cheshire West and Chester Council 
 
Cllr Mike Jones, Leader and Cheshire West Conservative Group 
The Leader was very supportive of proposals, including the proposed new site 
in north Chester. The need for close working on potential new sites was 
emphasised. 
 
Cheshire West Labour Group and Ellesmere Port and Neston Constituency 
Labour Group. 
Labour Members of the Council and the Ellesmere Port Constituency Labour 
Party received a briefing on the proposals and took the opportunity to ask 
questions. Issues raised focussed on reductions in firefighter posts, resilience 
during major incidents and support for key industrial sites. 
 
Halton Borough Council 
 
Halton Executive Board 
The Council Executive expressed some concerns about the ability to respond 
to major incidents, the impact on cross border arrangements and firefighter 
job losses. 
 
Safer Halton Policy Board 
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The Committee expressed similar concerns to the Executive about job losses 
and the relationships with neighbouring Merseyside, they also raised some 
concerns about a perceived reduction of cover and funds for new stations. 
 
Ian Leivesley, Strategic Director Policy - and Resources  
Halton broadly supported the proposals for Runcorn and Widnes, 
acknowledging the financial constraints placed on the Authority. It was 
stressed that the Authority should maintain its commitment to preventative 
measures that would further reduce the likelihood of fire related incidents.  
 
Warrington Borough Council 
 
Cllr Terry O‟Neil, Leader 
The Leader supported the approach of the Service, particularly the ten minute 
response time, new stations and the move to 12 hour shifts and the on-call 
model. Further questions were asked about the impact of the ten minute 
response, targeting methodology and removal of resources from Warrington 
Station on major incidents and responses within the town.  
 
Cllr Ian Marks, Liberal Democrat Group Leader 
Cllr Marks was impressed at the proposed increase in service provision with 
reduced costs and was supportive of the plans. 
 
6.6 Local Town and Parish Councils 
Major Town and Parish councils received a briefing from officers as part of the 
briefing programme, set out in the Annex to the report. A number of town and 
large parish councils invited smaller surrounding parishes to attend and 
participate in the briefing sessions. Formal minutes of all of these sessions 
have been obtained, which reflect the discussions held. 
 
A number of additional meetings were arranged at the request of some 
parishes and the Cheshire Association of Local Councils (ChALC) Quality 
Forum also received a briefing on the proposals and were informed of how 
they could contribute and feed in their views.  
 
There was broad support from across all parishes. However a number of local 
councils contributed views on specific proposals, which included; 
 
Stockton Heath Parish Council 
Support the proposals and believe they will provide greater service for South 
Warrington. 
 
Penketh Parish Council 
Would not support any proposal on greenbelt land and feel Penketh roads not 
suitable for fire engines. 
 
Lymm Parish Council 
The council support the overall plans. They are concerned if there is any 
intent to reduce youth /community work. 
 
Hale Bank Parish Council 
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There is concern at the cost and need to procure new fire stations, and 
resilience with less fire engines and firefighters. 
 
Helsby Parish Council 
Full support for the modernisation and the proposals. 
 
Alsager Town Council 
Support the proposed new station and on-call travel time, though raise 
concerns about jobs and Fire Control. 
 
Congleton Town Council 
Plans are „full of common sense‟, but raise concern at cross-border 
arrangements, funding of new stations and efficiencies. 
 
Holmes Chapel Parish Council 
Support the plans, but want to maintain commitments to attending road traffic 
collisions on the M6. 
 
Knutsford Town Council 
Support overall, but concern at impact on turn-out times. The council expects 
a Lymm station to offset any issues. 
 
Mere Parish Council 
Concern over the Knutsford proposal and increased turn-out time. 
 
Poynton Town Council 
Satisfied over the joint initiative with the police at Poynton Fire Station, 
concern at any weakening of cross-border arrangements. 
 
Nantwich Town Council 
Broad support but notes only one pump in the town, with a concern if there is 
a reduction in the NWAS partnership. 
 
Northwich Town Council 
Notes the proposals, but concerns that while there are plans for more fire 
stations there are fewer fire engines. 
 
Neston Town Council 
Very supportive but strong views on location of planned new station. 
 
Winsford Town Council 
Overall support, but concerned as to whether planned developments in 
Northwich have been factored in. 
 
6.7 Local partner agencies 
The Chief Fire Officer and senior officers met and briefed a range of local 
partner agencies to solicit their views on the proposals within the draft IRMP. 
Feedback from key local partners is summarised below. 
 
Cheshire Constabulary 
David Whatton, the Chief Constable of Cheshire Constabulary, praised the 
preventative work of the fire and rescue service and stated that the plans 
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would enable the Service to meet the challenges and opportunities of the 
future. 
 
Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) for Cheshire 
Cheshire‟s PCC John Dwyer was sent a copy of the consultation pack along 
with the other four candidates, prior to his election as Cheshire‟s first Police 
and Crime Commissioner on 15 November.  
 
The Chief Fire Officer met with and briefed the PCC following his election, 
where the potential for greater cooperation between the Police and Fire 
Authority was discussed. However, a formal response to consultation was not 
received. 
 
North West Ambulance Service 
Both the Chief Executive and the Director of Operations received briefings 
with the Chief Fire Officer and had an opportunity to discuss the plans and 
ask further questions.  
 
There was strong support from NWAS for the draft proposals. The focus of 
the discussions was the potential to operate more shared sites and 
collaborate where new premises were being planned and built.  
 
6.8 Other Fire and Rescue Services 
The consultation included plans to write to/email all Chief Fire Officers to 
invite comment on the proposals in the Integrated Risk Management Plan 
(IRMP). However, the most relevant views were those of the surrounding fire 
and rescue services, i.e. those that share a border with Cheshire. These are; 
 

 Derbyshire 

 Greater Manchester 

 Merseyside 

 North Wales 

 Shropshire 

 Staffordshire 
 
These services formed the focus of the consultation and ultimately responses 
were received from all neighbouring services, with the exception of 
Shropshire.  
 
6.9 Other stakeholders 
 
A range of other stakeholders were also communicated with, including 
business networks, public sector institutions (e.g. hospitals and prisons) and 
local companies such as AstraZeneca, Essar Oil and Bentley Motors. 
 
A number of organisations were briefed throughout the consultation process, 
including fire/safety managers of local industrial complexes (such as Urenco, 
Solvay Interox) at a meeting of the Industrial Fire Managers‟ Forum; the 
Technical Advisory Group of Manchester Airport and several organisations at 
the businesses focus group in November (attendance details can be found in 
Annex 2). 
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Feedback was generally supportive, with fire safety managers appreciating 
the knowledge of the Authority‟s proposals for their own local planning 
purposes and suggesting that industrial companies may provide a good 
source of on-call firefighters to recruit. Other organizations appreciated the 
need for the Authority to deliver an efficient and cost-effective service. 
 
In relation to specific issues raised, the response submitted by Mid-Cheshire 
Hospitals NHS Trust expressed concern over the option to remove the second 
fire engine at Crewe and indicated their preference for the second engine to 
either remain unchanged or move to a nucleus crewing system. 
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7. Assessment and evaluation of the consultation 

 
 
The Service has undertaken a significant amount of work to ensure that the 
consultation process for the draft IRMP 2013/14 is robust and conforms to 
recognized standards of best practice. The following section details the work 
the Service has undertaken with the Consultation Institute, the national body 
for consultation practitioners, on their „Compliance Assessment‟ programme, 
as well as internal procedures that have ensured the consultation is of a high 
standard. 
 
7.1 Working with the Consultation Institute 
The Compliance Assessment programme is designed for high-profile 
consultations where an external assurance of its quality can make a 
difference to its response-profile and to its credibility. 
 
This year‟s consultation has undergone a number of reviews and checks to 
ensure that the Consultation Institute is satisfied that the process complies 
with their standards of best practice; such as having a project plan and 
consultation methodology independently approved. 
 
Subject to approval of this report and further post-consultation work, the 
Service‟s consultation for this year‟s draft IRMP remains on course to be 
endorsed by the Institute as complying with their standards of best practice. 
 
7.2 Internal Quality Assessment 
Staff within the Planning, Performance and Communications Department 
conducted random data validation checks against forms that were returned 
from the roadshows to ensure that the data had been input onto the online 
system correctly. 
 
7.3 Evaluating the consultation programme 
During August 2011, Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s internal auditors 
(RSM Tenon) carried out an audit of the process employed for the draft IRMP 
2011/12 consultation. This found that process was very comprehensive, but 
listed two areas of improvement: 

1. Looking at ways in which to engage young people in shaping the draft 
IRMP and ensuring they are able to have their say 

2. At the end of each consultation exercise, evaluating its strengths and 
weaknesses and ensuring that any lessons learned are considered in 
the implementation of subsequent consultations. 

 
Actions to address these areas began during last year‟s consultation 
(2012/13) and further improvements were made this year. This consultation 
built on the efforts of the previous process to engage with young people. The 
Planning, Performance and Communications Department ensured that: 

 Cheshire Members of the UK Youth Parliament were included on the 
list of key partners which were given the opportunity to have their say, 
as were the Youth Federation for Cheshire, Halton and Warrington and 
members of the youth arm of LGBT North West. 
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 Briefing packs and surveys were sent to Cadet Leaders in each of the 
Service‟s cadet units to engage their teams on the plans and 
encourage cadets to fill out and return the forms. 

 All colleges in Cheshire were contacted and asked if it would be 
possible for officers to hold a consultation briefing session to students. 
Briefing sessions were delivered to students studying public services 
courses at Reaseheath College and West Cheshire College. 

 Where possible, the e-communications team posted messages raising 
awareness of the consultation on the social media sites of colleges. 
Messages were posted on the Facebook pages of Macclesfield 
College, Riverside College and South Cheshire College. 

Following an evaluation of last year‟s consultation, the team factored in a 
number of considerations for this consultation process, including: 

1. Look at ways in which alternative venues such as libraries and 
community one-stop-shops can be used as roadshow venues, in light 
of Congleton Library appearing to have generated the greatest 
response during the previous consultation. 

 Action: Libraries were used as roadshow venues in Alsager, 
Congleton and Wilmslow. In addition, where possible each 
roadshow was planned to coincide with an activity that would 
maximize the potential footfall in that location i.e. a library coffee 
morning or a town market. 

2. Investigate potential roadshow locations in the rural south of Cheshire 
West and Chester so that people living in and around Malpas and 
Tarporley - and Audlem in Cheshire East – can have their say. 

 Action: A roadshow event was held in Tarporley, on the same 
day as a popular farmers market that attracts custom from the 
surrounding rural areas. The Nantwich roadshow also coincided 
with market day. 

3. Assess whether all equality and diversity monitoring questions need to 
be asked at the end of the survey, in light of comments from many 
residents about being asked about sexual orientation 

 Action: A small explanatory leaflet or statement on the survey 
form will be developed for the 2014/15 draft IRMP consultation 
that will explain why the Service asks equality monitoring 
questions. 

4. Build membership of the Service‟s Response consultation panel during 
2012 so that there is a bigger „stable‟ of critical friends upon which 
feedback can be relied. 

 Action: The response panel membership data was cleansed 
and refreshed in time for this consultation. Copies of the 
consultation survey were sent to each member of the panel and 
they were also invited to attend focus group sessions that were 
held as part of the consultation process. 

5. Review whether age-appropriate safety giveaways are required for 
younger people and families and for older people. 
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 Action: It was decided that safety giveaways would not be 
included in this consultation given the content and complexity of 
the draft plans. Safety giveaways were however included in the 
consultation packs handed out at the Delamere Forest 
roadshow, to appeal to young families with children – who were 
the target demographic at that event. Recruitment information 
relating to the on-call duty system was handed out at the student 
briefing sessions for those wishing to pursue a career in the Fire 
and Rescue Service. 

 
A further evaluation will be held following this consultation which will consider 
how successful each roadshow venue was; the most suitable date and 
location for each roadshow; and evaluation of media and social media 
engagement; and also any potential opportunities for joint working with 
partner organisations, where appropriate. 
 
7.4 Feedback 
Following the decisions taken by Members and subject to final approval of the 
IRMP, feedback on the consultation will be provided to those who participated 
in the process. This feedback will be communicated to the public, staff and 
stakeholders via the following methods:  
 
Public 

 Press releases  

 Next years‟ Annual Report 

 Using the Service‟s website and social media channels.  

 Letters/emails to response panel members and those who submitted 
written statements. 

 
Staff 

 Departmental and team briefings 

 Articles within internal newsletters and bulletins (The Green, Alert, 
Core Brief) 

 Internal email message 
 
Stakeholders 

 Articles in the Service‟s Link newsletter to elected councilors and local 
partners, distributed quarterly. 

 Responses to written statements submitted 

 Email messages to the stakeholders who participated plus all town and 
parish councils and local stakeholders communicated with. 

 
7.5 Accessibility 
The consultation section of the Service‟s website – itself designed to be 
accessible to people with special information needs and with a translation 
function – made it clear that information about the proposals and the survey 
was available in alternative languages and formats, such as large print, Braille 
and audio on request. No such requests were made during the consultation 
period. 
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8. Detailed results 
 
 
The total number of responses received from the public consultation totaled 
1,270. This level of response means that many of the results displayed give a 
confidence rate (margin of error) of +/- 3%. For questions regarding proposed 
changes in local areas, where the number of responses are lower than the 
more general questions, the confidence rate is between +/- 4% and +/- 5%. 
 
The response level from staff (328 responses in total) means that results can 
be provided within a confidence rate of +/- 5%. 
 
Given the low number of stakeholders who responded to proposals relating to 
changes in local areas, those results have not been included within this 
section but are provided in section six of this report with other details about 
stakeholder engagement. 
 
This section sets out survey responses from the residents, staff and partners 
in greater detail. The legend underneath each chart shows how many 
individuals from each group answered that particular question and the overall 
level of support or agreement from each group to the proposal. 
 
8.1 Your Fire and Rescue Service 
Question 1: How strongly do you value Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service as 
a local service provider / as a partner organisation? 

 
Public n=1,256   Stakeholders n=39 

 
Question 2: In the past three years have you had contact with Cheshire Fire 
and Rescue Service in the following ways? 

The results for this question are displayed in the following section under 
„Profile of respondents‟ 
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Question 3: Do you support Cheshire Fire Authority‟s proposal to increase its 
council tax in 2013/14? 

Stakeholders n=31   Staff n=299   Public n=1,244 

 
 
8.2 Responding to incidents 
Question 4: Do you support Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s plans to 
introduce a blanket 10 minute response standard for house fires and road 
traffic collisions? 

 
Stakeholders n=22   Staff n=250   Public n=1,235 
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Question 5: Do you support our proposals to change how and when some of 
our fire stations are staffed? 

 
Stakeholders n=21   Staff n=251   Public n=1,189 

 
 

 
Question 6: Do you support our plans to build some additional fire stations? 

 
Stakeholders n=22   Staff n=249   Public n=1,201 
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Question 7. Do you support our plans to increase the maximum travel time by 
up to two minutes? 

 
Stakeholders n=21   Staff n=251   Public n=1,199 

 

 

Additional Comments 
 
Comments received from the public 

 
n=250 
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Comments received from staff 

 
N=97 

 
 
 
8.3 Proposed changes in the Warrington area 
Question 8. Do you support building a new wholetime station at Penketh with 
one fire engine from Warrington? 

 
Staff n=232   Public n=537 
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Question 9. Do you support building a new wholetime station at Lymm with 
staff from Stockton Heath and Knutsford? 

 
Staff n=235   Public n=607 

 
 
 
Question 10. Do you support changing Stockton Heath Fire Station to the on-
call system? 

 
Staff n=231   Public n=574 
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Additional Comments 
 
Comments received from the public 

 
n=104 

 
 
Comments received from staff 

 
n=65 
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8.4 Proposed changes in the Halton area 
Question. 11 Please tell us what you think about the following proposals for 
Runcorn Fire Station‟s second fire engine 
 
Public responses 

 
n=524; 525; 530; 526; 521  

 
 
Staff responses 

 
n=214; 208; 216; 213; 214 
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Question 12. Do you support removing the second fire engine from Widnes? 

 
Staff n=226   Public n=516 

 

 

 

Additional Comments 
 
Comments received from the public 

 
n=94 
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Comments received from staff 

 
n=44 

 
 
 
8.5 Proposed changes in the Cheshire East area 
Question 13. Do you support the proposal to build a new on-call fire station at 
Alsager? 

 
Staff n=221   Public n=674 
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Question 14. Please tell us what you think about the following proposals for 
Congleton Fire Station: 
 
Crewing the main fire engine with on-call staff 

 
Staff n=200   Public n=648 

 
 
 
Staffing the main fire engine using the Nucleus Crewing system 

 
Staff n=206  Public n=634 
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Question 15. Please tell us what you think about the following proposal for 
Crewe Fire Station‟s second engine 
 
Public responses 

 
n=596; 615; 616; 610; 620  

 

 
 
Staff responses 

 
N=211; 197; 209; 205; 206  
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Question 16. Would you support plans to make it so that the main fire engine 
at Macclesfield is staffed by Nucleus Crewing? 

 
Staff n=222   Public n=698 

 
 
 
Question 17. Would you support plans to remove the second fire engine at 
Macclesfield at night? 

 
Staff n=222   Public n=702 
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Question 18. Do you support the proposal to change Knutsford Fire Station to 
an on-call system with support from a new station at Lymm? 

 
Staff n=220  Public n=595 

 
 
 
Additional Comments 
 
Comments received from the public 

 
n=130 
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Comments received from staff 

 
n=65 

 
 
 
8.6 Proposed changes in the Cheshire West and Chester area 
Question 19. Do you support the proposal to build a new wholetime fire 
station near the M53/M56 interchange using the second fire engine from 
Chester? 

 
Staff n=221   Public n=746 
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Question 20. Do you support the proposal to build a new on-call station at 
Neston and remove the second fire engine from Ellesmere Port Fire Station? 

 
Staff n=222   Public n=693 

 
 
 
Question 21. Please tell us what you think of the following proposals for the 
second fire engine at Ellesmere Port, if the service does not build a new on-
call station at Neston. 
 
Public responses 

 
n=616; 603; 640; 614; 616  
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Staff responses 

 
n=206; 197; 205; 202; 195 

 
 
 
 
 
Question 22. Please tell us what you think about the following proposals for 
Northwich Fire Station. 
 
Changing to the on-call crewing system 

 
Staff n=199   Public n=568 
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Changing to the Nucleus crewing system 

 
Staff n=209   Public n=562 

 
 
 
 
 
Question 23. Please tell us what you think about the following proposals for 
Winsford Fire Station. 
 
Changing to the on-call crewing system 

 
Staff n=198   Public n=549 
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Changing to the Nucleus crewing system 

 
Staff n=210   Public n=548 

 
 
 
 
Additional Comments 
 
Comments received from the public 

 
n=108 
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Comments received from staff 

 
n=45 

 
 
 
 
8.7 Your Overall Opinion 
Question 24. Do you support our overall plans for the year ahead as set out in 
our Integrated Risk Management Plan 2013/14? 

 
Stakeholders n=18   Staff n=232   Public n=1,026 
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Question 25. Please tell us any further comments you have regarding what 
we are proposing in our plans for 2013/14? 
 
Public responses 

 
n=242 

 
 
 
Staff responses 

 
n=59 
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8.8 Additional Questions For Staff and Stakeholders 
The following questions provide a breakdown of the results to questions that 
were asked specifically to staff or stakeholders. 
 
Would you support the Service‟s plans to continue with a 2-2-4 shift system 
and staff appliances on two pump stations with four riders in stead of five?  

 
n=258 

 
 
 
 
 
Additional Comments 

 
n=131 
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Would you support plans to move to a 12hour shift system with firefighters 
providing extra support by working some shifts at short notice? 

 
n=257 

 
 
 
 
 
Additional Comments 

 
n=108 
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Do you support plans to introduce Combined Aerial Rescue Pump (CARPs) to 
the Service‟s fleet at Chester and Warrington? 

 
n=256 

 
 
 
 

Additional Comments 

 
n=108 
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Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to change the way in which we store 
and mobilise foam to incidents? 

 
Stakeholders n=20  Staff n=256 

 
 
 
 
 
Additional comments  

 
n=70 
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Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to remove the two Hazardous Materials 
Units and use the Incident Response Unit in their place? 

 
Stakeholders n=20  Staff n=256 

 
 
 
 
 

Additional comments 

 
N=89 
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9. Profile of respondents 

 
9.1 Public 
A total of 1,270 members of the public responded to the consultation during 
the 12-week period. They are broken down as follows: 
 
How they heard about the consultation 

 

n=1,072 

Percentages have been included because some respondents ticked more than one 
option. The „other‟ category includes CHAWREC members (n=25), Cheshire Fire 

Cadets (n=14), Annual Report (n=13) and Response Panel members (n=4) 

 

Contact with Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service in the last three years 

n=1,183 
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These maps show the location of members of the public who responded to 
the consultation (and provided their postcode) and also where the most 
returns were coming from. This demonstrates that feedback was obtained 
from right across the Service area. 

 

Postcodes of respondents 

n=906 

 

Density of IRMP consultation responses 

n=906 
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Unitary area of residence 

This chart shows the percentage of residents that live in each unitary area, 
which is compared against the Cheshire population from the 2011 census. 

n=1,179 

 

Nearest fire station to where respondent lives 

This graph shows that responses to the survey were gathered from across the 
Service area.  

n= 920 

The vast majority of answers given in the „out of area‟ category were from residents in 
the Neston and Alsager areas who identified their nearest fire station as either Heswall 

(Merseyside FRS area) or Kidsgrove (Staffordshire FRS area). 
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Gender 

This chart shows the gender of respondents, which is compared against the 
Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data. 

 

n=1,145 

 

Age 

This chart shows the age profile of respondents, which is compared against 
the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data. 

 

n=1,144 
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Disability 

This chart shows the disability profile of respondents, which is compared 
against the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data. 

 
n=1,138 

 
 
Ethnic origin 

This graph shows the ethnic profile of respondents, which is compared 
against the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data. 

n
=1,152 
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Religion 

This graph shows the religious profile of respondents, which is compared 
against the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data. 

 
n=983 

 
 
Sexual orientation 
 
This graph shows a profile of the sexual orientation of the respondents. 

 
n=1,042 
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Levels of public support (percentage) according to area of residence, gender, age and disability. 

 
              Most supportive (%) 
 
 
              Least supportive (%) 

Unitary area Gender Age Disability 
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Valuing the service 97.7 97.4 99.2 98.7 96.7 98.3 92.5 89.7 98.5 94.7 95.5 99.2 99.5 99.5 97.0 

Proposing to increase tax 50.2 42.2 43.7 54.0 50.7 42.7 26.9 37.2 29.4 46.9 45.0 50.7 50.4 51.9 46.0 

Introducing a blanket 10min 
response 

81.1 81.6 76.1 84.6 79.4 83.0 72.7 72.1 79.4 75.2 82.6 81.9 85.5 86.5 81.2 

Changes to staffing systems 56.0 61.0 47.9 62.9 55.7 61.0 46.1 50.0 65.1 59.1 57.4 54.3 62.1 57.4 58.4 

Building new stations 81.0 81.9 83.0 84.6 78.1 85.9 89.0 76.2 83.6 74.1 81.4 82.6 83.6 88.6 81.4 

Increasing the on-call live/work 
radius 

69.7 71.8 70.1 69.8 63.4 77.0 53.2 53.6 65.7 67.9 69.0 69.3 78.2 77.0 70.4 

 

New station at Penketh 54.2 61.5 50.0 72.1 59.8 64.0 63.6 63.6 61.0 78.6 69.3 59.3 59.2 51.1 63.4 

New station at Lymm 62.9 64.2 49.2 75.0 63.0 67.5 70.5 70.5 54.4 67.2 71.3 64.4 63.0 60.4 66.3 

Stockton Heath to on-call 47.7 52.5 26.6 41.8 42.9 47.2 53.7 53.7 50.0 48.2 48.7 31.9 45.1 43.2 46.2 

 

Runcorn 2
nd

 engine: Remove 27.1 24.4 19.3 24.7 22.8 25.2 22.9 22.9 24.4 20.7 28.4 22.2 18.9 20.7 24.1 

Runcorn 2
nd

 engine: Midi engine 
at key times 

50.4 53.6 41.3 57.0 45.7 55.7 56.5 56.5 42.2 50.0 57.7 42.6 50.4 48.8 51.1 

Runcorn 2
nd

 engine: Staff with on-
call 

44.4 50.3 36.4 51.3 44.5 46.4 50.0 50.0 46.5 44.1 53.9 40.8 41.5 45.4 46.4 

Runcorn 2
nd

 engine: Day shift  17.0 15.7 7.3 10.4 14.0 11.8 16.7 22.6 20.0 19.7 13.2 6.1 10.9 12.9 12.6 

Runcorn 2
nd

 engine: Nucleus 
crewing 

58.9 59.5 45.5 59.5 52.0 60.1 75.0 53.1 60.0 44.6 52.0 50.0 63.0 59.8 56.5 

Removing Widnes‟ 2
nd

 engine 38.4 45.2 26.0 59.5 41.5 39.2 51.2 45.5 42.2 45.0 46.6 33.3 36.2 40.0 41.9 
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              Most supportive (%) 
 
 
              Least supportive (%) 

Unitary area Gender Age Disability 
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New station at Alsager 60.0 56.3 32.7 52.9 54.0 56.7 50.0 61.3 55.3 57.5 58.0 54.1 54.1 60.2 55.9 

Congleton to on-call 35.1 37.3 30.4 31.5 36.2 33.0 46.8 50.0 33.3 38.9 42.2 26.3 28.7 38.3 34.4 

Congleton to nucleus crewing 48.6 48.1 38.2 35.2 45.1 45.6 41.3 50.0 53.2 49.3 44.7 41.8 45.4 48.5 46.6 

Crewe 2
nd

 engine: Remove 16.3 26.8 25.9 17.4 20.2 20.1 20.0 21.2 20.0 16.7 33.7 18.6 19.0 25.6 18.8 

Crewe 2
nd 

engine: Midi engine at 
key times 

44.8 52.5 34.6 42.3 39.9 50.7 53.1 40.6 40.0 48.6 47.7 44.4 47.2 44.3 46.3 

Crewe 2
nd 

engine: Staff with on-
call 

43.4 45.7 33.3 39.4 42.4 43.3 47.9 53.1 36.7 41.2 46.5 42.6 41.8 41.1 44.2 

Crewe 2
nd 

engine: Day shift only 12.9 21.1 14.6 19.4 18.1 13.6 17.4 31.3 23.4 14.3 16.9 10.9 12.2 16.3 14.4 

Crewe 2
nd 

engine: Nucleus 
crewing 

42.0 45.4 27.8 43.9 41.2 42.2 44.2 40.6 51.1 36.6 36.3 41.6 42.8 44.9 23.5 

Macclesfield to nucleus crewing 43.7 46.3 30.2 42.0 41.6 44.4 53.1 41.9 42.6 44.4 47.0 35.5 44.9 53.4 41.6 

Remove Macclesfield 2
nd 

engine 
at night 

17.8 21.8 11.3 23.9 19.7 18.8 22.9 29.0 15.2 25.4 22.2 18.6 14.4 18.9 18.0 

Knutsford to on-call 34.7 37.0 25.9 47.3 37.8 33.9 42.6 41.9 34.8 42.2 37.0 27.7 37.7 40.5 36.0 

 

New station near M53/M56 
interchange 

56.5 67.9 37.3 60.8 59.9 62.4 66.1 52.8 58.5 59.4 59.1 60.1 67.1 63.4 62.1 

New station at Neston  36.8 52.3 33.9 45.3 45.0 46.5 45.3 50.0 35.3 44.9 50.0 47.2 44.9 39.3 47.1 

Ellesmere Port  2
nd

 engine: 

Remove 
21.2 21.5 13.0 19.7 19.2 21.1 25.0 31.4 11.5 31.6 17.7 16.5 17.0 19.6 18.8 

Ellesmere Port  2
nd

 engine: 
Midi engine at key times 

42.4 56.8 37.0 49.2 44.4 55.5 49.0 50.0 45.1 52.5 45.2 48.9 56.3 46.9 50.1 

Ellesmere Port  2
nd

 engine: 
Staff with on-call 

35.3 48.7 35.7 42.7 41.6 43.6 44.4 60.0 44.0 37.3 47.1 40.0 41.0 38.5 43.5 
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              Most supportive (%) 
 
 
              Least supportive (%) 

Unitary area Gender Age Disability 
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Ellesmere Port  2
nd

 engine: 
Day shift only 

17.9 22.3 11.1 20.0 20.9 18.3 30.0 42.9 25.0 19.0 19.1 13.8 15.0 17.7 19.5 

Ellesmere Port  2
nd

 engine: 
Nucleus crewing 

42.2 47.4 23.2 43.9 38.2 44.3 24.0 47.1 45.8 32.4 41.7 44.1 44.8 39.4 43.9 

Northwich to on-call 30.5 30.6 24.1 29.4 30.8 26.9 43.2 50.0 21.7 34.4 29.6 18.5 25.3 26.4 28.8 

Northwich to nucleus crewing 48.7 47.9 32.1 44.3 44.2 46.6 46.5 46.9 54.6 48.4 46.8 40.5 43.6 41.4 46.4 

Winsford to on-call 27.2 30.6 24.5 25.4 28.8 26.0 46.8 43.8 33.3 27.1 27.3 18.1 22.8 27.9 27.0 

Winsford to nucleus crewing 44.2 46.2 32.0 40.0 38.4 47.1 36.2 43.8 53.5 44.1 43.0 40.5 42.0 41.7 44.1 

 

Overall support for proposals 55.0 60.3 51.9 71.1 58.4 60.1 55.6 55.3 52.4 59.0 63.9 54.8 61.8 56.1 59.7 

 

It should be noted that many respondents preferred not to declare their gender, age or whether or not they were disabled. 
Therefore the table reflects levels of support among only those who chose to complete the equality monitoring questions. With 
regards to ethnicity, religion and sexual orientation, only a very small number of respondents belong to individual groups. The 
scope for error is therefore too great to compare their levels of support in percentage terms to that of other groups. 
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9.2 Staff 

A total of 328 individual staff responded to the consultation from the following 
departments and locations. 
 
How staff heard about the consultation 

 

n=325 

 

Respondents by department 

 

n=175 
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Where respondents are based for the greatest proportion of their time. 

 

n=215 

 

How respondents described their primary role 

n=225 
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10. Media relations, press coverage and use of social media  

 
 
10.1 Engaging the media 
Press Conference 
The Service held a press conference for local and regional media was held on 
21st September to mark the launch of the consultation on the draft IRMP. The 
conference featured a statement from the Chief Fire Officer and the Head of 
Planning, Performance and Communications and allowed time for attending 
journalists to ask questions. Journalists from the following media outlets 
attended the conference: 
 

 BBC North West Tonight (regional television) 

 Signal Radio (local/regional radio) 

 Alsager/Congleton Chronicle (local newspaper)  

 Crewe/Mid-Cheshire Guardian (local newspaper) 

 Runcorn & Widnes World (local newspaper) 

 Widnes Weekly News (local newspaper) 
 
Press Releases 
The Service issued two press releases during the consultation period. The 
first release was issued to mark the formal launch of the consultation and 
provided a summary of the proposed changes in each unitary area.  
 
The second release was issued towards the end of the consultation, informing 
people of the forthcoming deadline for submitting responses and encouraging 
people to respond prior to the close of the consultation. 
 
Copies of both press releases are included at the end of this section. The 
distribution lists for both releases are detailed below, split by media type: 
 
 

Television networks  

BBC Look North BBC Northern Bureau BBC North West 

BBC Northwest 
Tonight 

BBC Television Granada News 

Granada Reports ITV Granada  

 
 
 

Radio stations 

BBC Radio Merseyside BBC Radio Stoke Canalside's The Thread 

Dee 106.3 FM Halton Community 
Radio 92.3fm 

Heart FM 

Key 103 Radio City Real Radio 

Red Shift Radio Signal Radio Sky News Radio 

Smooth/Real/Rock FM Wire FM XFM / Gold 
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Newspapers and other media 

Caters News Agency Cavendish Press Chester Chronicle 

Chester Leader / 
Standard 

Chester Management 
Newsletter (Chester 
Renaissance) 

Congleton/Sandbach 
Chronicle 

Crewe Chronicle Crewe Guardian Ellesmere Port Pioneer 

 Frodsham Today Heswall and Neston 
News 

Knutsford Guardian 

Liverpool Echo / Daily 
Post 

Macclesfield Express Manchester Evening 
News 

Market Drayton 
Advertiser 

Mercury Press Mid Cheshire 
Independent 

Middlewich Guardian Nantwich Chronicle Network News (press 
agency) 

News4media Northwich/Winsford 
Guardian 

Poynton Post 

Poynton Times Runcorn/Widnes 
Weekly News 

Runcorn/Widnes 
World 

Sandbach Chronicle Shropshire Star South Warrington 
News 

Stoke Sentinel Warrington Guardian Warrington Mercury 

Warrington Midweek Whitchurch Herald Wilmslow Express 

Winsford Guardian Wrexham Leader  

 
 
9.2 Partner Publications 
The Service utilised space within regular publications by partners and external 
stakeholders to raise awareness of the consultation amongst residents and 
local stakeholders. 
 
Articles were placed in the regular newsletters and magazines distributed to 
residents by the four unitary authorities in Cheshire which provided a 
summary of the proposals that the Service was consulting on, as well as 
explaining how readers could get involved in the consultation. 
 
Representative organisations and networks, such as the Cheshire Third 
Sector Assembly, were also approached and asked to help publicise the 
consultation to their members via online or print newsletters.  
 
Images on the following page highlight some of the partner publications that 
featured messages, articles or links on the consultation. 
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PROMOTING THE CONSULTATION: Raising awareness of the consulation in 
partner publications. Clockwise from top left: „Inside Halton‟ quarterly council 
magazine; quarterly newsletter by PACE – Local Strategic Partnership for Cheshire 
East; Third Sector Assembly‟s „News Online‟; Cheshire West and Chester Council‟s 
quarterly magazine „Talking Together‟. 

 
 
10.3 Social media 
In addition to the roadshows, the Service utilised its Facebook, Twitter and 
Google+ channels (shown below) to widen the reach of messages promoting 
the consultation. The Service‟s Facebook page currently has more than 1,500 
people who „like‟ it, more than 5,300 people follow the Service‟s Twitter feed 
and 107 people are so far signed up to Google+. 
 
Using Facebook 
The Service made use of its Facebook account to raise awareness of the 
consultation and promote the roadshows that were held in each of the 
locations across Cheshire.  
 
The table below lists the date and content of all 35 consultation posts on the 
Service‟s Facebook page, which received a total of 14 „likes‟ and four 
comments: 
Date and content of consultation posts on the Service‟s Facebook page 
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Date Content of post 

24th September Announcing launch of IRMP 10 consultation 

27th September Encouraging involvement in the consultation 

2nd October Publicising Macclesfield roadshow 

4th October Publicising Nantwich roadshow 

9th October Encouraging involvement in the consultation 

10th October Publicising Alsager roadshow 

11th October Publicising Frodsham roadshow 

11th October Encouraging involvement in the consultation 

12th October Publicising Warrington roadshow 

15th October Publicising Wilmslow roadshow 

16th October Publicising Congleton roadshow 

19th October  Publicising Neston roadshow 

19th October Publicising Widnes roadshow 

19th October Publicising Chester roadshow 

19th October Publicising Runcorn roadshow 

24th October Publicising Birchwood roadshow 

25th October Publicising Winsford roadshow 

26th October Publicising Crewe roadshow 

26th October Promoting the consultation 

30th October Publicising Ellesmere Port roadshow 

2nd November Publicising Knutsford roadshow 

2nd November Publicising Tarporley roadshow 

6th November Publicising Northwich roadshow 

7th November Publicising Stockton Heath roadshow 

9th November Promoting the consultation 

14th November Publicising Penketh roadshow 

21st November Promoting the consultation 

28th November Promoting the consultation 

4th December Promoting the consultation 

6th December Promoting the consultation 

12th December Promoting the consultation 

14th December Promoting the consultation and informing people of the 
closing date of the consultation 

17th December Post on closing date of the consultation to encourage 
people to have their say 

 
To further raise awareness of the consultation and encourage people to 
respond, an initiative was launched where the Service posted messages 
raising awareness of the consultation on local partners, clubs and businesses‟ 
Facebook pages across Cheshire; to enable those who follow each 
organization to click through to the consultation page on the Service‟s 
website. 
 
The table on the following page shows each of the external Facebook pages a 
consultation message and link to the online survey was posted on, alongside 
the number of „likes‟ the page has: 
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Posts onto the Facebook pages of external organisations 

 
 
Twitter 
Regular „tweets‟ were posted onto the Service‟s Twitter page, with each post 
tagged with a #cheshirefirefuture hashtag and also containing a link to the 
consultation page on the Service website.  
 
Specifically for Twitter, a number of prominent people and businesses with 
links to Cheshire were asked to „re-tweet‟ tweets to their own followers in 
order to raise awareness of the consultation. Re-tweeted tweets would then 
appear to the followers of the person or organization in question.  
 
Prominent users who re-tweeted the Service‟s messages included: 
 

 Olympic gymnast Beth Tweddle (48,398 followers) 

 Paralympic cyclist Sarah Storey (14,625) 

 Cheshire West and Chester Council (6,096) 

 Warrington Borough Council (5,193) 

 Halton Housing Trust (2,587) 

 Congleton Chronicle (1,637) 

 Graham Evans MP (1,058) 
 
The table below lists all 41 tweets sent by the Service promoting the 
consultation, including the number of times each tweet was re-tweeted by 
other users (51 re-tweets in total): 
 
 
Tweets on the Service‟s Twitter page 

Date Content of tweet Re-tweets 

24th September Directing users to the online survey 6 

27th September Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 1 

2nd October Promoting Macclesfield roadshow 1 

4th October Promoting Nantwich roadshow  

Individual/Organisation Fans / Page Likes 

Cheshire Life 1,392 

Chester F.C. 7,368 

Chester Zoo 74,518 

Community and Voluntary Services Cheshire East 70 

Macclesfield College 593 

Macclesfield Town FC 3,267 

Peckforton Castle 6,737 

Riverside College 216 

South Cheshire College 2,831 

This is the Cat 2,591 

Warrington Borough Council 1,326 

Warrington Wolves 23,076 

Widnes Vikings 3,068 
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9th October Encouraging people to participate in the 
consultation 

2 

10th October Directing users to the CFRS consultation 
webpage  

 

10th October Publicising Alsager roadshow  

11th October Promoting Frodsham roadshow 1 

11th October Re-tweet request to Michael Owen 
(footballer, 1.7 million followers) 

 

11th October Re-tweet request to Rio Ferdinand 
(footballer, 3.8 million followers) 

2 

11th October Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 2 

12th October Re-tweet request to Gary Barlow 
(pop singer, 2.6 million followers) 

 

12th October Promoting Warrington roadshow 1 

15th October Promoting Wilmslow roadshow 1 

16th October Publicising Congleton roadshow 1 

19th October Publicising Neston roadshow  

19th October Re-tweet request to Sarah Storey 
(Paralympic cyclist – 14,625 followers) 

1 

19th October Re-tweet request to Beth Tweddle 
(Olympic gymnast – 48,398 followers) 

1 

19th October Directing users to the consultation page on 
CFRS website 

 

19th October Promoting Chester roadshow  

19th October Promoting Widnes roadshow  

19th October Promoting Runcorn roadshow  

24th October Promoting Birchwood roadshow  

25th October Publicising Winsford roadshow 1 

26th October Publicising Crewe roadshow  

26th October Encouraging people to „have their say‟  

30th October Promoting Ellesmere Port roadshow 1 

31st October Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 5 

2nd November Promoting Knutsford roadshow 3 

2nd November Publicising Tarporley roadshow  

2nd November Promoting Northwich roadshow  

7th November Publicising Stockton Heath roadshow  

9th November Encouraging people to „have their say‟  

14th November Promoting Penketh roadshow 1 

21st November Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 8 

28th November Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 5 

6th December Directing users to the consultation page on 
CFRS website 

1 

12th December Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 2 

14th December Encouraging people to „have their say‟ 3 

17th December Final reminder tweet 5 
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PROMOTING THE 
CONSULTATION: Links to the 
Service‟s consultation on the 
website of Stephen Mosley MP; 
Nether Alderley Parish Council 
and Frodsham Town Council 

Use of the Service‟s website 
A page was created on the Service‟s website 
(www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultation) which summarised the ways in which 
people could have their say, provided a full and summary draft IRMP for 
download and a link to the online public survey. 
 
Key statistics relating to visits to the website are as follows: 
 

„Click throughs’ from social media to IRMP consultation webpage 

Facebook 100 

Twitter 35 

Google+ 2 

 

Website traffic relating to the consultation 

 Page views Unique visitors 

Visits to www.cheshirefire.gov.uk from 
September 24th  to December 17th  2012 

510,409 94,967 

IRMP page views 6,958 3,591 

Summary IRMP PDF downloads 364 N/A 

Draft full IRMP PDF downloads 322 N/A 

 
Online promotion 
Where applicable, stakeholders such as town/parish councils, local area 
forums and various networks were asked to raise awareness of the 
consultation amongst the individuals who interact with them. For example, 
town and parish councils were asked to promote the consultation in their local 
newsletters, notice boards and websites.  

 

 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultation
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/
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Press release issued week commencing 24th September 2012 

 

 

Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 

corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 

www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 
 

Cheshire Fire and Rescue launches a consultation into its future.  

Far-reaching plans to build more fire stations, keep the same number of fire 

engines but change how they are crewed have been have unveiled by fire chiefs 

in Cheshire. 

The proposals would improve the average time it takes crews to get to life-

threatening fires and other emergencies but would need fewer full-time 

firefighters and help the Service meet expected budget cuts of around £5 
million over the next four years. 

The plans will take a number of years to implement but Members of the Fire 

Authority – the body which manages the fire and rescue service on behalf of 

local people – say they are confident there no firefighters will be made 
compulsory redundant.  

At this week's meeting the Fire Authority agreed that the plans should be 

subject to a formal 12 week public consultation which will run until December 

17th. 

Chief Fire Officer Paul Hancock said: "Over the past seven years the number of 

incidents attended by the Service has dropped by over 40%, with significant 
reductions in house, business and rubbish fires.  

"At the same time, we have kept the same number of firefighters, brought in 

new specialist equipment such as rescue boats and midi fire engines and kept 

our 24 fire stations. 

"These proposals involve changes for both our staff and local communities. I 

am convinced, however, that they will ensure we can continue to improve the 
safety of our communities in the future.” 

The key principles behind the proposals include: 

· Replacing the current sophisticated but complex emergency response 

standards with a blanket 10 minute standard for life risks – fires and road 

traffic collisions 

· Building up to five new stations to improve response times in key areas, with 
two of them acting as operational hubs near key motorway junctions 

· Urging partners to share facilities where practical, such as the joint project at 

mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk
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Poynton Community Fire Station 

· Reducing the number of wholetime firefighter posts on stations which have 
two fire engines 

· Bringing in 12-hour day shifts on some stations and increasing the number of 
part-time or ‘on-call' firefighter  

Full details of the proposals are on the Service's website – 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/ – and there are a series of consultation 

roadshows planned across the area.  

Cheshire East 

In Cheshire East a new on-call station is being proposed in Alsager to improve 

the emergency response for local communities. It involves transferring one of 

the two fire engines currently based in Congleton, where there are also 
proposals to change how the remaining fire engine is crewed. 

Other proposals include:  

· Crewe – stop crewing the second fire engine completely, have it available 

just during busy periods or crew it either by staff who are on-call or on a day 

shift.  

· Macclesfield – changing how the main fire engine is crewed and consider 
having the second fire engine just available at night 

· Knutsford - changing how the station is crewed. 

Cheshire West and Chester 

In Cheshire West and Chester there are proposals to build a new wholetime 

station near the M6/M56 motorway interchange and transfer one of Chester's 
two fire engine to the new station. 

Other proposals include:  

· Neston – create a new on-call station with one fire engine transferred from 

Ellesmere Port or change how the second fire engine at Ellesmere Port is 
crewed 

· Ellesmere Port - stop crewing the second fire engine completely, have it 

available just during busy periods or crew it either by staff who are on-call or 
on a day shift 

· Winsford and Northwich – change the crewing system at both stations. 

Warrington 

In Warrington there are proposals to build a new wholetime station area at 

Penketh with one of the two fire engines at Warrington transferred to the new 

station. 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/
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There are also proposals to build a new wholetime station near the M6/M56 at 
Lymm and change the crewing system at Stockton Heath fire station. 

Halton 

In Halton there are proposals to change how the second fire engine at Runcorn 

is crewed and to stop crewing the second fire engine at Widnes with support 

provided by the new station at Penketh. 

Issued by Corporate Communications, Contact: Tel 01606 868821 / 

868994 / 868786  

E-mail: corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk 

 

mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk
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Press release issued week commencing 3rd December 2012 

 

Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 

corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 

www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 
 

Still time to have your say about the future of Cheshire Fire and Rescue 

Service 

There is just one week left for residents to have their say on Cheshire 
Fire and Rescue Service's proposals for the year ahead. 

The Service launched its biggest ever consultation about its future back in 

October. So far more than 1000 people from across Cheshire, Halton and 

Warrington have given their feedback on the plan entitled ‘Making Cheshire 
Safer'. 

Sian Corrigan, Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's Communication and 

Consultation Manager said: "We have had an excellent response so far to the 

consultation and I would like to thank everyone who has taken the time to 

share their views. However, there is still time for others to add their voice to 

the consultation. I would urge people to tell us what they think about our plans 

by either visiting our website or by sending back one of the paper surveys that 
were given out at locations across Cheshire.” 

The plans include the building of new fire stations and changes to the way the 

Service staffs some of its current stations.  

The feedback received as part of the consultation will be compiled into a report. 

This will be put before Members of the Fire Authority ion February to enable 
them to decide whether or not to press ahead with the plans.  

The deadline for the end of the consultation is December 17. 

Residents who have not yet responded can take part in the consultation by: 

·visiting www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultationwhere the draft plan is available 
to read in full or in summary and where there is an online survey to complete 

·calling 01606 868408 and requesting a paper copy of survey, which can be 

returned by freepost. 

- surveys were also given out at 21 roadshows across Cheshire – these can be 

sent back in the Freepost envelopes provided.  

For further press information of interviews please contact Sian on 01606 

868305 or email sian.corrigan@cheshirefire.gov.uk 

Issued by Corporate Communications, Contact: Tel 01606 868821 / 

868994 / 868786  

E-mail: corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk 

mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/consultation
mailto:sian.corrigan@cheshirefire.gov.uk
mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk
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Appendix 1 – summary IRMP and consultation survey 
 
The summary document was available from the Service‟s website and intranet 
and hard copies were given out with the questionnaire and a response 
envelope. The survey was also handed out at the roadshows and was 
accessible through the Service‟s website. 
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Appendix 2 – Partners and stakeholders communicated with 

 
The following pages document each of the stakeholders the Service 
communicated with throughout the consultation process. 

 

Representative Bodies and Organisations 

Chemicals Northwest 
Cheshire and Warrington 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

Cheshire Association of 
Local Councils 

Cheshire Members of 
Parliament 

Cheshire Members of the 
European Parliament 

Cheshire Members of the 
House of Lords 

Fire Brigades Union Fire Officers Association 
Halton Chamber of 
Commerce and Enterprise 

Macclesfield Chamber of 
Commerce and 
Enterprise 

South Cheshire Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry 

UK Youth Parliament 

UNISON 
Warrington Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry 

West Cheshire and North 
Wales Chamber of 
Commerce 

 

Other Fire and Rescue Services (FRSs) 

Avon FRS  
Bedfordshire and Luton 
FRS 

Buckinghamshire FRS 

Cambridgeshire FRS  Central Scotland FRS  Cleveland Fire Brigade 

Cornwall FRS Cumbria FRS  Derbyshire FRS 

Devon & Somerset FRS Dorset FRS Durham & Darlington FRS 

Dumfries and Galloway 
FRS 

East Sussex FRS Essex FRS  

Fife FRS  Gloucestershire FRS Grampian FRS  

Greater Manchester 
FRS 

Guernsey FRS Hampshire FRS 

Hereford and Worcester 
FRS 

Hertfordshire FRS  Highlands & Islands FRS 

Humberside FRS  Isle of Man FRS  Isle of Wight FRS 

Isles of Scilly FRS  Kent FRS  Lancashire FRS 

Leicestershire FRS  Lincolnshire FRS  London Fire Brigade 

Lothian & Borders FRS Merseyside FRS Mid & West Wales FRS 

Norfolk FRS North Wales FRS  North Yorkshire FRS 

Northamptonshire FRS Northern Ireland FRS Northumberland FRS 

Nottinghamshire FRS Oxfordshire FRS Royal Berkshire FRS 

Shropshire FRS Staffordshire FRS South Wales FRS 

South Yorkshire FRS States of Jersey FRS Strathclyde FRS 

Suffolk FRS Surrey FRS Tayside FRS 

Tyne and Wear FRS Warwickshire FRS West Midlands FRS 

West Sussex FRS West Yorkshire FRS Wiltshire FRS 

 

Voluntary, Third Sector, Faith and Interest Groups 
Addaction Age UK Alzheimer‟s Society 

Army Welfare Service Autism Networks Barrowmore 

Body Positive Cheshire 
and North Wales 

British Humanist 
Association (Chester) 

British Trust for 
Conservation Volunteers 
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Campaign to Protect 
Rural England 

Carr-Gomm CATH 

Cestrian U3A CHAPTER (West 
Cheshire) 

Cheshire Army Cadet Force 

Cheshire Artists Network Cheshire Asian and 
Minority Communities 
Council 

Cheshire Aspergers Parents 
Support (ChAPS) 

Cheshire Churches 
Together 

Cheshire Development 
Education Centre 

Cheshire Dyslexia 
Association 

Cheshire Federation of 
Women‟s Institutes 

Cheshire Gypsy and 
Travellers Voice 

Cheshire, Halton and 
Warrington Race and 
Equality Centre 

Cheshire Landscape 
Trust 

Cheshire LINks Support 
Team 

Cheshire Victim Support 

Cheshire West and 
Chester Baha‟i 
Community 

Cheshire West CAB Cheshire Wildlife Trust 

Chester Ad-Phab Chester Aid To The 
Homeless 

Chester and District 
Diabetes UK 

Chester and Ellesmere 
Port Independent 
Advocacy 

Chester Blacon Mosque Chester Cathedral 

Chester Link Chester Mencap Chester MESH 

Chester Voluntary Action Chester Women‟s Hostel 
Association 

Chester Youth Club 

Citizens Advice Halton Congleton Disabled 
Access Group 

Crewe Citizens Advice 
Bureau 

Crossroads Care 
Cheshire West, Wirral 
and Shropshire 

CVS Cheshire East Deafness Support Network 

DIAL House Chester Drive Alive Chester Ellesmere Port NAVCO 

Friends For Leisure GLYSS Groundwork 

Halton and St Helens 
Voluntary and 
Community Action 

Halton Autistic Family 
Support Group 

Halton Credit Union 

Halton Disability 
Partnership 

Halton Interfaith Network Halton LGBT 

Halton LINK Halton YMCA Help The Aged 

Home Start Central 
Cheshire 

Home Start Chester and 
Ellesmere Port 

Hospice of the Good 
Shepherd 

Knutsford Citizens 
Advice Bureau 

Ladies International Learning Together Cheshire 
and Warrington 

Link Up Cheshire and 
North Wales 

LIVE! LGBT Youth North West 

Macclesfield Citizens 
Advice Bureau 

Macclesfield Disability 
Information Bureau 

Macc Pinoy  

Macintyre Care MADYSS Michael Hayward Trust 

Motor Neurone Disease 
Association Cheshire 
Branch 

Multiple Sclerosis Support 
Centre 

Mind In Chester 

Nantwich Citizens 
Advice Bureau 

National Autistic Society 
(Cheshire West) 

NACRO 

O.C.E.A.N. Cheshire Open Halton National Childbirth Trust 
(Chester) 
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Parkinsons UK Pathways Cheshire East Outrite 

Pre-School Learning 
Alliance 

Powerful Voices PHAB Halton 

Poynton Philatelic 
Society 

Ragheed Group Poynton and District Rotary 
Club 

Queen‟s Park High 
School Rowing Club 

Royal Chester Rowing 
Club 

R.N.L.I. (Chester) 

Royal British Legion Samaritans of Chester and 
District  

Royal National Institute for 
the Blind 

Safi Macc St John Ambulance Society of the Blind - 
Warrington, Widnes & 
District 

SCOPE The Hope 
Centre/Barnabas 
Associates 

The B.I.R.D. Charity 

Society of Thirteen The Stroke Association The National Communities 
Resource Centre 

The Bren Project Transition Chester The Umbrella Group 

The PSL Group Unique Transgender 
Network 

Transition Wilmslow 

Time 4 US Vale Royal Disability 
Service 

University of the Third Age 
Alsager and District 

U3A Macclesfield Rural Vision Support Vale Royal Women‟s Aid 

University of the Third 
Age Crewe and 
Nantwich 

Warrington Council of 
Faiths 

Visyon 

VCFS Children & Young 
People‟s Hub 

Warrington YMCA Warrington Disability 
Partnership 

Wah Lei Chinese 
Association 
 

West Cheshire 
Fybromyalgia Support 
Group 

Wellbeing Project CIC 

Warrington Polish 
Language Services 
 

Youth Federation - 
Cheshire, Halton and 
Warrington 

West Cheshire Multicultural 
Women‟s Group 
 

West Cheshire Credit 
Union 

WINCAP  

 
 

Community and Residents’ Associations 
Abbeyfield Society Alsager Lions Club Blacon Community Trust 

Bolling Valley 
Partnership 

Canal Basin Forum Capenhurst and Ledsham 
Village Hall 

Castlefields Community 
Centre 

Chapelfield Community 
Centre 

Cheshire Community Action 

Cheshire Fil-Brit 
Community Organisation 

Chester City Centre and 
Newtown Neighbourhood 
Partnership 

Chester Communities 
Together 

Churton Village Hall Community Activities in 
Neston 

Congleton Green Forum 

Curzon Park Residents‟ 
Association 

Four Estates Friends of the Meadows 

Friends of Westminster 
Park 

Garden Quarter 
Association 

Greenbank Residents 
Association 
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Guilden Sutton Village 
Hall 

Handbridge Community 
Association 

Holmes Chapel Action 
Group 

Hough Green Residents 
Association 

Huxley and Hargrave 
Community Youth Project 

International Club of 
Chester 

Kelsall Community 
Centre Committee 

Kelsall Preschool and 
Kelsall Klub 

Kids Community Club 
(Blacon)  

Knutsford Lions Club Lache Park Ltd Malpas Young Persons 
Project 

MHA Chapelfields Oakhanger Community 
Group 

Palace Fields 
Neighbourhood Forum 

Tarvin Civic Trust Tarvin Community Centre 
Committee 

Tarvin Youth Club 

Tattenhall and District 
Learning Skills Centre 

Tattenhall Community 
Association 

The Avenues Tenants and 
Residents Association 
Sandbach 

Upton Community 
Centre  

Waverton Residents 
Association 

Westminster Park Forum 

Windmill Hill Residents 
Association 

Windmill Hill Community 
Forum 

Youth Action Tattenhall 

 
 

Town and Parish Councils 
Acton, Edleston & 
Henhull 

Adlington Alderley Edge Aldford, 
Saighton and 
District 

Alpraham Alsager  Alvanley Anderton with 
Marbury 

Antrobus Appleton Arclid Ashley 

Ashton Heyes Aston Aston-by-Budworth Audlem 

Backford and District Barnton Barrow Barthomley 

Beeston Betchton Bickerton & Egerton Birchwood 

Bollington Bosley Bostock Bradwall 

Brereton Brindley & Faddiley Broxton and District Buerton 

Bulkeley & Ridley Bunbury Burland Burtonwood 
and 
Westbrook 

Byley Calveley Capenhurst and 
Ledsham 

Chelford 

Choldmondeston & 
Wettenhall 

Cholmondley and 
Chorley 

Chorley Christleton 

Church Lawton Church Minshull Churton Clotton 
Hoofield 

Coddington and 
District 

Comberbach Congleton Cranage 

Crewe Green Croft Crowton Cuddington 

Cuddington (Malpas) Cuerdley Culceth and 
Glazebury 

Daresbury 

Darnhall Davenham Delamere Disley 

Dodcott-cum-
Wilkesley 

Doddington and 
District 

Doddleston and 
District 

Duddon 

Dunham on the Hill 
and Hapsford 

Dutton Eaton Eaton, 
Eccleston and 
Claverton 
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Elton Farndon Foulk Stapleford Frodsham 

Gawsworth Goostrey Grappenhall and 
Thelwall 

Great 
Boughton 

Great Budworth Great Warford Guilden Sutton Hale 

Halebank Handforth Hankelow Hartford 

Haslington Hassall Hatherton and 
Walgherton 

Hatton 

Helsby Henbury High Legh Higher 
Hurdsfield 

Holmes Chapel Hough and Chorlton Huntington Huxley 

Ince Kelsall Kingsley Kingsmead 

Knutsford Lach Dennis Lea By Backford Little 
Budworth 

Little Leigh Little Stanney and 
District 

Little Warford Littleton 

Lostock Gralam Lower Peover 
(Nether Peover) 

Lower Withington Lyme Handley 

Lymm Malpas Manley Marbury & 
District 

Marston Marton Mere Mickle 
Trafford and 
District 

Middlewich Millington Minshull Vernon & 
District 

Mobberley 

Mollington Moore Moston Mottram St. 
Andrew 

Mouldsworth Moulton Nantwich Neston 

Nether Alderley Newbold Astbury-
cum-Moreton 

Newhall No Man's 
Heath and 
District 

Norley North Rode Northwich Oakmere 

Odd Rode Ollerton and Marthall Penketh Peover 
Inferior 

Peover Superior Pickmere Plumley with Toft 
and Bexton 

Pott Shrigley 

Poulton and Pulford Poulton with 
Fearnhead 

Poynton Prestbury 

Preston Brook Puddington and 
District 

Rainow Rixton with 
Glazebrook 

Rope Rostherne Rowton Rudheath 

Rushton Sandbach Sandymoor Saughall and 
Shotwick Park 

Shavington-cum-
Gresty 

Shocklach Oviatt 
and District 

Siddington Smallwood 

Snelson Somerford Sound & District Sproston 

Spurstow Stapeley & District Stockton Heath Stoke & 
Hurleston 

Stretton Styal Sutton Sutton 

Swettenham Tabley Tarporley Tarvin 

Tattenhall and 
District 

Thornton-le-Moors Threapwood Tilston 

Tiverton and Tilstone 
Fearnall 

Tushingham, 
Macefen and 

Twemlow Upton-by-
Chester and 
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Bradley District 

Utkinton Walton Wardle Warmingham 

Waverton Weaverham Weston & Basford Whitegate and 
Marton 

Whitley Willaston Wilmslow Wincham 

Winsford Winwick Wistaston Woolston 

Worleston & District Wrenbury-cum-Frith Wynbunbury  

 

 

Private sector businesses and organisations 
Air Products AstraZeneca BAE Systems (Radway 

Green) 

Bentley Motors Cheshire Oaks Designer 
Outlet 

EDF Energy 

E.On UK Esssar Oil UK Firmin Coates 

General Motors (Vauxhall) Golden Square Shopping 
Centre 

Growhow 

Innospec Ineos Chlor Halton Lea Shopping 
Centre 

HW Coates Liverpool John Lennon 
Airport 

Manchester Airport  

National Grid  NuStar Energy Quinn Glass 

Solvay Interox Syntor Fine Chemicals Tata Chemicals 

Thor Specialties (UK) United Utilities  Unilever UK 

Univar Europe Urenco  

 

Public sector organisations 
British Waterways  Cheshire and Wirral 

Partnership NHS 
Foundation Trust  

Cheshire Constabulary 

Cheshire East Council
  

Cheshire East Local Area 
Partnerships (LAPs) 

Cheshire Police and Crime 
Commissioner 

Cheshire Probation 
Service  

Cheshire, Warrington and 
Wirral NHS Primary Care 
Trust Cluster 

Cheshire West and 
Chester Community 
Forums 

Cheshire West and 
Chester Council  

Cheshire Youth Offending 
Service  

Countess of Chester 
Hospital NHS Foundation 
Trust 

East Cheshire NHS Trust Eastern Cheshire GP 
Commissioning 
Consortium 

Environment Agency  

Halton Borough Council
  

Halton Clinical 
Commissioning Group 

Health and Safety 
Executive 

Her Majesty‟s Prison 
Risley 

Her Majesty‟s Prison Styal
  

Highways Agency  

Liverpool Primary Care 
Trust Cluster 

Manchester Metropolitan 
University  

Mid Cheshire Hospitals 
NHS Foundation Trust
  

National Trust NHS Halton 
Clinical Commissioning 
Group 

NHS North West Strategic 
Health Authority  

NHS South Cheshire 
Clinical Commissioning 
Group  

North West Ambulance 
Service NHS Trust 

Thorn Cross Young 
Offenders Institute  

University of Chester  
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Warrington Borough 
Council 

Warrington and Halton 
Hospitals NHS Foundation 
Trust  

Warrington Clinical 
Commissioning Group
  

West Cheshire Clinical 
Commissioning Group 

  

 
 

Housing Associations and Trusts 
Adullam Homes Housing 
Association 

Arena Housing Cheshire Peaks and 
Plains Housing Trust 

Chester and District 
Housing Association 

Dane Plus Housing Frontis Housing 

Golden Gates Housing Halton Housing Trust Harvest Housing 

Liverpool Housing Trust Manchester and District 
Housing Association 

Muir Group Housing 

Northern Counties 
Housing Association 

Riverside Housing 
Association 

Templar Housing 
Association 

Warrington Housing 
Association 

Weaver Vale Housing 
Trust 

William Sutton Housing 

Wulvern Housing   

 
Schedule of stakeholder briefings and meetings 
 
The following schedule outlines the meetings attended by officers to brief 
stakeholders on the consultation and gather views and comments on the draft 
IRMP. 
 

Stakeholder Position/Forum Date of event 

Andrew Miller MP Member of Parliament (MP) for 
Ellesmere Port 

31st July 

Edward Timpson MP  MP for Crewe and Nantwich 3rd August 

Professor Steven 
Broomhead 
 

Chief Executive, Warrington 
Borough Council  

7th August 

David Rutley MP MP for Macclesfield 10th August 

Derek Twigg MP MP for Halton 10th August 

Cllr Michael Jones and 
Kim Ryley 
 

Leader and Chief Executive, 
Cheshire East Council 

30th August 

Cllr Mike Jones and 
Steve Robinson 
 

Leader and Chief Executive, 
Cheshire West and Chester Council 

30th August 

Graham Evans MP MP for Weaver Vale 31st August 

George Osborne MP MP for Tatton 31st August 

David Whatton 
 

Chief Constable, Cheshire Police 5th September 

Darren Hurrell 
 

Chief Executive, North West 
Ambulance Trust 

11th September 

David Mowat MP MP for Warrington South 14th September 

Cllr Rob Polhill and 
David Parr 
 

Leader and Chief Executive, Halton 
Borough Council 

17th September 
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Cheshire West and 
Chester Council 

Conservative Group 18th September 

Industrial Fire Managers 
Forum 

Meeting of fire safety managers for 
local industries 

20th September 

Stephen Mosley MP MP for City of Chester 25th September 

Cheshire West and 
Chester Council  

Executive Group 3rd October 

Halton Borough Council  Executive Group 4th October 

Helen Jones MP MP for Warrington North 5th October 

Poynton Parish Council Community, Order and Public Safety 
Committee 

8th October 

Lymm Parish Council Full Council 9th October 

Warrington Borough 
Council  

Executive Board 15th October 

Cheshire West and 
Chester Council  

Opposition Group 16th October 

Hale Bank Parish 
Council 

Full Council 16th October 

Alsager Town Council Full Council 23rd October 

Ellesmere Port & Neston 
Labour Group 

Constituency 26th October 

Stephen O‟Brien MP MP for Eddisbury 2nd November 

Warrington Borough 
Council (and partners) 

Warrington Community Safety 
Partnership 

2nd November 

Northwich Town Council Full Council 5th November 

Cllr David Newton  Leader of Cheshire East Labour 
Group 

9th November 

Penketh Parish Council Full Council 12th November 

Nantwich Town Council Full Council 12th November  

Halton Borough Council 
(and partners) 

Safer Halton Policy Board 13th November 

Neston Town Council Full Council 13th November 

Stockton Heath Parish 
Council 

Full Council 13th November  

Congleton Town Council  Community Environment and 
Services Committee 

15th November 

Great Boughton Parish 
Council 

Full Council 19th November 

Winsford Town Council Full Council 19th November 

Knutsford Town Council Full Council 19th November 

Halton Borough Council 
(and partners) 

Halton Community Safety 
Partnership 

20th November 

Cheshire Association of 
Local Councils (CHALC) 

 21st November 

Reaseheath College  Public Services Course 23rd November 

Paul Staples 
 

Chief Executive, 
Liverpool John Lennon Airport 

30th November 
(Focus group) 

Stuart Warburton Fire Safety Manager, Essar Oil UK 30th November 
(Focus group) 

Paula Cain 
 

Chief Executive, Halton Chamber of 
Commerce 

30th November 
(Focus group) 

David Watson Chief Executive, East Cheshire 
Chamber of Commerce 

30th November 
(Focus group) 
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Paul McGuire Safety Manager, Halton Lea 
Shopping Centre 

30th November 
(Focus group) 

Chris Bagley Development Manager, Federation 
of Small Businesses (Manchester 
and North Cheshire) 

30th November 
(Focus group) 

Vale Royal Disability 
Services 

Executive Board 4th December 

Manchester Airport  Technical Advisory Group 7th December 

West Cheshire College  Public Services Course 10th December 
 

Warrington Disability 
Partnership 

Briefing to service users 13th December 
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Appendix 3 – Residents’ comments received via the 
consultation survey 

 
Several questions in the survey asked respondents if they wished to make 
any further comment on the proposal in question. The following section 
includes staff comments that were received. There were 1,516 additional 
comments made in total, particularly around the proposals involving council 
tax, the services proposals in relation to on-call recruitment and establishing a 
blanket ten minute response and in relation to plans affecting local areas. 
 
Residents’ Survey 
The first section of the survey for residents asks for any general comments on the 
service. 
 

Q. Do you have any further general comments to make about Cheshire Fire 
and Rescue Service? 

 
Comments praising the service. 

 Other families and friends have needed your service and have made a real 
positive feedback to me. You are doing a great job and saving lives. Thank you 
very much! 

 Good service for providing free smoke alarms 

 Even though I have not used any of these services in the past 3 years, they are 
all vital services 

 Brilliant service, very friendly. 

 response times are critical - most of these changes are driven by a right wing 
political agenda to drive down council costs - not to improve services 

 This is an essential service that extends over fire & rescue, prevention & 
education for safety. 

 they are very professional when doing their jobs and teaching at cadets 

 I hope firefighters who are highly skilled in fire and rescue do not lose their jobs. 
All do a fantastic job. They respond very quickly and it is comforting to feel safe 
knowing how near they are day and night. 

 Fire service should not be used to rescue pets which I feel a time waste.  Should 
be left to local volunteers. 

 Although I had no contact with Cheshire fire & rescue service, I greatly value the 
service they provide to the community.  They have our full and unequivocal 
support. 

 Very valued service crewed by a very committed team, and I fear that proposals 
will not only alienate fire fighters, but make it more difficult to retain quality crew 
members 

 This is a vital public service and the frontline service should be protected at all 
costs, yet whenever I drive past my local fire station all I ever see if staff in white 
shirts arriving in new cars, presumably these are not the firefighters but 
managers, this does not show the public sector in a good light when savings 
need to be made. 

 Prompt service. Provide good advice on home safety and check smoke alarms 
and provide replacements or new ones if required for free 

 The Service at present is doing a marvellous job despite the reduced budgets 
over the past 2-3 years granted to it. 

 I think that they do a great and necessary job within the community 

 They do an excellent job. 
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 I hope we never need to use your service but its reassuring to know you are there 
if we do. 

 Open, friendly, easy to approach. 

 I hope we never need to use your service but its reassuring to know you are there 
if we do. 

 Where would we be without the fire service? 

 Although not used, personally I have friends in the fire & rescue service and have 
great respect for the role. 

 Only that we need the service. 

 The fire and rescue service are essential components to maintain safety to 
personal property.  You might consider them not to be necessary today because 
all is well but then regret not having them in the event of a catastrophe.  Please 
don't reduce the course they provide. 

 These fire & rescue people are truly dedicated to their jobs and we as a 
community need this service - thank you to all who work in this service 

 I am impressed with the drop in fires over the last seven years and the 
community work carried out by the service. 

 I consider that your service is invaluable and I have great respect for all the 
services we need them without them we would be in trouble. 

 Other than the house visit I have not had personal contact.  However a relative 
has and the response was rapid and successful therefore I am grateful for the fire 
service. 

 People should value you the fire service more. 

 They seem to work hard at trying to get public aware of dangers. 

 Very friendly staff and efficient when on home visit 

 A vital service which requires public support 

 Keep up with the good service and keep Cheshire safe. 

 I think Cheshire fire and rescue services do a really good job and that they are 
really brave for the job they have to do, putting their own lives at risk for others 
and that they should get a pay rise. 

 They do a very good service. 

 I want to retain the security and reassurance the current service provides. 

 We value the job they do.  It‟s important to us to know that this service in on hand 
at all times. 

 This is a very necessary and valued service. 

 Had smoke alarms fitted by fire service but have since moved house. 

 I strongly support the provision of efficient property funded fire and rescue 
services tailored to local requirements and changing them when necessary to 
respond to changing circumstances. 

 I live near to fire station & it is very reassuring to know we have this service. 

 The service provided is reducing than 10years ago.  Fires may have reduced but 
the threat from flooding and global warming and terrorism, could you cope? 

 A service we cannot do without. Its a service anyone might want day or night and 
they are very brave men & women 

 This is a vital local service saving lives. 

 The service is vital and of great importance to the residents of Stockton Heath.  
We admire their commitment and believe they deserve our support.  Do not 
compromise our safety or theirs. 

 A good service is provided at present and I am concerned that deterioration in 
standards may occur with change. 

 I think it is a life saving service which the general public need in case of accidents 
and other things I think it‟s a top service and should have more pay. 

 Effective, friendly, committed to high levels of service 
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 Do a wonderful job and should always have support as they know better than 
anyone what is needed. 

 I strongly support our fire crews and do not want to see anymore job cuts, we 
need them! 

 As would be expected...highly professional but do not allow the service to go the 
same way as the NHS....plug and hole come to mind 

 Friendly, efficient & work well together. 

 They do a good service and its near home in Birchwood. 

 Essential information and educational visits to schools must reduce inappropriate 
calls to emergency services.  Proactive interaction between firefighters and 
children (and the general public)! 

 They do a brilliant job 

 I for one do not mind paying for this very important service.  You are doing a 
good job. 

 They are a very valuable service that we would be lost without. 

 Holmes Chapel fire service should be expanded - not removed.  H.C. fire service 
thrives under the leadership of incident commander. 

 Very good service when they have been to our house. We value the service 
greatly 

 Quite satisfied - do an excellent job. 

 Good service. 

 I think they do a good job - they should be left alone to continue to do so. 

 They have previously done a wonderful job not so sure that can carry on with 
these cuts 

 In my job as a manager I have high praise for the fire service people. Money 
should not be the be all and end all. 

 Correction - member of Macclesfield fire service came and fitted 2 smoke alarms 
for me last year along with valuable advice.  Thanks 

 They do a brilliant job of making people aware and safe. 

 Excellent service & very friendly staff at Macclesfield. 

 Excellent service and very friendly staff at Macclesfield. 

 "Called fire service to fix fire alarm in my house where the association is 
responsible to fix and did not fix - find I have to buy battery myself. 

 Still with no fire alarm - no battery." 

 They do an excellent job. My father was a fireman for over twenty years. 

 It is hard to say how you value the FRS until you really need the service for 
house fire, accident, etc etc.  When I would strongly value the service. 

 Good services shouldn't be touched, the government is penalising services like 
fire, police, get help off the banks. 

 They do a damn great job 

 We considered ourselves very lucky we have not had to use Cheshire fire and 
rescue services but we are very aware of how important the services are and the 
people who provide these services to our community and are highly valued. 

 They do a fabulous job risking their lives for others.  Well done - All firefighters! 

 A vital service that is always available when needed. 

 Keep the fire service as it is. 

 the Home Safety Assessment was thorough and FREE excellent service 

 None, other than all rescue services should expect the unexpected and be 
prepared accordingly, as far as that is possible. 

 I do not believe any emergency services should have cutbacks. Building more 
houses need of services is essential. 

 They do a good job & there for the public, reassurance of safety. 
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 It's good to know they are available when needed. When we used to foster for 
Cheshire CC the fire service attended our property to do safety checks which we 
greatly appreciated. It would be a shame if this sort of thing became impossible to 
do. 

 They do a great job and are very approachable 

 You do a great job & you are all very brave 

 A friend of mine is part of the local fire department on a part time basis and 
speaks really highly of the force.  I am fully aware of how professional and hard 
working they are.  It may take the loss of something for people to fully appreciate 
it but I hope it is not the case for our local fire service. 

 It's a service that I assume is there should I need it.  I suppose one could feel 
reassured knowing it's there 

 Friend had a car accident and they depended on the fire service 

 They do a fantastic job 

 They do a very good job. 

 Amazing & friendly service. 

 Valuable service. Understanding of giving support when it is required. 

 Very good service. 

 A valuable service that provide protection to the public. It is essential to maintain 
this service. 

 Good service. 

 I believe it is vital to have this service as local to my home as possible. 

 Yes, as the widow of a full-time firefighter I know they do a wonderful job & 
provide a vital service to the public.  Deserve every penny earned & should get a 
pay rise!  No cuts in service should ever be made. 

 They are very much a community service and we always attend their open days. 

 Invaluable service 

 They do a good job. 

 Should consider use of qualified fire investigators to support existing levels and 
enhance training public / private partnerships 

 they do a wonderful job 

 As a former full time London fireman I am absolutely convinced that any 
reduction in manpower hours of cover etc etc will put the lives of our public at risk 
- we & the police & fire services should be sacrosanct (as are the armed forces!!) 

 I think Cheshire Fire & Rescue are doing a brilliant job. I had them fit me new 
smoke alarms and I was glad they told me of all the fire risks in my home. I am a 
lot more careful now. 

 This was an excellent service - fire officers very courteous 

 They provide a great service 

 The Fire & Rescue Service is highly valued. 

 I have always had the upmost respect for the people who work for such an 
important public service. 

 very good service 

 Cfrs provide an excellent community service. I am concerned that the new 
proposals will slow overall attendance times and far few fire fighters will attend 
fires in the early stages of the job. I hope cfrs can also still maintain service 
delivery in other areas like fitting detectors and risk visits? 

 Having had to use Cheshire Fire Service, I found their response time excellent 
and found them totally professional in dealing with the issue. 

 service is excellent as it is 

 They do a fantastic job 

 The service provided is excellent e.g. smoke alarms, emergency response. 
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General comments 

 people I know don‟t have a clue how the fire service works 

 The organisation of the service is of paramount importance. I hope the would 
ultimately translate into achieved. 

 If your figures in the summary are correct - then there seems to be some 
wastage, HOWEVER - this is a very important and vital service and should not be 
cut with firefighter jobs, and leaving the public uncovered! The Service is not just 
about attending fires, as per the document - it is fire and RESCUE services! 

 Brilliant best fire service about they did fit a smoke alarm which I am grateful for. 

 We cannot do without this service we need more no less 

 over the years we have had speakers from the fire station to talk to senior citizen 
ship in knutsford Methodist church which were very friendly and helpful 

 smoke alarms fitted after the birth of our son - very helpful information given re 
fire safety 

 Fire & rescue service was partner in Warrington MGLA 2012. 

 Very Very Helpful. 

 I am an old age pensioner and have every confidence in the local fire brigade. 
Recently my fire alarm (which was fitted for us) was giving trouble and with much 
kindness they came straight away and put it right. Excellent service 

 Nice to know they are there when you want them. 

 Always appreciated the preventative programme and the work with troubled 
youngsters. 

 Feel Assured if I had a problem you would be there 

 Gave very good advice. 

 very good 

 Good involvement in local schools which my children have received. 

 It is essential for health and safety in the community. 

 We need more enquires to control more local tyres around the surrounding areas. 

 They save lives so need them around. 

 Informative. Good free home fire safety assessment 

 Found the inspection very reassuring 

 Very efficient and helpful. Always happy to guide and advise. 

 So far so good. 

 Need more publicity about smoke alarms 

 A station open day would be a good idea.  I lived in Macclesfield 12months and 
don't know where the local fire station is? 

 They give the best care and advice.  Felt better after a visit. 

 We had a home safety assessment 4 years ago.  Much appreciated. 

 Fire fighters are not keen to work in partnership and managers need to be aware 
of this 

 Fitting a smoke alarm. 

 Do not jeopardise people‟s lives. 

 Fire alarms fitted 

 Too much emphasis on health and safety and risk assessment.  Not enough on 
common sense. 

 I'm looking forward to the new fire station in Neston 

 You will know best 

 I had a visit just over 3years ago which confirmed we were on the right track for 
safety. 

 Yes - great how they let the cadets use the fire equipment. 

 Keep the response times the same as a site could do a lot more in 3-5minutes 
through a house/cat/any other. 
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 We have been promised a fire station in Neston for years! We are still waiting 

 Why the Chief Fire Officer doesn't take a pay cut, also do they drive a posh car? 
If so get rid and buy a smaller car - save money 

 Respond quickly and professionally. 

 Rescued grandson from mud in Chapleford village. 

 The fire was a chimney fire; the officers also fill smoke alarms for me which my 
husband had been being prompted to do for 9 months at least, by me... 

 I found the advice and support regarding safety very caring & supportive. 

 If it ain't broke don't fix it! 

 Advice extremely helpful. 

 Crewe only have 2 fire engines with surrounding areas village environment and 
country lanes across a broad area can make slower attendance to reach fire.  
Extra fire engines needed in border line areas to Crewe, Alsager, Sandbach. 

 Yes - how many employees work in other ways? I.e., plumbers, property 
improvements etc. When officially are they manning their stations? 

 Top blokes 

 They're very good 

 Would like to encourage visits to junior schools to educated safety awareness/fire 
prevention. 

 Very professional & gave sound advice.  I am pleased that they are able to take 
time to advise on prevention as well as deal with incidents. 

 I want to feel reassured that if I need the fire brigade they will get to me quickly 
and with provisions necessary.  I don't think we should lose engines or cut too 
much staffing.  I would rather more council tax. 

 Seeing as I live in Neston a nearest station is Ellesmere Port. My house would 
burn to the ground by the time you arrived. 

 Many thanks for the advice about smoke alarm. 

 I would be unhappy if emergency cover to the Ellesmere Port area was 
compromised, due to the heavy industry and petro-chemical plants in the area. 

 Need it, perhaps more for road traffic accidents and rescue e.g., ship canal. 

 I have always found officers and administration staff extremely helpful and 
informative. Similarly I find them all pleasant to deal with and eager to advise 

 It needs to be flexibly organised to meet demand and with sufficient contingency 
reserve to deal with the exceptional incidents that do arise. 

 Very good.  Any contact has been positive. 

 Yes, they are a great help at any time because there are always ready. 

 They should be given more funding. 

 Conducted a house survey two years ago which was very helpful. 

 Not able to comment as we've moved into the area quite recently. 

 Keep it how it is! 

 Very important but often undervalued 

 Any improvements will be a big bonus. 

 No personal contact however contact (fire incident reports) at place of work - 6th 
form colleges, Warrington. 

 Prompt response both on phones & by crew. Very helpful. glad they were there 

 I think you are a credit to society. 

 Called them to a bonfire incident a few years ago they were brilliant. 

 The home safety assessment was of great value.  It highlighted the importance of 
people taking responsibility to keep their home safe as well as having a plan of 
escape if fire occurs. 

 Recently there was a fire next door and all the firemen were really kind and 
helpful 
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 I have found the firefighters exceptional at open days and community events. 
(Yes more than 3 years ago). 

 Someone said officers are on-call. 

 Put keep out signs. 

 Redid swings and roundabouts, dug a big hole, I think they've put sacks in - 
someone says there safer on the road." 

 Staff are helpful & efficient. 2) Birchwood must never close down difficult route 
from Warrington would mean long delays. 

 Thank you for fitting the smoke alarms - sadly they all failed within six months of 
installation, what a waste of firefighter time installing products with little staying 
power. 

 To keep the fire & rescue the same as in the past years.  Nearby is Crewe 
railway station, large hotels, factories & work places, motorway and also next to 
old people bungalows. 

 Needs to be the same as always we have a large retail park and industrial 
working park very close to the fire station. 

 they should not be cutting back and putting peoples lives at risk all the time 

 We need them to be well staffed, trained and kept safe. 

 part time firefighters get paid for doing nothing 

 Very professional and I appreciate the work done in prevention and education as 
much as the work of fighting fires! 

 No - just keep up the good work. 

 I found them very professional and explained everything to me in an 
understanding way when they installed a smoke alarm in my flat. 

 I believe the fire fighting staff passionately believe in serving their local 
community to the best of their ability. 

 Yes - I'm happy to pay for them and happier still not to use them. 

 Fire and rescue came to our flats to give a talk on safety. 

 Just leave Crewe and Nantwich fire stations alone 

 I wish this document was accurate and not biased.  Individuals have to see the 
full proposals to comment accurately. Any result from this paper document is 
flawed. 

 Very helpful for community education. 

 During the 1940's when Neston was a village there was a fire station in Neston 
right in the centre near the church. Now Neston is called a town we have nothing. 

 Absolutely essential! 

 Home Safety Assessment more than three years ago. Had smoke alarms fitted 
by Ellesmere Port Station staff. 

 In the more rural areas i.e., not large towns, has anybody thought of volunteer fire 
fighters who are paid when active?  Similar to the lifeboat personnel.  This would 
save a fortune on wages and pensions. 

 On one occasion not a call out they couldn't find my house. 

 At the show they had excellent awareness tips & really engaged young children 
with games and literature.  We have 3 grandsons & it is their treat to see the fire 
brigade. 

 nice to know they are there if needed 

 A call to assist in faulty fire alarms which would not stop - excellent help and 
information for the future. Older people living alone need a lifeline in the event of 
an emergency 

 You need people there to act when an incident occurs - delay may cost life 

 When my tumble dryer went on fire. 22 minutes to get from Heath Rd, my 
brother-in-law got here quicker 

 The teams are excellent they have every situation under control. 
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 When I call 999 I want a fire engine ASAP - No delays! 

 I really value that they help me with smoke alarms and go into schools. 

 Never needed but nice to know they are there for me. 

 I was not in when you did this area for risk assessment but would like it done if 
poss. 

 The firefighters were excellent, gave me great advice & made me feel safe. 

 They are brilliant. 

 I wish to strongly object to the proposal to build a Fire Station in Alsager -
particularly on the proposed site close to Milton Park; we moved to Alsager, from 
Crewe, to get away from the incessant sound of sirens. I will do all in my power to 
oppose this proposal; however, I would not be opposed to a Fire Station being 
built on the old university grounds. 

 The women and men, who put their own lives at risk to help other, sometime 
foolish people, should be supported. 

 I owe my life to the fire brigade 

 Adequate response to change smoke detector, but did take me 3 phone calls to 
obtain it. Fire officer who attended was polite & considerate & checked other 
smoke alarms 

 My grandson, who was 3 at the time of our visit, still talks his visit, it made a huge 
impact on him.  Will have to arrange for my granddaughter to visit one day soon. 
Thank You 

 They saved my life following a car crash 

 Hold them in high regard 

 Graph showing decline in incidents since 2006/07 yet no changes to working 
practices and an INCREASE in fire engines was shocking.  Why hasn't action 
been taken sooner? 

 I would deplore & fear ANY reduction in Chester‟s number of fire engines. The 
new motorway station should have MORE  appliances to suit 

 We need a station in Neston ASAP 
 
Council Tax 
This section of the survey sought views on the proposal to increase the Authority‟s 
share of the council tax precept. 
 
Q. Do you have any further comments about our plans to increase the council 
tax? 
 
General comments 

 All authorities will then come forward to increase council tax. Where do we stand 
if all authorities increase council tax!? 

 The country is in economic difficulty, funds must be spent wisely. 

 Is it necessary at this time 

 I think you should increase road taxes and spread it across the curriculum. 

 People with higher income should pay more tax.  Expensive houses should pay 
more tax. 

 Any cost within reason to improve the service to save lives is worth the increase. 
Cuts could maybe made from the top not on the ground to save money. 

 I think it is awful that you are not given the right amount of direct funding for such 
an essential service. 

 Only been resident in Macclesfield 12months.  No comment would be unfair on 
recount of who has lived in the area all their lives? 

 Just it would always be value for money. 
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 As with everything else costs are rising so would sooner support fire, police & 
ambulance, than have the bankers take it away. 

 Not easy to answer but realise rising cost of petrol for example realise it is 
probably a reasonable assessment. 

 If savings can be found without ruining the lives and careers of our brave and 
valued firefighters whilst retaining service response times and capability then I‟m 
all for it. However I for one don‟t believe one weasel word from this government 
so we shall wait and see! This will happen anyway I just hope it‟s not at the 
expense of innocent lives for the sake of Osborne and chums! 

 Essential service.  Should be no skimping. 

 I suppose it‟s necessary. 

 The Government should allow local services to raise C-Tax and let local people 
decide 

 We, like a lot of people do not like the idea of paying increased taxes but we 
realise the money has to be found somewhere. 

 If this is truly needed then as long as it is not overpriced then the community will 
have to go along with it for safety reasons 

 As long as lives are not put at risk.  Also what if the firemen or women either 
become tired or injured 

 Keep up the good work 

 It is the policing I object to. They should reduce the costs of that to compensate 
the increase for the fire brigade. At least attend promptly when called 

 As long as increase is a fair increase as not everyone is so well off to pay the 
council tax now. 

 I think provided these increases are minimal to households this would be 
acceptable, we are all affected by general rising costs of living at the moment. 

 As little as possible 

 A good service needs to be paid for. 

 Opposed to loan financing other than for short term bridging. But accept increase 
limited to 2 station relocations and capital cost of more on-call staffing. 

 The sooner people realise that "free" services are paid for by the collection of 
national and local taxes the better 

 Should be inflation only increase 

 Support increase but it should be no greater than CPI inflation. 

 I know everything is going up so I suppose you have no choice.  Does everyone 
pay their fair share? 

 How are the over 65 going to pay the increase? 

 Yes - they should do away with it, money doesn't grow on trees. 

 Council tax increases must be kept to minimum amount to provide a reasonable 
service even after cost cutting exercises are over. 

 Fair pay for good work. 

 If u increase the council tax will u decrease the cuts??? 

 I believe that prevention is a free activity and this costs. Unfortunately prevention 
benefits are not so obvious to the public as extinguishing a major fire is. 

 The government should make sure we have this service. 

 You can not out a price on life. 

 Did not know about it but having read your leaflet I strongly believe that staff 
should NOT be cut.  There are occasions when other areas need help.  DON'T 
CUT THE STAFF EVEN IF IT COSTS MORE. 

 You must have sufficient income to give the best service possible and have the 
best equipment training and personnel to protect us all. 

 Of course, it costs money to build new fire stations, but hopefully savings could 
be made by re-thinking employment strategy. 
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 I feel we have to support the fire service and feel the council wastes an awful lot 
of the council tax on unnecessary spending. Use the money where it is most 
needed. 

 I don't mind paying council tax to organisations that are appropriate 

 I don't "welcome" it but accept that it is essential if service levels are to be 
maintained 

 Because they are worth it. 

 All councils seem to be top heavy with highly paid senior staff. 

 In cases like cats up trees etc, where the fire station is called out the person who 
owns the cat, animal, should pay for the entire cost of the service. 

 don‟t mind as long as it is in line with inflation 

 Need regular review and assessment of success 

 I think with the large amount of new housing in Warrington the council tax should 
raise enough funds. General population of Warrington not aware of huge 
increase in housing continuing in Warrington area. 

 I hope that by paying more now then the benefits will help reduce costs in the 
long term 

 You are a basic life saving essential, is there any need to say more? 

 Money is tight at the moment for most residents. However I see Police, Fire and 
Ambulance as essential, so residents may have to contribute more. 

 Our Fire Serve should demand adequate funding 

 How can you Increase the Council Tax when the Government has indicated it is 
going to prevent councils raising this tax? 

 Surely we could make changes some where else to accommodate this important 
service 

 The Service needs to be paid for; if an increase is required, it needs to be 
implemented 

 It should be at the level required, but householders can't keep paying out more 
and more money so that those on benefits can get the same level of cover for 
free! 

 
 
Comments opposing an increase in council tax 

 Why should the people who save us have to pay more? 

 Except Knutsford there has been a reduction in attendances.  An increase in 
council tax will not provide improvement in services. 

 Have read the whole document and don't remember any detailed mention in a 
raise in council tax. Support this increase if this minimises change made to the 
service. Feel that this is an emotive question and is worded specifically to push 
through cuts. 

 Should not increase council tax 

 Increases in council tax are never welcome. 

 Any increase in funding should come from all tax payers not just from home 
owners or tenants.  (Council tax payers) 

 Again ordinary people are having to pay for the mistakes made by the bankers, 
it`s they who should foot the bill. 

 My answer to this question is based on the apparent intention to use none full 
time firefighters. I do not want a bunch of "dads army firemen" coming to my 
house in the event of a fire 

 I consider that the decision of the last Government to build regional call centres 
was a major mistake and has resulted in increased costs. 

 don‟t increase council tax 

 I do not want an increase in the council tax 
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 However the public pay council tax - expensive & less available. 

 A lot of unaware public will moan. 

 Having not had an increase in council tax in the last 12-18months it was a 
certainty that we will be hit with a double.  With no say in the matter how can 
council taxes be increased in such a way that all other e.g., pay rises have been 
on indefinite hold, whilst taxes group. 

 Not at this time. 

 If there has been a 40% reduction in the number of incidents attended I cannot 
see the logic in having to increase by the maximum allowed by government.  I 
understand that you maybe need to increase; it is the amount I oppose. 

 Once again only those in employment are contributing to vital services that 
should be government funded, those that already pay tax and NI to the 
government.  Those on unemployment benefits have these things paid on their 
behalf. 

 I think overall council tax should be frozen. 

 People in Crewe who are born and work in Crewe should not pay anymore.  Let 
the Polish and other non English pay more.  Why people of Crewe have to keep 
them in their country we would get no benefits so why should we have to do it. 

 None at all because whatever we say they will do what they want. 

 How can I support when the government is preventing any rise in the tax? 

 Charge too much and do too little. 

 Money not used for the right things.  Fire police safely should come first.  Life 
before money always. 

 As long as the council tax is spent on more people working for councils and not 
on buildings that are too big and never used to their capacity. When local small 
council offices should still be in use, nearer and within the public they serve. 

 There is a general freeze on council tax rises for local authorities and therefore 
the fire service should not be immune to the freeze. 

 Why do we need to increase are services increasing or is it due to generalised 
government cuts 

 I realise this is probably a necessity but still find it hard to accept alongside all 
other financial demands. 

 
 
Comments suggesting I/people cannot afford a raise in council tax  

 I am presently struggling and cannot cope if we have another increase in 2013/14 

 Not a good economic time. 

 Due to recession council tax is not a good idea. 

 Why should we pay more money on council tax when some people can keep up 
with other bills and household needs?  It‟s hard to get a job now.  Council should 
put the council bill lower. 

 All household bills are increasing council tax has also increased every year - 
people find it hard to keep up 

 People pay not increasing and expenses are going up. It's getting harder for 
people to get by. 

 People's incomes are less. Council tax will increase big problems for the poor 
people. 

 Due to on-going redundancies & increase loss of jobs both in the private and 
public sectors and present hardships faced by families (part-time working / full 
time employed bread earners) it will be very sad if council tax is increased. 
Mention/care of those already retired on very-low pensions should strongly be 
considered. 
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 In these times of austerity members of the community will not appreciate the 
minimum rise. It will register as yet more money going out of their pockets. 

 Cannot be justified in current economic climate! 

 We are getting squeezed financially from every possible angle.  Yet another 
squeeze would NOT be welcomed.  If this is a last resort to ensure we still have a 
local fire service keeping us safe, then we would have to accept it. 

 Already hard pressed with council tax and other bills 

 As with many other working class families an increase to any outgoings along 
with continuing price rises in fuel, food etc.  I can't see many families being too 
happy but I understand the importance. 

 As with everything else costs are rising so would sooner 

 Difficult proposition in the recession and when welfare reform bites. 

 Being a pensioner on low increase, increases in council tax would not be 
welcome at all! Sorry. 

 Council tax should not increase until wages are back in line with the cost of living. 

 At a time of pressure on household finances it seems inappropriate to increase 
the tax by as much as proposed 

 I am a pensioner therefore on a small income with prices increasing daily.  I 
would prefer my money to go on food and let the council tax remain as it is - with 
no increase. 

 It is very difficult to find more money in the present climate, people can't always 
pay the bills, they are asked to pay, and everything is going up. 

 At the present time with everybody struggling and everything going up people will 
oppose another thing going up. 

 Households are so stretched at the moment. 

 At the current time, with people facing economic hardship I would worry about 
council tax increases.  I am aware the money needs to come from somewhere.  
But I am concerned about the size of the increases, especially after times have 
been frozen. 

 In order to recover from the general recession and allow the economy to recover I 
feel an increase in council tax would not solve problems in the long term.  Each 
department must "do their bit" and rain their spending. 

 Personal financial situation makes me unhappy about any increase in council tax. 

 I cannot afford anymore council tax 

 Inflation would be the governing factor.  But with staff on minimising incomes 
where is the money coming from. 

 Unfortunately pension remains the same... 

 Struggle to pay already. 

 Cannot afford to pay anymore council tax! 

 I am a widow and I am living off savings. 

 My wages have been same = no pay increase for 6years, no increase should be 
incurred.  Pay freezes will private services. 

 Me and my husband cannot afford anymore council tax fee because he does not 
work. 

 Council tax is 11% of my disposable income! At the present level £150 monthly 

 People can't afford stuff not to ask for an increase won't be popular; money 
should come from the government. 

 As I pensioner I have been very hard hit by the reduction in interest rates. I 
cannot afford to pay more council tax 

 Given current financial position of the general public with no wage increases but 
general increase in food, power etc any increase while positive for the fire service 
will be negative for the public perhaps councillors allowance costs should be 
viewed if they have not already 
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 In these days of austerity some people would struggle to pay increased council 
tax alongside other bills being increased, especially as wages are being frozen, 
but I do appreciate that in order to maintain standards higher cost will be 
incurred. 

 We are OAPs and find our present council tax bill sufficient. Less incidents 
reported - 12.4% reduction. 

 We are struggling to pay it at the moment - never mind what would happen if it 
increased.  Council tax takes a 1/4 of our income. 

 As a pensioner I know it will be difficult to pay higher bills but this is an essential 
service. 

 People can't afford anymore increases. We have a special needs son and things 
are very tight at the moment 

 With the cost of living rising across the board I‟m not sure people will be able to 
afford the continuing increases 

 Cannot afford to pay my council tax now - no chance of affording to pay an 
increase of any amount. 

 As two pensioners on a fixed income, we would be hard pressed with having to 
find more of our money in higher bills 

 This is higher than my pension increase will be so I propose that future increases 
are no more than pension increases 

 can afford it, other ways to save money than increase council tax 

 Pensioner who has paid 50 years worth of dues increase - would cause hardship. 

 No one's wages are going up neither should Council Tax 

 I do support the principles if it means the fire service is protected from more cuts. 
My concern is that every bill is increasing making cost of living a nightmare for 
mid-income families. 

 
Comments supporting an increase for local improvements only 

 Don't mind the increase as long as it helps in the area we live. 

 The increase would be conditional on local services being maintained tie both 
Nantwich & Crewe. 

 Don't want to pay more council tax and lose more fire engines in Widnes & 
Runcorn whilst Warrington get 4 stations - will pay more so Halton can improve 
but not for other towns. 

 As long as we have a fire station in Ellesmere Port. 

 Unsure why we should pay more in Warrington if you are looking to move to 2nd 
fire station, further away. 

 No – cut costs instead 

 Reduce tax, work smarter. Most people have fixed or reducing income. Cut the 
cloth... 

 It‟s naive and & damn right cheeky to increase council tax when people are trying 
to make ends meet.  To keep costs down make efficient savings, stop unhealthy 
bureaucracy cost, keep salary down.  Make the most of what you've got you 
cheeky sods!!! 

 Cuts need to be made, for example provision of vehicles for support staff. 

 If incidents have reduced by 40% - why is it necessary to increase council tax?  
Surely re-organising the fire engines & the facilities already in existence should 
work out with this favourable reduction in emergency calls. 

 Extra funds should be found for fire service from existing budget. 

 I think a bit of measure can be put in place to reduce cost and to look at how our 
money is being spent now!  Instead it seems an easier action just to increase our 
council tax. 
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 If high paid redundancies (e.g., final sick pays) were stopped there would be 
money available for firefighters & also improvements on stations 

 In the current financial station where even the budget is trying to be reduced.  I 
cannot see how you can ask for an increase, I obviously am not privy to see the 
budget but do not believe you should be building new stations & at the same time 
trying to reduce the crewing to pay for it from existing stations. 

 Make savings like the rest of us. 

 Increase efficiency and accountability across Cheshire 

 Lets try co-ordination on county boundaries to prevent duplication see q23 

 Better housekeeping by the council should provide the extra money required, fire 
& rescue is very necessary.   Maybe job losses in the council offices could pay for 
it.  Lower the chief executives salary. 

 In the current climate then any increase would not be appropriate. Instead more 
efficient ways of staying within budget should be implemented 

 Savings should be made instead of increasing council tax 

 Need to consider what local area can financially support. Look at alternatives. 
Just because you can does not mean you should. Putting up council tax cannot 
be the only answer to a funding issue or maybe you should cut your cloth to fit 
your existing budget 

 I had to work within a budget, savings can be made.  I know a department in 
Cheshire C.C. whose manager ensured all money was spent to maintain his next 
year‟s budget. 

 Not sure if we have value for money. Saving should be made in other areas less 
important and not that of service such as fire & police.  Do we need the amount of 
pensions completing people active in company? (Justifies the amount of people 
on the council itself?) 

 If the number of calls have reduced by 40% why can you not make savings 

 Make significant savings in council not just in redundancies but top management 
jaunts, tea and biscuits at meetings, may sound flippant but it does IRK the rate 
payers. 

 Make do with what you normally get, like we have to do (plus normal inflation 
rise).  And retire later.  Increase pension contributions, or reduce pension 
payments, that'll help! 

 Cut overheads, including highly paid personnel and make the money you receive 
match what you spend. 

 Instead of wasting money on this, use it for something more useful. How much 
did all the printing & man power etc cost? 

 Most people are finding it extremely difficult to manage on their incomes already, 
savings must be made but without undue risk to peoples lives. 

 As your measures to prevent fire and increase awareness take hold, there will, 
inevitably, be fewer fires; therefore, fewer incidents to deal with and, hence, I 
would be looking for a reduction and not an increase. 

 Councils waste lots of money savings should be made in other areas and then 
given to the fire authority. I/we support an increase but then we don't due to 
wasted money in other areas! 

 
 
 
Comments suggesting making cuts 

 Other agencies have to manage within their current budgets.  Are there any other 
changes that could be made to the Fire Authority's budget that would allow the 
council tax to remain the same as in 2012/13? 
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 Savings should be made on non-essentials, such as decorating offices and 
inessential travel to pay for improvements in essential services, such as the fire 
service, rather than ramping up the council tax 

 See previous comments - other areas of public and private sector are making 
changes - sell some of the surplus engines rather than keeping them as glorified 
spares. 

 Look at service provision. Have cut backs been made in all areas. Your 999 
response should be maintained to the highest standards. Everything else is a 
nice to do. 

 Not for reduced service 

 I refuse to fund an increase when judging by your plans to aim to cut fire cover in 
my town. 

 You cannot increase tax and cut services. 

 Seems I'm going to be paying more for a diminished service, no crewed station 
nearer than Macclesfield. 

 It‟s only fair to increase it if there is no loss of service cover. 

 Take away a fire engine, cover only 12hours. Why? On what grounds do you 
need an increase! 

 I never will be in favour of paying more and getting less.  Especially with all the 
other cuts & pay freezes that are taking place. 

 If we increase our council tax we will be able to keep our fire services as they are. 

 Increases are only justified if adequate cover is maintained at all times by full time 
staff particularly in at risk areas. 

 What even has it taken to keep the standard we get for the service at this point in 
time? 

 After reading the consultation, it looks like I will be paying more council tax for 
less of a service 

 The brigade is in the process of saving millions, yet is asking for an increase in 
the council tax - makes no sense 

 I support the increase if the money is used to invest and improve the current 
status.  If the proposed cuts go ahead.  I don't see what the point of a council tax 
increase is if you're cutting and changing as planned. 

 If it is to ensure we keep our fire stations on a 23/7 operation. 

 Why should I pay extra for a worse service? Shocking! 

 Why do I want to pay more tax for services to be either removed or dumbed 
down?  I may reconsider if the increase meant full time staff were available at my 
station 24/7. 

 I support it if it is going to be spent to reduce these disastrous cuts. 

 Providing the service is not reduced I am more than happy to pay more council 
tax. 

 Only if we can keep fire engines available 100% of the time 

 I am supposed to pay more tax to fund your cuts No No No 

 If inc in council tax then I accept no decrease in service 

 If it assures the status quo - or increase in lifesaving coverage 

 Increasing the amount of tax paid is an acceptable option to allow the service to 
keep its fire cover to its highest standard. However if the service cuts the number 
of full time firefighters and increases the number of part time ones, how can the 
increase in tax be justified. 

 They are reducing wholetime firefighters jobs so why increase the council tax - 
the increase will be used to recruit more civilian staff no doubt 

 This only should be increased to assist providing the same service. Where as the 
proposals are to reduce firefighters it seems as a tax payer I will be paying more 
and getting less. 
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 I don‟t mind paying a little more to KEEP the service as it is. 

 You are increasing my rates to cover your issues and substantially reduce my fire 
service locally, disgusting! 

 
Comments indicating ‘not sure’ over support/opposition to council tax 
proposal 

 I live in Malpas which has an on-call station part time firefighters have their own 
jobs.  Not sure how the council tax increase helps in this area? 

 Depends on how much the increase would be. 

 Without having a full breakdown it is difficult to judge whether more money is 
required or if working in a different way could achieve the same effect without any 
increase. 

 Any increase should be carefully thought through based on needs and not wants. 

 I am not convinced that the increase would be restricted to £2.62. It is difficult to 
believe some of the quoted savings. Loans for building new premises (no quotes 
given) will require considerable interest included in the budget. 

 If it is that the service could improve I don't know that it could.  Also - by how 
much? 

 Decision should be taken not in isolation but as a holistic assessment across all 
council tax costs to provide "real world" implications 

 I do not know enough to give you comments. 

 Do not have enough information to comment further. 

 I am unsure as everyone is facing pay freezes and job cuts. 

 Can not comment as I don't know about the above. 

 Do not have enough facts and figures to support Cheshire fire authority‟s 
proposal to increase its council tax in 2013/14. 

 Don't know enough about it. 

 I see the necessity to increase council tax but as I am on a low income I am 
concerned about how much the increase will be. 

 Don't fully understand what else above & beyond would be done with funds 
raised via an increase. Maybe if I understood what exactly it was for I would may 
be more inclined to support 

 Fail to show wholly why it is required. 
 
Comments only supporting an increase for new stations 

 I would support it if we get a station - no if we don't 

 Can we get a station in Neston, Cheshire as my council tax is Cheshire but we 
get Merseyside covering us. 

 Only To Improve Service 

 I support this as long as it is used for front line services!! 

 It cannot be easy for you or us, but if it means better, faster service then you 
have my full support. Good luck! 

 I support this increase as long as it is used to improve their services. 

 Just to make sure that the increase council tax is for the right things such as the 
fire and ambulance service. 

 Would like confirmation that the increase will be used to add value to the service 
and not just used to cover cuts by CEC. 

 Support increase if safety is improved. 

 Ok - as long as it is for front line services and not fat cat pensions. 

 Any increases should go to the fire service & and not to other allocations. 

 Providing it really does improve the service from the various stations. 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 110 of 260 

 I agree with the increase as long as it is used in the best possible way to provide 
the public with the best possible service and not to cut firefighters jobs and build 
stations we don‟t need 

 If the extra goes to the fire & rescue service I wouldn't mind paying £2.62 extra 
providing it goes to the services not to some stupid scheme thought up by 
someone who hasn't got a clue. 

 If it would improve the existing excellent service 

 Support on the basis there is improvement in the fire service. 

 I'd support it if it meant keeping current operational standards and no reductions 

 If it helps save more lives and improves safety it has got to be worth it 

 Increase should only be considered if Cheshire fire service can demonstrate 
improved efficiency & cost effectiveness.  There is public perception that 
emergency services consider themselves exempt from the need to increase 
efficiency. 

 If the increased council tax keeps people covered by then 

 Happy to see council tax rise for fire, police & ambulance but not to enhance 
council staffs pensions!  (They'll all be bigger than my pension!) 

 Provided it is not wasted!! Start repairing the roads. 

 If it means a better service for everyone. 

 If this service is not adequately funded it can only diminish in effectivity and 
efficiency. It must therefore, be subject of the proposed increase 

 Agree if only backed with clear 5 year development plan as to how the service is 
to be developed to provide Best value. 

 I would support a council tax increase to have a properly funded and resourced 
fire service. 

 I suppose it would be better to increase the tax to save front line essential 
services.  Better still would be for CWAC not to waste money on stupid things like 
cobbles when we need services. 

 If the service requires the funding to maintain the most effective provision 
crossing the boundary into wasting money would lose my support - careful house 
keeping required. 

 We are happy to pay an extra £2-62 to maintain our local service as long as it 
provides a consistent and reliable service.  In your case a failure in service 
means loss of life - surely too high a price whatever the budget dictates. 

 If it means the fire service get more pay I have no problem with that I totally 
agree. 

 I don't mind paying more tax to ensure the emergency services are there when 
you need them.  But people who as a result of criminal activities need your 
services they should pay - drink driving/arson etc. 

 Ensure increased payments are well invested. 

 As long as the proposed increase is solely for the fire authority 
changes/improvements. I agree with an increase of no more than the proposed 
3.9% 

 I would hope that in supporting the increase I am supporting the jobs of Cheshire 
firemen. No mention is made in the summary re the effect on jobs except for the 
greater us on 'on-call' staff. 

 I don't like the idea but if it helps the fire service then I can accept the idea 

 We would not want services to be compromised and would prefer an increase to 
keep trained people and equipment available in our community. 

 Do NOT want my tax increased but accept it if this provides extra safety for 
everyone. 
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 Though I am not aware of the details behind the proposed increase, I do believe 
that they wouldn't be considering raising the current amount unless it was 
necessary to the future of the service. 

 Only way to achieve improvements although will not be popular 

 Make sure it is only what is required. We are all short of money. 
 
Comments suggesting people pay enough or too much tax already 

 All household bills are going up every year. Council tax has already increase 

 Council tax already increase every year it is too much for people to keep up with 
the expenses 

 Council tax in this area is already on highest band in the country. 

 Think council tax is already high enough, but if our government is not willing to 
think of our safety then we will have to look after ourselves, so if rise is not 
excessive then so be it... 

 Too dear now 

 I support the Cheshire Fire Authority for this but think our payments are way too 
high 

 Penketh is already higher than most of Warrington town and we don't get 
anymore services. 

 Council tax is already too high and increasing it could only cause conflict. 

 Taxes are already high and if you are already planning to save £6m over 3years 
why should they go up. 

 Council tax already too high 

 Council tax is very high currently - in current circumstances an increase cannot 
be justified. 

 It is too high at present. 

 We pay too much now. 

 I pay too much already. 

 In my opinion I pay too much for what the community do for us. 

 I think the tax is already a major expense to families & in this climate it is not what 
is needed 

 As a single person paying £1200 per year for council tax I consider this to be 
more than enough. There are households with 2,3, 4 wage earners in and the 
council tax per person for them is much less 

 I think we pay too much council tax in this area already. 

 Council tax is already very high and most people are struggling with bills as it is. 

 Council tax is dear enough it should be funded another way from another source. 

 The council tax is high enough we pay too much now.  Only people on some 
benefits and polish people get away with paying none at all.  I have a part time 
job and not well and have to work and pay for council tax where is the fairness, I 
am Crewe born and still have to pay and work. 

 Council Tax is expensive and over priced as it is. 

 Yes, we are ready paying loads of council tax and so do not agree to pay more.  
The money needed for fire department may be taken from people who are 
refusing jobs and taking job seekers allowance from our taxes or people doing 
illegal business and avoiding taxes - contact me for more info. 

 We already pay enough for this service. 

 We pay enough Council Tax for the services provided which are still not 
adequate. 

 Council tax is already really high and really affecting us financially. 

 It is already too high for pensioners income to support 
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 I think council tax is high enough! I think the council take enough money off 
families and we have no idea where it goes. You never see police in E Port. Nor 
do we have many fires round my way 

 feel we pay enough already for services 

 Come into the real world, with little if no pay rises how do you expect people to 
pay more so you can have a pay rise. There‟s enough money raked in from car 
parking charges. Stop being greedy 

 Taxes are high enough already, the cost of everything is rising but the amount we 
get paid isn't, so people in large can't afford to pay more. 

 
Comments supporting an increase in council tax 

 This has to be accepted if the service is to remain sound and fit for purpose 

 3.9% / £2.62 appears reasonable. 

 I was lucky enough not to need help from the service but consider it an essential 
part of any safe & civilized living. 

 Happy to pay the increase to support their service. 

 1 has to pay for a decent service.  Therefore I support the increase. 

 I expect things to cost more but might accept an increase if reasonable. 

 I don't think people would mind paying a bit extra for a worthwhile service unlike 
road tax when they don't use the money for repairs. 

 I think the plans to increase council tax are a good idea. 

 Yes, currently the fleet in comparison to say Merseyside is quite old.  Is there 
fund to update the fleet? 

 I support increases broadly in line with generally accepted rates of inflation. 

 To remain safe there is no alternative and should receive more support. Prefer 
pot holes rather than loose the service 

 Let‟s face it - I'd pay anything to save my family should a crisis occur - firefighters 
saving lives are essential. 

 Cheshire Fire Authority worth every penny 

 Ok with me. 

 I am a pensioner (70) I do not mind council tax going up a small amount that I 
could afford. 

 Whatever it takes I am willing to pay. 

 (It is necessary to provide a better, safer service.) 

 I personally would support a larger increase for the fire service. £2.62 doesn't 
sound particularly punitive, although I do understand it's not the same for 
everyone 

 It is a necessity; your services are extremely valuable in all respects of life.  If 
people complain about increases they are undermining a service that deserves 
more response and understanding of a council tax increase, that will save 
peoples lives. 

 You have to do whatever is necessary to keep an efficient fire service running. 

 It is vital that an adequate level of service is continued to be provided.  If this 
means a modest increase then we must accept it. 

 I believe this would be a better solution to prevent further cuts to Cheshire fire 
service and I only wish the fire authority would of done it sooner. It is impossible 
to maintain an excellent service with less money. 

 Better to pay more and improve essential services rather than cut back on 
essential services. 

 Yes - it is an essential and valuable service 

 Happy to pay a small increase. 

 Depends on how much you intend to increase the council tax too 

 Would not object to a small increase. providing it produced an efficient service 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 113 of 260 

 cutting council tax benefits for unemployed would help find fire service rather than 
making hard working tax payers foot the bill 

 Don‟t mind increase as you provide an important service in the area we live. 

 I think it may be necessary 

 If needed the fire service will be available. 

 we agree so long as the increase is ring fenced for the cfa 

 I don't mind an increase in council tax as long as the services we receive are 
improved. 

 
Responding To Incidents 
 
This section of the survey asks for views on proposals to introduce a blanket 10-
minute response standard for life risk incidents, the overall plans to alter crewing 
arrangements and build new stations, as well as proposing to increase the travel time 
for on-call firefighters from five to six or seven minutes. 
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the proposals in this 

section? Where possible give details why you support or oppose particular 
proposals: 

 
Comments against the proposed increase to 7 minutes for on-call staff 

 If turn out time is 10 minutes, and fire fighters are to live up to 7 minutes away 
from a station, surely this makes timescales unachievable? On basic fire fighter 
wages I don't see how crew are expected to find homes in/relocate to Lymm. 
What allowances are made in 7mins for traffic/adverse conditions etc? 

 If you are increasing living distance to say 7 minutes, how to propose to meet the 
10 minutes blanket call out to fires/RTC‟s? 

 The extra 1-2 minutes could be the difference between life & death, or plus extra 
damage to home or person in accident. 

 You quote the travel time to fire stations for on-call firefighters - but this does not 
relate to the response times which will be significantly longer 

 New stations only where needed, impact of increased travel  time on 10 minute 
response needs to be fully considered 

 Living in Alsager, we would naturally fully support a local fire station.  However to 
rely on Crewe FS which is 6 miles away, the only concern is response time, 
considering staff would have to get to the station first which might mean 7mins to 
station & time to fire, RTA. 

 How does increasing the max travel time by two mins link in with the blanket 
10min response time?  To answer properly on the new build fire stations full 
details of costings would need to be provided 

 a fire can get a lot worse in an extra 2 mins 

 on call fire engines may not be available all the time because of other work 
commitments of the firefighters, how can Cheshire fire and rescue put a blanket 
10 minute response to fires and rtc's if they increase the time of on call 
firefighters to get to station from 5 minutes to 6 or 7, its impossible to cover every 
area of Cheshire and get there in 3 minutes 

 By increasing maximum travel time into station by on-call system will this affect 
the call out blanket ten minute response times. 

 2minutes are crucial and if stations are covering larger areas then why should it 
take longer to reach those who need help. 

 Two minutes is a long time when someone is in danger 

 Not sure how 10min response time could be achieved where firefighters live 
7minutes away. 
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 Two minutes could be a lifetime in an emergency situation; this is playing with 
peoples lives. 

 I support a change in manning the stations, but do not support personnel living 
further away on call. 

 Increasing times to respond to fire stations further increases time to rescue. Not a 
good idea you are a rescue service not the AA 

 A general overall increase in response times can only affect the most vulnerable. 
IRMP were introduce to allow Fire Authorities to tailor their response according to 
risk, using general response times does not meet this intent. IRMP should not 
only include response to fires, Cheshire has one of the highest number what can 
be considered ""High Risk"" facilities of any UK county and this should be clearly 
taken into account since incidents in this type of facility has a major impact on the 
local population.  In respect of changes to the staffing of fire stations, increasing 
the response time for ""On Call"" fire fighters can only seriously affect response 
times. Currently the turn in time of 5 minutes can lead to a delay waiting for a full 
on call crew to respond, by increasing this delay to 6-7 minutes could have a 
serious result in the outcome of any overall response philosophy. 

 The longer the travel time the longer it takes to get to an emergency which could 
be life threatening. 

 Limit the increase in Q7 to 1 minute - even I can make a big difference between 
life and death in a fire or road traffic incident. 

 10 minute attendance time in rural areas will prove difficult to achieve with a 
7minute turn out. 

 Is the travel time viable? 

 An extra 7minutes before the fire engine comes out - I don't think so. 

 An extra 7 minutes before a fire engine comes out, I don't think so. 

 I don't understand how there can be a 10 minute response time with on-call 
firefighters living further away. 

 Traffic delays could extend beyond 2 minutes meaning staff would be late arriving 
at depot. Fire can do a lot of damage in 10 minutes 

 it is proposed to increase the 5 minute turn in time to 7 minutes, yet the brigade 
wishes to introduce a time in attendance to 10 minutes, I doubt you can get very 
far in three minutes, or is this another figure to be fudged. 

 Every second counts why add another 120 and say it makes u a better service? 

 A lot can happen in two minutes in a fire/emergency 

 Further away staff live could result in longer call out times. 

 Further away staff live could result in longer call out times. 

 How can I support more on-call staff when the current on-call staff do not attend 
in any way now during the day to increase the travel time to 6-7min will increase 
attendance times so you will not meet to 10min you propose? 

 These extra minutes could mean the loss of a life. 

 This would make their travel time 7 mins which could make it difficult to meet a 
ten min response standard. Can you have both??? 

 Surely more time will mean more time to respond? 

 Surely it will mean more time to arrive. 

 If you have people living seven minutes away how do you propose to meet the 10 
minute deadline? 

 We get a great day time response and night cover is good, increasing the 
recruitment area will increase response times.  People die in night time fires don't 
make current times any worse. 

 The availability of on-call firefighters concerns me, and their ability to be at the 
station quickly enough. An additional 2mins could slowly become extended, 
making response times longer. 
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 You are not right on site ready men are best. How can you get to a fire in 10 mins 
if you are waiting for men to turn in 

 If travel time is increased surely this will make the 10 min response time more 
difficult to achieve 

 It may be practical in more rural areas to guarantee a 5min response an increase 
to 7 min equates to a maximum of 17 min to attend an incident which is not 
acceptable. In urban areas any extension to response times is unacceptable. 

 how will increasing turn out times by increasing travel times be better 

 How does the service expect to keep to its proposed 10 minute attendance time 
when it plans the remove whole time firefighters from stations and replace them 
with on call staff who may live up to 6 minutes away from the station? Surely 
these times will be greatly increased during rush hr. who covers the fire 
appliances when these part time firefighters are at their full time work. Does this 
mean that my house is without fire cover? 

 Any increase in on call response time is a worse service and yet on the previous 
page you said my council tax would be increasing in 2013/14. Why should I pay 
more for a worse service? How much is the additional cost of building new fire 
stations? 

 You propose a 10 minute blank attendance standard for life risks, if you increase 
travel time for turn-out for on-call crews, 10 minute blanket time would be difficult 
to be achieved especially outlying area's 

 If the response time by on-call firefighters is increased, this will decrease the 
travel time under the 10 minute blanket response to only 3 or 4 minutes. The 10 
minute response must be for from call received to arrival 100%of the time. 

 To increase travel time by an extra 2 minutes seems a long time in the middle of 
the night. 

 Increasing any time and therefore delaying your arrival time is not a good idea. It 
seems it would put life at risk. 

 The service moving more towards the use of on-call firefighters. Surely it‟s better 
to have wholetime firefighters either on station or working in the community ready 
to respond instead of waiting up to 7 minutes before an appliance even responds. 

 If I live 7 minutes from a fire station I can now apply to be a part time firefighter. If 
my next door neighbours house is on fire it will take me 7 minutes to get to a fire 
engine then 7 minutes to get back to my neighbours house on fire. 14 minutes to 
turn up but you say 10 minutes is the new standard? 

 In principle these plans seem positive but I'm unsure what the wider implications 
of this might mean, for example are other services being cut or risks increased 
through changes in non emergency staffing or budgets. The Fire Service 
provides more than just emergency services and I view these as valuable too as 
in many cases they are proactive in reducing the need for emergency responses 
through information, education and action (although do appreciate the emergency 
response is priority for those situations where it arises). If these changes will take 
place without being to the detriment of other valuable services provided by Fire 
Service then I strongly support. On a practical basis - on call fire fighters could 
potentially take 7 minutes to get to fire station leaving only 3 minutes to attend an 
incident if meeting the 10 minute proposals...? This is brilliant if feasible but is it 
sustainable as an approach? I'm unsure as I doubt that any fire fighter takes their 
time when called in an emergency so it could end up being a target which is used 
to damage reputation if 10 minutes is not met when there may be genuine 
circumstances. 

 
Comments supporting the proposals and suggesting decisions are left to 
experts 
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 You know what is best - from your experience and training so I am happy with 
new proposals. 

 You are the experts and if you deem these proposed changes a good idea then I 
would support expert well informed opinions. 

 I cannot, surely be expected to comment on operational organisations or re-
organisations - that is for management to work out - & is what they are paid to do.  
You must make decisions on our behalf, juggling safety & economy - I, as an 
ordinary member of the public, don't know how you work out your routines - as I 
don't have your knowledge. 

 I trust the Fire & Rescue service to know what they need & support their 
decisions on how they run their service. 

 I don't feel qualified to judge the best way - I am happy to leave to the 
professionals who have all the data. 

 I will support necessary increases proposed as sensible if they are proposed by 
the fire service 

 
Comments with general concerns over response times 

 10minute response times to all fire and traffic incidents are somewhat optimistic 
especially in rural areas. 

 All staff should be available instantly. 

 The potential for hold ups in the increasing traffic should be considered. 

 Time is of the essence. 

 Not exactly sure the actual time should get to incidents & accidents. 

 service should provide as soon as possible 

 The service you provide is essential and saves lives - any reduction in service is 
opposed as even a minute can make the difference between life and death. 

 The road layout next to Crewe station makes it almost impossible to reach fire 
station in times staked. 

 Just that the longer the time is for the fire service to attend a fire lives could be 
lost. 

 Any  delay in response times could mean more deaths 

 On-call firefighters is great, when nothing is happening.  But getting to fire station 
in today‟s world can be extremely difficult with congestion etc. 

 As long as there is not danger to response times - cuts will hopefully help the 
community 

 I am concerned that the second fire engine in Runcorn will only be available at 
busy periods. The town has major COMAH risks due to the chemical industry and 
power stations. In addition the Silver Jubilee Bridge is often seriously congested, 
which will affect travel times of appliances 

 Surely it is very dependent upon how close to a fire rescue service the fire may 
be!  Like asking how long is a piece of string? 

 Need more staff available for quick response.  On-call persons not always 
available. 

 Fire doesn't count the minutes 

 As long as they get there on time - which they do, I don't mind. 

 We have to wait long enough sometimes so adding time onto calls will cause 
deaths 

 I feel we must have 24hour service as it is important to get to any fire quickly. 

 How much delay time is there by using on-call staff - how much does this impact 
on the incident cost on property and accidents chance of life 

 If I needed the fire service I do not want to wait for longer than 5 mins for them to 
arrive at the fire station before even starting there journey to myself or family. 
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 Families have died this year with fire engines turning up in 12 minutes 
(Lancashire) I want a fire engine asap 

 I support Q.7 as long as the time to get to fires doesn't increase by longer than 
the 10 minutes 

 I want the fastest response by the fire service when ringing 999 

 The quickest response time would be one thing that is very important 

 If I should ring 999, I would like the fire service to attend as quickly as possible 

 Response time is important. Essential when lives at risk. 

 Although I support the proposal to introduce a 10 min attendance time how are 
you going to implement this when you are removing whole time firefighters and 
relying on on-call staff. Most stations have a problem with the no‟s of on-call 
being available in the day time now. Unless you recruit the no‟s required to cover 
the day shifts this proposal is seriously flawed.  E.G.I am on-call firefighter and 
my alerter goes off to attend the station. I attend the station which takes me 6-7 
min I have to get changed then attend a further 6 min under blue lights; this is 
now over the 10 min limit you propose to implement. How is this going to improve 
the attendance required to a life risk/house fire??? 

 For number 9. As long as it doesn‟t affect response time too much shouldn‟t be a 
problem (what about on call during rush hour??) 

 
Comments relating to proposals to build new stations 

 All fire stations should have fire fighters at all times. This is why I would agree to 
my council tax rising in 2013/14. 

 A new on call station could always be expanded to a Wholetime station in the 
years to come if needed and possible. 

 It‟s a good idea - but is it necessary? 

 Additional stations are fine as long as it doesn't mean undermanning others 

 To have an additional fire station on the west side of Warrington would be very 
beneficial for any road traffic incidents I feel near the M62 

 I feel that to have a new fire station at junction of motorway but at the expense of 
losing of reg service is not a good thing 

 New fire stations should be manned by new staff not taken from other nearby 
stations. 

 I think it is most sensible to build new stations with quick access to N-W 
M6/M56/M53.  At present, as a Knutsford resident I see at first hand the difficulty 
fire engines have in moving through the traffic in Knutsford to M6. 

 Building some more fire stations is a good idea, particularly in Alsager 

 Flexible manning of stations & expanding the use of on-call firemen, make new 
stations a bit superfluous I think. 

 Good idea to have more fire stations - this in itself should improve response 
times. However it should be important to prioritise incidents. 

 Would question cost effectiveness of building new stations e.g. Alsager. Would 
prefer option in Congleton to move from Day Crewing to Nucleus crewing. Indeed 
this seems a sensible compromise for all day crewing stations, saving £1m 

 In these hard times do not need to build new stations. 

 Firstly I support the new fire stations as long as no other stations are affected.  
Secondly I know 2 local young girls would have died in a fire if the fire engine 
hadn't got there on time. 

 want a fire station in Neston 

 Just to reiterate my opposition to your proposal to build a new station next to 
Milton Park in Alsager; this is a historic and valued area and would be spoilt, for 
residents and visitors alike, by siren-testing and traffic issues caused by moving 
fire-engines in confined streets - use the land at the old MMU site instead. 
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 New fire station needed in Penketh to protect the large amount of new housing at 
Chapelford. Not all residents of the town aware of how huge this development 
actually is 

 Strongly support new stations at M6/M56 and Alsager but oppose M56/M53 one. 
Down grading stations should reflect size of population and industry risk not just 
be based on number of callouts. New Penketh station should be built but crewed 
from new, not by transferring from Warrington or Widnes 

 In Warrington building new stations is useless. The money would be better spent 
widening the resources and effectiveness of the existing stations. 

 Neston has always relied on having support from Heswall which is close enough 
to provide an excellent response.  In the light of this would the cost of providing a 
new Fire Station at Neston be justified. 

 Need a station in Neston ASAP as we are Cheshire not Merseyside which 
currently cover us. 

 You say you are building new stations, yet numbers of firefighters are decreasing. 
Firefighters save lives not buildings! 

 
Comments opposing the plans in general 

 The provision of new fire stations when current ones are likely to be reduced in 
manning makes no sense.  Better use of how they are used as they, minimising 
un-necessary expenditure on new costly stations when finances are at issue? 

 I think they should keep 2 engines per stations.  That ensures safety and saves 
more lives (more firefighters). 

 Any increase in attendance times would be wrong and I saw David Cameron 
stand up at PMQ's two weeks ago stating that the one thing that 'should concern 
every member of the house (MP's) is attendance times. Your proposals would 
increase these times across Cheshire, that is not a better, more efficient service it 
is worse. 

 Reduction of front line firefighters cannot be justified. 

 Why change what you are doing now? 

 To take the 2nd engine out of Chester is ridiculous the city has so many old 
buildings the extra time to arrive could be a disaster 

 I believe additional fire stations should be built but not at the cost of taking 
second fire engines from other stations.  There should be more engines provided. 

 Cheshire fire and rescue service want to build new stations? How about 
upgrading the existing stations and keeping full time officers rather than part time 
ones? 

 I live in Widnes; the town is expanding all the time.  I believe the second engine 
should be returned.  On call manning of the second engine is a very feasible and 
cost effective option.  I oppose losing the second engine. 

 Don't agree with closures of existing fire stations. 

 "Staffing" I oppose this question because it may reduce the quality of the service. 

 I oppose firefighters only being available in stations at certain times as an 
emergency can occur at anytime.  I feel that every station should be manned 
even if it is just skeleton staff with firefighters on call these enough to respond 
ASAP. 

 Why change it when it is working and has been doing so for years. 

 Keep it the same as we have always done. 

 We need more full-time firefighters not less. If we had less people in power we 
would have more money to use on more firefighters. 

 Surely this will only put life at risk 

 Please think of our people - don‟t make any reductions at all - think of the children 
in particular. If council needs more cash - think about getting it from Cheshire 
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landowners & business community. (I am surrounded here in Boughton by the 
wheelers & dealers who are laughing up their sleeves at the rest of us) 

 I oppose the proposals because they appear to take no account of the proposals 
by Stockport and Cheshire to build a substantial number of new homes on the old 
BAE aerodrome at Woodford and allow for the number of homes in Poynton to 
increase by 30%. The proposed change to the Macclesfield Fire Station will mean 
that there will not be a single 24/7 Fire Station east of the M6 in an area 
containing Manchester airport and its flight paths, major motorways and centres 
of industry and a large population. With only one fire engine per station resources 
will be seriously depleted and without a back up resource to cope with a complex 
major multiple incidents across a very large geographical area well known for 
traffic congestion at peak periods. 

 As a rural resident there is no chance of you reaching our properties/accidents 
within 30 mins under the new proposals let alone the 10 min target. Who dreamt 
up the idea that crews at Chester, Crewe or Runcorn/Warrington can fill the gaps 
left by Northwich and Winsford - people will die and properties be totally lost. 

 I find it extremely concerning that at a time when Cheshire West are giving 
planning permission to all and sundry to build new houses and have a plan to 
increase the number of houses in the Winsford area by 1000 over the next five 
years, the Fire service are looking to cut its staffing levels and response times in 
this area. How can you say that the number of callouts has fallen and predict that 
this will continue, when the number of properties are increasing, the number of 
people living in the area is increasing and the number of cars on the road are 
increasing. I would be more re-assured if the Fire Service was increasing its 
potential not reducing it. 

 When a large incident occurs in the county where a number of fire engines are in 
attendance I fail to see how the FRS would staff its empty station in order to keep 
a safe amount of cover in that area. Last year a house nearby to me (Warrington) 
caught fire and it took a fire engine 18 minutes to arrive due to high demand in 
the area. This is at present with the cover there is now! With these proposals I 
can only seeing it getting worse. Two houses where lost that night but luckily no 
lives......the FRS was lucky as I'm sure this would of hit the local, possibly 
national news. This is a personal experience but I do understand the need to 
save money however increasing response time and cutting the fire engines is a 
dangerous step towards fire deaths. 

 
Comments opposing a ten-minute response standard  

 10minute standard will still be unobtainable in rural areas. 

 I'm not sure about the 10minute response time as I can see instances where it 
would be better to get there quicker, e.g., if lives are in danger and others may 
not be so vital for this speed. 

 The blanket ten minute response cannot be achieved on every occasion; this is 
misleading - what criteria are you applying? What about the arrival of a second 
fire engine if required - what is the response standard for that? 

 Is 10 minutes necessary? Should the reduction from 15 mins be funded by 
insurance companies? Will I see a reduction in premiums? Is there a business 
case to build additional fire stations 

 Some areas currently have a 5-8min response time a 100% reduction in this can 
only be detrimental and put lives at greater risk.  If you increase the time a 
firefighter can live away from a station surely response times will increase! Serve 
your community; this proposal only serves the money men!  Lives will be lost.  
Current arrangements in Wilmslow & Birchwood don't work as planned & 
promised.  How will these further cuts work if current cuts aren't working? 
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 I oppose the proposal of responding to incidents within 10minutes as this could 
be too late and be the difference between life or death. 

 I oppose this blanket response standard it would not work if we have our local fire 
station altered by the new proposals. 

 10 minute can not be suitable for all incidents. It is too long. 

 10 minute response time. You are getting slower & slower responding & 
attending incidents, have you explained this to the public? Changes to staffing of 
Fire Stations. By changing the staffing arrangements you will have less cover at a 
longer response/attendance time, have you explained this to the public? New Fire 
Stations. Response time will not be improved as the fire engines will be staffed by 
on call with a slower response time or not available due to being that thinly 
spread they will be covering other areas. Increase on call response time by up to 
2 minutes. By your previous statement of a 10 minute response time this gives 
the on call crews 3 minutes to get to an incident, or does the response time start 
when they leave station? If so then you are worsening the service you are 
providing 

 This is just a cost cutting measure that is being put to the general public, many of 
whom have no experience in firefighting and the importance of response times, 
as an improvement in service. When quite clearly it is far from that and will put 
both the public and the firefighters themselves at a much greater risk. As a Watch 
manager with another brigade (West Yorkshire) I know only to well that seconds, 
not minutes cost lives! 

 I don't see how increasing these times you can reach incidents in 10 minutes; it's 
no wonder you will have to build more stations you will need them to make this 
time. 

 I feel this would reduce safety within my local community. As a resident I expect 
the fire service to respond to an emergency as quickly as possible, not to 
increase the response time! 

 You will be delaying the response of fire engines when required in an emergency 
 
 
Comments of overall support 

 Totally support it is a good proposals 

 More fire stations hopefully better service but at what cost? 

 Q: 5 Flexibility of staff is important, in order to retain and develop experienced 
committed staff Q: 7 the time margin appears to be an acceptable increase to 
give greater flexibility. 

 More local fire stations - more security for residents 

 I would be happy to have a fire station in Penketh, as we live in Penketh and it 
would make the response time quicker as the Warrington fire station is over 3 
miles away. The more substations the quicker the response time and this would 
save lives and houses would be put out quicker if there was a fire. 

 I accept the fire service has given all these proposals there thoughtful 
observations for improvement. 

 They seem sensible developments, particularly in the light of the financial 
situation 

 They reflect the needs of the population spread of Cheshire today and its 
motorway links.  It also spreads the service more into the community which 
hopefully has benefits to the service and the public they serve. 

 More flexibility for recruitment can only be a good thing. 

 More recruitment flexibility can only be a good thing. 

 If proposals to close certain stations is necessary so that other areas have one, 
surely to give all areas a fair chance is better. 

 A needs based approach will offer better value for money 
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 The workforce must be as adaptable as the police force has been over the years 
regarding shift patterns. 

 I support this proposal as it has no adverse affect on staffing the services. 

 It makes sense to increase travel time as this could save lives. 

 Only "support" not "strongly" because this would make engine hanging about 
waiting for Crewe to arrive from further away and increasing the time getting to 
fires or accidents 

 The wider the reasonability of "access" time the greater is the potential for 
responsible fire fighters 

 You appear to have adopted a pragmatic and balanced approach to the need to 
meet response times based on analysis of demand and development of more 
flexibility within the resource base. Good strategic thinking - better than just 
throwing more resources at the problem. 

 If it is a case of life and death I do support all the way - I agree totally. 

 As long as all the same retained firefighters live within the 5minutes then I would 
strongly support this, in large incidents 2 or 3 pumps may be required. 

 As long as the increased travel time is not too seriously impacting on costs. 

 Because it is the most sensible thing to do. 

 Volunteers within the fire service would be given first opportunity to fully train and 
be on-call - then strongly support. 

 I support this plan but cannot help thinking that every minute counts. 

 My late husband was an on-call fireman at Tarporley in 1965, are we going back 
in time, it worked then, why not now. 

 Completely understand the need for changes reason being that your service is 
critical for all of us in saving lives quickly, full backing with admiration in your 
working lives. 

 I have surpassed Q6, 7, 8 because I live in Alsager and this will improve fire 
services in my area. 

 It makes sense to alter the way the service operates to take account of changing 
circumstances.  One or two minutes further away should not make a significant 
difference and should result in more available people. 

 The nearer the on-call fire fighters, obviously a quicker response to emergency.  
Has to be an advantage 

 I/we support as long as the extra two minutes isn't during rush hour when it could 
be a lot more.  But it should help recruit staff so we support it. 

 Recruitment is difficult so 2 minutes extra would be ok 

 By increasing the travel time would allow more local people to become on-call 
firefighters in that area. 

 The more "retained firefighters" there are - the more chance there is of getting 
second vehicles to incidents, so this MUST be a consideration 

 Will this work because of the stupid government proposals 
 
General comments 

 The document does not provide enough information to allow me to make an 
informed decision as to whether or not it is sensible to increase the maximum 
travel time, especially if you wish to use more on call staff. I am unable to make a 
decision about new fire stations without understanding the implications of building 
new stations. 

 Generally opposed to cuts which put people's lives at risk. It is all very well for our 
(millionaire) politicians to say 'do as I say' but rarely 'do as I do'! 

 See comment in attached letter regarding capital outlay. 

 Need to take the staff with you for these location changes. Union needs to 
support all these proposals. 
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 Taking a fire appliance form Widnes and Runcorn not sure especially when new 
bridge is being built - and the bridge can be a problem as it is. Maybe at least 
have midi appliances. 

 Proposal should depend up on high risk & emergency especially saving lives. 

 I think changing crews to an 8-12hr day-night shift would be better. It will help to 
keep firefighters' jobs secure as well as they'll be available at night as well in 
case of emergency, rather than having on-call firefighters. 

 Perhaps foresight would have stopped fire stations being closed in the past ( 
governmental foresight ) 

 Runcorn proposals, can see savings in 2nd engine run by on call staff, or change 
of second engine to midi; however no indication is given as to change of 
response time for 1st option, or capability differences between normal engine and 
midi 2nd option.  There is in general alack of clarity as to effects of the various 
proposals, with some blatantly spurious references to improvements. 

 I would strongly suggest an extension of further 10-20min in order to fully effect 
the issues of recruitment of proper skilled staff to man both the stations and fire 
engines due to the raising unemployment in the northwest/UK as a whole. 

 There are few pedestrians out at night - day may be a problem. 

 If fires increase in an area will you still have the flexibility to reverse changes to 
support increase in house building & the expansion in towns like Crewe & 
Nantwich. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 Are there any volunteer fire fighters for busy or in need times like the TA kind of 
thing, where the payment if you will is training with the prospect of paid work. 

 Safety must be priority always. 

 I'm in favour of more firemen. 

 I will support anything as long as my council tax is not increased in any way. 

 Can't differ these proposals - you do not provide enough information. 

 Congleton must need 2 fire engines 28% have been major incidents, that‟s 
almost 1/3 of all callouts. 

 I am not sure about the "hub" at Wilmslow 

 Why can't you build on what we have rather than breaking it? 

 This is hopefully re scanned and fully misunderstood by all staff and 
management. 

 Look at passed incident rates. 

 I don't think 9 minutes would make a great deal of difference 

 My father was an on call drive for 16years. 

 The main thing is having trained staff available when they are needed. 

 Would on-call firefighters be immune from prosecution if caught speeding safely 

 Nobody wants to see an emergency service worsen in response times or 
effectiveness. Providing staff are well trained & valued is paramount. Can on-call 
firefighters afford housing within vicinity of fire station? 

 It‟s a great pity but everything comes down to money.  We can't afford to do 
things as they were in the past. 

 Q4 - I would want to see the performance stats for this reduction. Q5 - I'm not 
sure as I would need to understand the minutiae. 

 Not an unbiased review as the questions imply support to changes, in the 
responses expected, in T & C to enable such changes. I can understand the logic 
of on call status as some days will be quiet but as with all other emergency 
services there will always be times of over and under manning reflecting the 
unpredictability of emergencies. On call T & C I assume would mean that the 
person designated rota would ensure that person was doing nothing else at the 
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time but payment would be well above the minimum wage. Could not see how 
the on call status was clearly defined. 

 I would like to hear the fire crews opinions - as they know the difficulties or the 
improvement any change would mean 

 Q5 is confusing if it means less staff stations further from incidents than no. 

 Changes in staffing would appear to affect cover at various times of day, based 
on a fall in incident numbers. The summary does not detail differences in fall in 
numbers between night and day calls so Q5 proposal cannot be fully supported. 

 Fire man should be trained and would recommend danger money. 

 need to promote volunteers and training 

 Our society is imbalanced; footballers get thousands for kicking a ball.  Services 
don't get a fraction of that; banks & government have messed things up for 
everyone, who do they punish, services. 

 Again the time scale seems far too short.  But it must be possible for it to be 
proposal. 

 It‟s good to have the equipment but its staff who make decisions in service - vital 
decisions. 

 Considering the increase in population, the increase in traffic, there is more and 
more need for fire stations and for trained firemen and accident aspects. 

 This is a similar proposal to comments on pack.  Do these on-call firefighters 
share the same benefits as the full-time, if so this is wrong. 

 On-call firefighters? Fully trained? Cutbacks needed but safety is vital. Difficult 
decisions... 

 Q5 - So long as there is always someone to attend a fire anywhere within your 
time frames then staff as appropriate. 

 As I do not know the stations well enough to comment on some questions for 
example how many fires do you get at night & weekends & how many staff do 
you need to put out a fire and always be in the station it is so difficult to answer 
your questions.  I do think it is an excellent service for the community. 

 Why waste money? 

 You seem to keep very busy I've noticed maybe the public need educating i.e. we 
now have a lot of houses in multi-occupation i.e. students and immigrants - I'm 
sure some of those could be high risk. 

 Would the firefighters be helped to live near the fire station? E.g. homes to rent, 
buy. 

 Would need to make sure that part time fire fighters are continually trained & 
practise for their role as a fire fighter so that when they are on duty their reactions 
are well up to speed. 

 Ambulance response time - shorter than this!! 

 CFRS has still not published a risk-benefit-cost analysis of response to reports of 
incidents and alarms 

 I survived a crash because the doctors told me I got to hospital quickly. The 
Firemen arrived within minutes thank you 

 Living the extra 2 min away should be an exception to allow staff to find suitable 
housing but the desire should be to live within the 5 mins 

 Q6 If you are reporting that you are meeting targets why do you need new 
buildings? Q7 why do they have to be just 5-7 min from the station? Why not also 
5-7 min living distance from fire? 

 Does that mean regular staffing reduced to on-call 

 Q6 can only speak regard E Port & Neston. Neston does not have a large petro-
chemical industry. My view is that E Port having one requires the second tender 

 Where I worked I was a fire warden and do realise that speed to attend a call out 
is essential 
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 Perhaps on call firefighters should have portable blues and twos to enable an 
optimum response time if traffic conditions don't allow maximum progress. 

 Risk of de-staffing not adequately demonstrated. Would like to see how 
recruitment would improve from now for ""retained"" staff. Forecast for new 
homes and businesses in my area not taken into account. 

 I would like the Fire Brigades Union opinion on these important (and complicated 
) matters to speak for me &my family 

 This questionnaire does not allow enough scope to answer your questions fully. I 
need to know more detail regarding new stations and shift patterns. 

 Surely employing wholetime firefighters is more reliable then have a large On Call 
establishment. 

 Please make sure Cheshire is still a safe place as the standards have bee 
unmatched honestly this is a big decision for you all 

 
Warrington area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Warrington area  

 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 

Warrington? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 

 
Comments relating to the impact on cover and response times 

 If sufficient machines in Warrington can cope for future incidents. 

 Q: 8 Warrington is a large conurbation. Q:9 Highways agency CUTS and 
contracts for Rapid Response teams operating with fewer staff may have an 
impact on motorway incidents/responses 

 You are not telling why there is a need to move a fire appliance out of Widnes, I 
used to work there and understood that there is a new bridge being built, won't 
this increase the risk coupled with the Stobart multi modal facility? You give me 
no information about Stockton Heath; surely it is better to access the M6/M56 
from a location further back from a major junction as this allows for a number of 
alternative routes to be taken rather than Ben top of a junction where access is 
limited? 

 The trunk of M56 and M53 should enable fire engines to be strategically placed to 
respond quicker to incidents in either direction. 

 As a heavy motorway user I appreciate the balance of resources needed both in 
towns and near major routes. 

 SH is part of Warrington & therefore looks like a reduction to fire service 

 In the past many of the major incidents have been within the Warrington, Widnes, 
and Runcorn area. The service has been successful in managing these incidents 
due to the ability to be able to deliver a fast response by sufficient resources 
within a short time. Changing the level of staffing in these stations could have a 
serious affect on this capability. 

 I support Q9 as it should enable faster response to motorway incidents.  I have 
insufficient local knowledge to comment on Q8 and Q10. 

 The plans appear to be arranged to accommodate incidents on M56 to facilitate 
quicker response times - these plans are fine so long as appliances are available 
to surrounding area 

 Do not agree with cutting a fire engine from Widnes, there are a lot of risks within 
Widnes and although it will be backed up by a fire engine from Penketh, that 
could easily be at a fire in Warrington 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 125 of 260 

 Stockton Heath fire station is in a good position to cover all south Warrington to 
move or change staffing would be more delays for South Warrington. 

 that would affect firefighters wages  7 response times 

 Support is necessary.  M'ways are an asset for all firemen in getting to situations 
fast. 

 Concerned that with Warrington being divided by the ship canal that crossing it 
could delay getting to a major incident e.g. on the M56 

 Your proposals are spreading the fire cove to thin. The Penketh pump would be 
replacing Widnes's lost pump leaving Warrington to wait for Birchwood which is 
already being propped up by whole time staff as they cannot provide on call 
cover. All this means longer response time putting the public and more 
importantly YOUR STAFF at risk! 

 As the F.B.U deems to be the correct cover 

 If the bridge is open, I would question if the 10 minute response in areas of South 
of Stockton Heath being achieved. Relocation of appliances spread out across 
the area is logical, especially if new stations are more modern and can reduce 
overall costs in the long run. 

 The proposal for Warrington does seem a good idea. As for Stockton Heath it 
was only a few weeks ago that they stated they wish to use the waterways more 
which would effect the bridge, cutting off Warrington then only relying on the 
Lyme station but what happens if they are not available. With Knutsford I believe 
the town needs a permanent station and not the on call as this will slow down 
response times in the town by up to 7 minutes with your proposals. 

 If all the fire engines are full time then it seems a good idea to locate them to 
cover a wider area. 

 
Comments relating to proposed changes to crewing systems 

 I would have preferred the nucleus crewing arrangement instead of on-call for 
health and safety reasons as well as unpredictable trends likely to occur in future. 

 Not happy reducing capability of Stockton Heath particularly when moving 
Warrington to Penketh & likelihood of Lymm equipment being stuck on 
motorways for long periods. 

 Changing Stockton Heath FS to on-call staffing is dependent on their being 
appropriate people to recruit.  Has investigation been done on this aspect?  It 
would appear to make sense to have a FS near the motorway in view of the 
number of accidents there 

 There should be extra fire engines and always supported by full time staff. 

 Stockton Heath is a very congested area, close to motorways. I feel there should 
be some full time firefighters left at the station 

 Proposals are good.  The second engine situation again needs to be fully 
investigated. 

 Please ensure continuity of staffing & experience 

 Similarly with Knutsford? Will M56/M6 jn fire station & on-call only at Knutsford & 
Stockton Heath be fully effective? Rather than financially effective? 

 Feel Birchwood being staffed is very important - highly populated area. 

 A fire station should be manned at all times.  5mins waiting for staff to get to the 
premises is going to add to response times, and will affect lives. 

 I feel it is a good idea to have on-call firefighters because it saves money and 
makes more jobs for part-time firemen. 

 Over the years an excellent 24 7 service has been provided so why change it 

 Support as there is no loss of fire fighter employment. 
 
General comments 
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 This sounds like a great idea: as you know from experience why this is 
necessary! Hope you have a "visit event" day for public to see and ask questions. 

 This does not apply to me as I do not live in the area 

 You should move all admin staff back to their original stations this ensures 
reliable & increases safety. 

 Union support is key for these changes 

 If these changes one supported by greater efficiency that will be good.  When 
costs one met from reserves them only one they just would. 

 As I live in Chester I do not have sufficient knowledge on the proposed changes 
to have a valid opinion. 

 I don‟t understand the operational requirements. I support the views of the 
operational fire-fighters on the ground. If they are happy so am I. 

 A busy motorway area will be better served by the change. 

 It appears these changes are making things safer for me. 

 As a one time Warrington resident the proposals seem sensible 

 I do not live in Warrington or Widnes 

 I am not sure because I do not know where in Penketh this new fire station would 
be. 

 I am pleased to hear these changes. Nearly every week in the Guardian there are 
road incidents 

 If firefighters support these proposals then so do I - on paper they sound 
reasonable but I obviously don't have to work with these changes. 

 No change saving money instead of lives 

 Re Q9 the A50 is already a problem when the M6 is blocked and is only single 
carriageway. (Every Friday under "normal conditions" has to take heavy traffic 

 "Warrington" Don't know this area enough to comment.  "Lymm" looks as though 
it is for the motorways, it should be funded by the highway fund. 

 Don't know enough to be able to offer opinion 

 That sounds a good thing. 

 My answers are dependent on population demographics presumed to be correct 

 Can't comment on another area. 

 I have no knowledge of stations outside Macclesfield so I can't opinionate on 
these. 

 The stations which should be in all towns and villages should be manned by 
firemen to serve there purpose. 

 It would be unfair for me to state anything that appertains to Warrington 

 Is recruitment offered to male and female applicants? 

 Do not live near Warrington 

 I have not enough information to judge 

 Where do you recruit part time staff? 

 Difficult to answer question correctly when the choices are do you agree or 
disagree with the statement. 

 I don't live in these areas so it's not relevant to me. 

 I believe these stations have served us well for decades and I can't fathom why 
there is a need to divide them up. 

 Need full time fire persons not part time people may part timers use just to fill in if 
anyone‟s off sick. 

 I would like to hear reviews of local firefighters about staffing changes 

 I used to live in Birchwood.  I think these proposals are very sensible. 
 
Comments regarding proposals around the building of new stations 

 Transfer the HP from Stockton Heath back to Warrington. Station at Lymm may 
be a better location for the future needs of the Service 
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 Not sure about Q9 as do you have money spare to build new stations. If you're 
saving funding then why not improve current stations and utilise them instead. 

 It better to have one in Lymm, easy access to the motorway if a accident on the 
motorway  or easier to get to other places, 

 The proposals for Penketh sound reasonable because of its proximity to Widnes 
& good road systems. 

 the new stations proposed do not pose a significant time advantage to incidents 
in the surrounding areas and will result in the loss of whole time firefighters 

 It makes sense to have any new fire station located next to a motorway as traffic 
levels increase year on year more call outs will ensure more lives will be saved. 

 I am concerned that the number of new buildings will add unnecessary cost to the 
whole estate.  However I do support the new builds near to motorways. 

 To save money you build new fire stations?  The service is getting worse not 
better. 

 The new wholetime station should be built at the Lymm Junction to cover many 
motorway accidents but not at the expense of cover in Knutsford. 

 You need engines at the new station; they should be extra not brought from 
Warrington. 

 I suppose it is a case of spending the money in the best way, building new 
stations is very expensive. 

 I strongly support the new stations, but strongly oppose taking staff from other 
stations to man the new ones. Employ more firefighters. 

 New station M56/M6 junction has to be an advantage for RTA's 

 The current system is effective as it is and can be improved on if these new 
building funds are set to increase this effectiveness. 

 Don‟t live in area, although the motorway station is a good idea for rtc's etc. 

 I can not see the saving in build a new fire station at Penketh. 
 
Comments with concerns about the on-call system 

 On call will affect question 7? 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 What happens in Knutsford when there are no on call available and the fire 
engine from the Lymm station is committed elsewhere - what happens to the ten 
minute response then? 

 Surely this is not good to change a very good service to on-call only 

 As in Q5, 6, 7 comment box.  How can you change to on-call staff when the 
stations now can not ensure sufficient staff?  Even more so by extending the time 
they attend. 

 Q10 - What if some on-call staff can't get there.  Is this 1min distance added to 
the 10min blanket time - you need full time staff also. 

 Do not believe that any station should be staffed entirely be on-call staff. Too 
risky in case of heavy traffic. Useful to have Penketh station so that area of 
Warrington is better served. 

 Gut feel is that all stations should have an onsite presence most of the time 

 You can't always rely on call firefighters. To them it is a secondary job (a bit of 
extra cash to pay for new car etc) so they would not be as reliable as wholetime 
firefighters 

 As answered previously, I can not support this decision until you can ensure 
sufficient on-call firefighters day and night to meet the attendance times you 
propose, this proposal is flawed. 

 On call staff cannot guarantee a fire engine is always available. like what is 
happening at retained stations now, pumps are going off the run 
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 You are stripping away the fire service in these areas and seem to be relying on 
on-call? who are part time workers, I don‟t want to have to rely on this type of 
service 

 
Halton area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Halton area  
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 

Halton? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 

 
Comments raising concerns about fire cover and health and safety 

 It is better to keep the existing station open of is too big area cover for Widnes 
and Penketh together 

 Travelling time would be a problem for a quick attendance. 

 Removing entirely or having only on-call staff would bring delays that may be 
difficult to continue. 

 I trust that the fire & rescue management authority know what they are proposing 
does not mean elimination of service, which can be a life or death question. 

 Why not keep Runcorn as it is and close Frodsham, your own risk profile show it 
is rarely used. The large fire recently in Widnes shows the need to retain the two 
engines. 

 I do hope that both present and future proposals will take into account the 
travelling times b/w Widnes and Penketh and Warrington and other locations 
when planning reduction in attendance times and also the issue of risks which 
might occur during serious incidents in the Halton area. 

 The move of the second fire engine from Widnes to get support from Penketh 
might cause a greater delay in arrival at incidents. The distance between Penketh 
station and incidents in Widnes will be key. 

 All your statistics quote how many times an incident is dealt with by one fire 
appliance.  The more important statistic is how many incidents require more than 
one appliance.  In all cases this represents a significant percentage of calls.  In 
addition Runcorn and Widnes have a high number of high risk chemical 
manufacturing sites which would obviously need far more than just one appliance 
for any significant incidents. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on-call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 The changes proposed would compromise health and safety 

 Is 16 achievable in the response time listed? 

 There should never be less fire engines or fire men. 

 Being a chemical area, if anything goes wrong our bridge is terrible at the best of 
times so has this been taken into consideration LIVES BEFORE MONEY 

 I am concerned that the second fire engine in Runcorn may only be available at 
busy periods. The town has major COMAH risks due to the chemical industry and 
power stations. In addition the Silver Jubilee Bridge is often seriously congested, 
which will affect travel times. Runcorn fire engines are close to the M56 and are 
also useful as a back-up for petro-chemical incidents at the Stanlow complex. 

 If Widnes fire engine is moved to Penketh would fires in Widnes then become 
second to those in Penketh not paying more to have less of a service. 

 This area is highly populated and has a large amount of industry so the cover 
should not be reduced only adapted to on-call.  I object to Penketh being built on 
the grounds of cost. 
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 On call staff are not always available Therefore could end up with no fire cover. 
Does not seem a clever idea to me - member of local community 

 Increasing the use of On Call fire fighters will automatically increase the overall 
response time to an incident, especially if the time allowed for these individuals to 
respond to the fire station is also increased. The recruitment and retention of On 
Call fire fighters has traditionally been difficult and this together with the required 
level of fitness and training can lead to fire engines becoming unavailable putting 
pressure on existing response arrangements. 

 Both Runcorn & Widnes are large chemical producing areas and must be "high 
risk" of fire explosions.  Should not like to see service reduced.  Especially if I 
lived or worked in these locations. 

 I oppose reducing the fire service at Runcorn.  Reason:-We are surrounded by 
chemical plants. 

 We need two engines why not do the opposite of the proposal? Widnes has more 
factories and potentially dangerous situations that could occur.  Have Penketh 
more factories? Also if a factory at Runcorn needed back up, Widnes is closer. 

 You cannot depend on other appliances from Runcorn via the bridge 

 These proposals could cost lives - not against change but it should not be at the 
cost of lives. 

 Should plan for increased needs and increased capacity in urgent need 

 You need new engines at your new stations and it should all be manned day and 
night by full time crews. 

 Firefighters and appliances are needed at anytime day or night and are a 
necessity. We need full support not a few here and there. 

 I live in Frodsham and would like to see our fire station changed from on-call to 
manned 

 I think removing the second fire engine from Widnes and relying on Penketh for 
support would leave too great an area exposed to potential fires/traffic accidents. 

 You could not cope with what you have don't reduce the service vehicles 

 Is night time cover not as important as during the day? 

 I feel that fires can happen just as easily during the night as the day - so it seems 
unwise to staff a station during the day only. 

 one pump from Widnes would end up being sent to a house on its own with the 
second pump coming all the way from Penketh leaving increasing back times by 
too long a time period. You can‟t rely on back up from Runcorn because of the 
bridge. Similar problems will be introduced at Runcorn if 2nd Pump is on call. 
Also back up from Frodsham can‟t be guaranteed because it‟s only available 
75.1% of the time. 

 If the planned station in Penketh is to increase the cover in that area, how will this 
be achieved if this appliance is also expected to continually back up the fire 
engines in Warrington and Widnes? 

 what about when a serious fire happens - at any time of the day or night (usually 
in the night) 

 Runcorn proposal. Your map shows 2 appliances at Frodsham, the 2nd 
appliance isn't a structural appliance. Frodsham is not available for a large 
proportion of the time hence why Runcorn & Ellesmere Port responded into this 
area.  Your proposals to loose the 2nd pump at Widnes and have Runcorn's 2nd 
on call at best is dangerous to both the public & YOUR STAFF! 

 What happens if there is a major incident in the industrial complexes of Ineos et 
al? Time will be of the essence to protect the local residents never mind the 
works. 

 Changing the duty system will increase attendance times. The use of smaller fire 
engines put both the public and the firefighters themselves under more danger. 
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 Frodsham is very close to the M56 and should follow the approach of the 
Cheshire Police who use Frodsham as a base for Motorway Police. Reducing 
Fire Service Capability seems at odds with the Police approach for Frodsham. In 
fact it seems completely disjointed!!!! 

 The case for smaller appliances is not proven in my opinion. and data still 
suggests fire can grow quickly unobserved therefore night cover remains as 
important as ever it was with or without home assessments 

 With all these proposals you are reducing fire cover which seems wrong to me 

 Are there no alternatives that involve keeping full time engines? 

 again stripping back the fire engines is not acceptable in any area 
 
Comments relating to ensuring union backing of proposals 

 Union support is key. More cash for councils from central government - for these 
and other changes. 

 Consult with Unions on any safety concerns, impact making significant evidence 
available. 

 I don‟t understand the operational requirement but if the firefighters agree I am 
happy. 

 As the F.B.U wishes 
 
Comments highlighting more information is needed 

 As previously stated, difficult to be sure on opinions as no info given as to change 
in response times or as to capability of midi engine compared to normal. Further 
no information is given as to times of highest incidences of fires, you are asking 
for opinions while not providing full information on which to base them 

 I do not know enough about the area covered, population number etc to give an 
opinion. 

 Living in Penketh - I am not sure about the whole proposal to build a fire station in 
Penketh.  Many more details on location etc. 

 On data provided Halton stations seem busy.  I would be interested to know why 
Runcorn can deal with higher % of incidents with only 1 engine.  Is there best 
practice at Runcorn that others could adopt? 

 Will this have an impact on local service? 

 I guess you do this due to population.  I'm not sure I could fill the form in with no 
map.  You've got to wonder if it‟s really necessary 1st though.  One is probably 
enough to be honest. 

 Q11 & Q12 - The information provided is not sufficient to allow a reasoned 
answer to the question. The costs of the alternatives are given, but not an 
assessment of the benefit value of each of the alternatives. A proper cost-benefit 
analysis would reveal the likely benefit value of implementing or not implementing 
each of the options, which could then be compared with the cost of each option, 
greatly simplifying the decision regarding each option 

 The maps above indicate Frodsham and Runcorn yet you ask for opinions on 
Runcorn and Widnes. Have you got this wrong?????? Previous comments 
regarding the availability of on-call staff is relevant here as well. 

 
Comments in support of on-call options 

 If it doesn't affect jobs and save money then some changes are ok. If not then 
sorry I‟ve nothing to say I feel it‟s unfair. Night on-call staff if it works fair enough it 
might work. 

 Widnes needs a second engine.  On-call manning would be very cost effective 
and most sensible option. 

 On call staff seems to make a lot of sense but can't comment on number of 
engines. 
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 Runcorn has 2engines if something big happened it would need it.  Mostly its only 
one, so on-call staff for the second to be used at all times makes sense. 

 Runcorn needs two engines, but second one could have on call staff. "Smaller 
engine for busy periods" - fear busy periods will become few and far between 
until the second engine is removed. A second engine with on-call staff seems a 
good option. 

 Support for a Penketh Station 

 It probably would be quicker to get to Widnes from Penketh than trying to get 
across the bridge in Peak times. 

 Penketh Station would be suited due to water risk at Mersey, Power Station risk 
and residential risks. 

 
General comments 

 We need full time staff for occasions we don‟t know when more than one fire 
engines are needed busy roads lots of schools and businesses lots of chemicals 

 Again, I would appreciate the views of Halton Fire service staff about the 
proposed changes. 

 I think that all the chemical works and major motorway traffic this area needs to 
retain the present numbers of appliances. However, having some staff on 
standby is understandable. 

 I am not so sure about the shifts being reduced but as you may notice the reason 
for reduction - I agree too. 

 I think you should move all admin staff back to original stations. 

 moving fire station to a nearby area may not be economically worth while 

 If the two fire stations are close together it is better to remove one completely. 

 Shocked to hear we only have two fire engines in the first place. 

 It‟s a poor do that our main services are suffering, protection, health & education.  
I don't know what to suggest anymore. 

 I support maintaining the service now with good or best coverage.  But I must say 
that I am not competent to comment on many of the proposals. 

 the Widnes/Penketh proposal sounds pointless to the operational difference it will 
make 

 Do not know the local area. 

 Don't want the Widnes firemen to lose their jobs over Penketh proposals 

 I have never known much about fire engines except I know how good the service 
is and also the firemen. 

 I have insufficient local knowledge to comment on Q11 & Q12. 

 You can never burn bridges but add more. 

 Use of on-call staff unacceptable. 

 No connect on Widnes 

 Keep Frodsham Fire Station 

 As I do not live in the Halton area, I can not make a realistic judgement 

 We need to dramatically cut costs without risking lives too much.  Spend the 
money you would have used to keep spare appliances on further awareness 
raising/home visits. 

 Risk based approach for Widnes businesses would mitigate against changes 

 out of area for me 

 I don't live in these areas, so it's not relevant to me. 
 
Cheshire East area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Cheshire East area  
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Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire East? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 
 
Comments relating to fire cover and response times 

 In the event of a big call out of equipment it leaves no support in the event of any 
local emergency.  Cutting to the bone of this service is not an option when lives 
are at stake. 

 We oppose the change because response times would be affected. 

 Some time ago you stated that Macclesfield would retain 24hr immediate fire 
cover despite planned changes to the shift arrangements. What happened to 
that? Crewe is a huge place and would benefit from moving the station to nearer 
to the A500 and closing Nantwich whilst retaining both engines, this would give 
access into Crewe avoided the busy railway station area plus giving easier 
access to the M6 via the A500. 

 With a major hospital at Macclesfield, seems a bit of a risk to reduce to a single 
fire engine. How would you react to a major incident there, with only nucleus 
crewing, plus on call at Congleton? Seems to be a significant reduction of ability 
to respond. 

 If you remove one pump what will happen to it?  It might be worth considering 
keeping it until it ends it technical life. 

 We live in Poynton and I'm not convinced that you would be able to get to us from 
Macclesfield quick enough if relying just on on-call at night with no back up 
engine either.  If I'm wrong then I would support this but it feels like we would be 
left on dangerously thin ground at night. 

 Looks like you are reducing service level in this area to me. Macclesfield is a big 
Cheshire town. Are you sure this is not detrimental? What do the firefighters 
think? Or do the banks need more taxpayer hand outs? 

 We need to know you are there for us anytime of the day, 24hours with fast 
response. 

 I'm concerned about a loss of the ten minute response in the southern part of 
Knutsford and villages such as Chelford, Plumley and Peover 

 It is important that the more remote areas of the country remain properly serviced 
by their 'retained' units e.g. Audlem and there would be strong opposition if it was 
proposed to remove these.  What evidence is there to indicate that there are less 
fires or RTA's at night than during the day? On rural roads accidents frequently 
occur at night 

 Surely we need all machines fire teams have enough to cope with & the lack of 
engines does not need to be another trial - there must be something else the 
area can do without. 

 Should a serious fire occur do we have to go fishing around for another fire 
engine plus fire fighters?  What a very serious waste of time & might potentially 
cost lives. 

 Uncertain - how do you get the balance of cover right? Both are near the 
motorway 

 A serious problem in industry in the Crewe area warrants the retaining of 
adequate cover 24hours a day. 

 Will these proposals give sufficient cover at night? 

 The Nantwich fire station needs more support to support all the rural areas like 
Bunbury etc.  Wrenbury not supporting Nantwich area Congleton & Macclesfield 
are not local to Crewe and Nantwich. 

 Q.16 would that mean that night-time response was longer than 10 minutes. In an 
emergency 10 minutes is a VERY long time. 
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 Surely night time is when firefighters are needed most? 

 Why a two tier cover, with night time less cover? It does not make sense. 

 The service is putting plans in place which will decrease the amount of time that 
incidents are dealt with whilst waiting for assistance which at present is already in 
place. 

 As previous comments you will be lengthening response times in an area which 
at best is already thinly spread. Macclesfield with only 1 pump really? Shows 
what you think of the people of Macc! This proposal is a disgusting disregard for 
public & staff safety. 

 There would be a reduction from 9 to 7 fire appliances in this area. As regards 
the night cover. Even though night time fires are fewer, as I‟m sure you know this 
is the time when more lives are lost, and fires tend to be more serious. 

 The fire cover in Cheshire east seems like it would be massively reduced which 
seems ridiculous for the size of the area and the sizes of the towns in that area. 

 We need to ensure the M6 is covered when making changes in Knutsford. We 
must have statistics to confirm your proposals will work in all areas? 

 With these proposals for me it depends what the risk factors are. I'm assuming 
the regions where on-call or reduction of some form is taking place they are lower 
risk regions? 

 
Comments related to crewing systems proposals 

 Retained flexibility dependent on and adaptable to need. 

 I personally feel 12hrs duty for one person is long and when I need to understand 
how it will work with longer hours. And you can't predict any mishap to remove 
fire engines completely. 

 Due to the increased rate of attendance in incidents via collisions et al, it would 
be very wise not to reduce staffing levels and engines used. 

 Full time crewing provided - a faster response time. 

 I think Macclesfield needs 24 hour availability of a vehicle and crew 

 There has already been an increase to calls in Knutsford how can a reduction in 
staffing be justified? to make more matters dangerous there is a proposal to also 
reduce staffing in neighbouring macc and Northwich 

 Crewe should stay at full time. 

 One engine should be covered by full-time staff.  Lymm - Question was answered 
in question 10. 

 Feel Cheshire East well catered for.  Definitely no need for full time at Stockton 
Heath. 

 Having a smaller fire engine seems better than taking it away. 

 Would the smaller engine be required if the Nantwich engine could fill the gap. 
Distances between the two towns is not all that great. 

 Macc & Congleton would only have one appliance each, is this sufficient for the 
areas they cover? I think not.  Use of on-call staff totally unacceptable.  Only 1 of 
11 on call staff at Congleton is available in the day time now. 

 As I said I want fulltime engine in Congleton for the council tax I pay 

 I oppose against changes to Congleton due to the wanting time at weekends plus 
on call. I have small children and also work in Congleton and I feel that we need 
the station to stay as it is for the community and feeling safe. 

 we need full time fire engines in Congleton 

 Need full time fire engine in Congleton. 

 Want no less wholetime firefighters on duty at my local station. 

 I want no less than full time fire men at Congleton. 

 I want full time in Congleton. 
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 Q.20 Nucleus crewing question: Whatever you think would be best. I think as the 
way the town is now we need to be able to access fire service quickly. 

 Whilst not making the biggest saving I feel that Nucleus Crewing is the best 
alternative to full time fire fighters. 

 As long as there is a full time crew available 100% of the time 

 Don‟t take my life savers away or increase their callout times Congleton is the 
cheapest way to provide 24/7 cover with the model they work. Well done them for 
doing all they do 

 Lymm should be staffed so it does not effect Knutsford crewing 

 Oppose Crewe proposals due to close proximity of motorways 

 I strongly oppose the removal of the second fire engine and full time crewing at 
Crewe because I do not believe that any form of on call is practical at this station 
due to traffic congestion on adjacent Macon Way/ Weston Lane/Nantwich Road 
which can even reach grid-lock. It is in my opinion that the option of alternative 
routes (especially cross town) with a second full time crew be maintained to keep 
within the 10min and better response time. 

 To reduce the available appliances to two to cover both Macclesfield and 
Congleton appears difficult to accept as you are maintaining the no‟s of 
appliances to respond in the south of the area? The issue of on-call staff is again 
an issue. 

 I live in Macclesfield and feel that the staffing should stay the same as it provides 
a great service day and night. 

 
General comments 

 See comments in attached letter regarding on-call staff. 

 They are too far for me 

 Keep up the good work! 

 Cheshire east should become separate from Cheshire county. 

 I wonder what fire service staff think of all these proposals. In any 
change/improvement the support of front line staff is a critical success factor. 

 Would the increase of 1.69 of attendances in Knutsford be better served with this 
approach? 

 Closer to motorways response in either direction will be quicker. 

 No mention of Nantwich how can a Nantwich area fill in form correctly to help. 

 Q's 13, 14 & 15 do not seem to affect me.   Q's 16, 17 & 18 - proposals here 
seem to concentrate services around well served Warrington area to detriment of 
Knutsford, Wilmslow. 

 Again any changes would compromise health and safety 

 I think Knutsford fire station and all others do amazing jobs. They are the people 
who should decide which areas need most cover and when. They have the 
experience and knowledge. PLEASE KEEP US ALL SAFE 

 Quick response vehicles for households. 

 I would not like to comment on fire services in other areas.  As for Ellesmere Port 
I would support any plan the actual crews working there would be the best. 

 I have insufficient local knowledge to comment on Q13, 14, 15, 16 & 17.  Q18 
see Q9. 

 Keep the service the same. 

 I don't see how a service can be reduced in an area - the only area where all cuts 
have increased.  That is totally illogical. 

 Will a watered down service put lives at risk? 

 I am unsure if the proposed changes have taken into account East Cheshire 
plans re property building within the South of the council region and the expected 
demographic changes that these propose 
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 It is difficult to make informed decisions with regards to the proposed changes as 
I do not know what the current utilisation is. 

 The members of the fire service are the best people to decide what is best for the 
safety of the general public.  Therefore I would endorse any decision they make. 

 Who is going to carry out all the business inspections, school, smokebuster visits, 
fit 20,000 smoke alarms.  On call staff have other jobs and can't do this extra 
work during the day.  Have Alsager residents been asked to cover the new 
engine so you can staff Alsager, Congleton as you wish. 

 Q.14 Depends on trends of use 

 How can public and myself have opinions when we do not know the full facts?  I 
feel led to give survey answers to give weight to someone else agenda. 

 Cannot comment - unsure of logistics in area - sorry. 

 As those can be to control if accidents or fires or other hazards. There should 
always be crews at the ready for every station at a minute. 

 Accidents are difficult to know if more frequent during days or weekends. 
Weather and traffic needs always to be considered 

 Is any evidence to suggest times when incidents occur i.e. more in the 
morning/evening/night - what evidence base is there to work Mon-Fri 8hr days 

 Who will fit the smoke alarms and visit my children in school if Congleton 
firefighters are taken away? 

 Leave things as they are; I see no reason for change other than your own re-
structuring to support target-driven approaches. 

 No mention of changes to Nantwich appliances but map indicates that an 
appliance disappears 

 The Fire Brigades Union speak for this retired London Fireman &family & friends 
on all these matters 

 I am concerned that community work like smoke detectors, open days cadets and 
other groups who use the station. Also the risk visits the staff complete who will 
perform these duties going forward. 

 It would help if a decent wage was paid to all firefighters 

 Not relevant to where I live 

 I oppose removing full time staff I know they are not needed all of the time but we 
never know what or when something could happen. 

 There are always accidents on the m6 near Knutsford 

 I believe that the Lymm station would be very beneficial and that Knutsford would 
not be depleted by this change. I am unsure about staffing arrangements at 
Crewe and Macclesfield. 

 The 'Cat and Fiddle' road remains an accident black-spot. Accordingly I think that 
it would be wiser to retain two engines in Macclesfield to ensure that cover can 
be maintained if an engine is called to RTC. 

 It is unclear when the '12 hour shifts' would cover. Is there a split shift, 12 hours 
covering the busier period - which is when? So not having full information I am 
opposed to change in Macclesfield until I get the full facts. 

 For Knutsford to have staff & on-call at night. 

 Congleton is a mainly commuter town with large residential areas - I'm not sure 
reducing the capacity here is very sensible although I do agree that Alsager 
needs better cover. I support the idea of a new station at Lymm because of its 
position near major roads.  I think however that it needs to be manned 24/7 
without reducing man power in surrounding towns. 

 Need a full time fire engine at Congleton, not miles away. 
 
Comments relating to proposals to introduce new stations 
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 Again building a new fire station may not be economically unable money may be 
spent best improving current service. 

 Too much money spent on building new fire stations, better just to close quiet 
ones down and improve existing ones. 

 Support a base in Alsager - a few minutes response time enables quick 
assessment of incident.  Isolated renewal buildings & priority of motorway 
problems make this station a necessity. 

 Build a new station by all means but leave Knutsford alone it does a great job.  
Recruit more staff.  If it takes loans to build stations use the money to pay more 
firefighters. 

 It‟s an excellent idea to have fire service near motorways. 

 Alsager is a growing area on the edge of Cheshire.  Access can be restrained by 
'small roads' and Two 'Rail crossings'.  It needs a local station to cope with 
delays.   Currently one sees the Staffordshire engine arrive several minutes 
before the Cheshire one. 

 The existing station is in easy reach of M6 motorway & travel time to M6/M53 
junction is only minutes.  Capital cost of exchange does not appear to be justified. 

 New fire station in Lymm - same one resulting in proposed "on-call only" at 
Stockton Heath? 

 Support improved efficiencies but concerns about staff welfare and response 
times with on - call arrangements. I would support an Alsager Station if it 
improves response times, but would ask that the fire service talks to residents, 
businesses, the town council and Alsager partnership regarding the proposed site 
and its design/impact. 

 We need new stations again manned and more engines. 

 A new station in Lymm is good but it needs to be manned properly with full time 
crew day and night. 

 Seems sensible to have a new station close to the motorway 

 What is point of moving Fire Stations away from built up areas and positioning 
them in the middle of nowhere. 

 Build a new station at Lymm, but leave Knutsford with resident firefighters 

 Why does Alsager require a new fire station at huge cost - Is Crewe fire station 
no longer capable of covering that area 

 Build a new fire station in Alsager as the nearest station is far away 
 
Comments highlighting concerns with the on-call system 

 I do not support on-call staff or 12 hour shifts because fires don't start to suit 
either of these ideas 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 Difficulty in reaching fires & for staff to attend station due to heavy traffic & traffic 
jams 

 "On-call" may not be efficient - delay in response could cost someone‟s life. 

 Congleton fire fighters have just recently provided 24/7 fire cover at aware house 
fire in Widnes working from Sunday till Friday with their high volume pump. How 
could this be done if the engine was staffed wholly by on call firefighters who 
have another job another commitment. One shift of firefighters worked that 
incident for 4 days and nights no overtime because of the shift they work just their 
basic pay. Which as your figures show is the cheapest way to staff a fire engine 
24/7 out of any of the current shift patterns 

 On call are on call because they have another job they can't provide good day 
time cover and struggle at night.  Can you get more on-call to give the same 
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cover you have now - I doubt it! I don't know anyone in Alsager that wants this 
proposal. 

 Do not want Congleton fire station manned by on-call staff.  They are not so 
highly trained & not up to the standard of a full time fire fighter.  Been proved time 
& time again... 

 I feel that staffing any station with on call firefighters is not a good idea - cut back 
if there is no alternative but make sure it is staffed by at least one full time crew. 

 I don‟t see how the service can increase the number of fire stations throughout 
the county (which is a good proposal) but expect to keep the fire engines 
available for fire calls with less full time firefighters to work on them. Is filling 
these appliances with part time, less experience firefighters the only answer 

 You can not run a fire service on part time workers, what happens when they are 
not available?????? 

 
Cheshire West and Chester area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Cheshire West and Chester area  
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire West and Chester? Where possible give details of why you support 
or oppose particular proposals: 
 
Comments outlining concerns over fire cover 

 The on call system involves travel from home - this added issue could 
compromise efficiency. 

 Full consideration to terrain and roads developments impact! 

 Building a new station at the motorway is the most bizarre suggestion I have ever 
heard, does the person that drew up these plans not know the layout of the 
junctions in that area? I would have thought that the current location gives access 
to all directions of the M53 & M56 via the A5117 or A41, some years ago we lost 
a fire appliance in Ellesmere Port and the Authority member at that time told us 
we would see no difference when walking past the station on Wellington Road, 
well it looks like that was a lie if these plans go through, does this plan take into 
account plans for over 200 new homes in Little Sutton? Or the development on 
the Manchester Ship Canal by Peel Holdings? I didn't think so, Neston cannot be 
commented on properly as you haven't said how many calls you get there, so 
how can we know if a station is justified. 

 Cannot understand reduction in standard of cover in areas of increasing 
population!! 

 Chester city centre is a conservation area of international importance with high 
risk & potential for rapid fire spread.  Prompt action by the fire service to any 
emergency is essential & any reduction in man power and appliances is therefore 
opposed. 

 Ellesmere Port covers the high risk sites of Stanlow, Associated Octel and others.  
The on-site fire fighting capability at some sites has been reduced with a loss of 
quality.  Reducing the Local Authority cover as well could result in serious loss of 
life if a major incident occurred. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 Regardless of finance has to be permanent 1st crew 24 hour possible 2nd 
engines on call. 

 I have reservations about the on-call systems 
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 It is not possible to predict when an emergency occurs.  It is therefore important 
to have the best fall support available. 

 I live in Widnes and any problems on our bridge would probably cause other fire 
engines delay. Has this been taken into consideration? Lives before money 

 if there is a 3 pump job in Northwich then by the new proposal the rest of 
Northwich Winsford and Middlewich would not be covered because other crews 
couldn‟t come on stand by because their area would not be covered and so on 

 Doesn't it matter not being available at short notice when peoples lives maybe at 
risk? 

 Ellesmere Port has a high density of industry and must not suffer cuts as a major 
incident must have cover locally. 

 Totally ridiculous biggest city in area and one of largest petro chemical plants in 
uk and you want to cut engines 

 Where Ellesmere Port in concerned with dangerous installations close by they 
are always going to require special services.  No one wants to put house fires low 
in priority so any loss of engines and crew will be a dangerous and downward 
step. 

 Fire personnel should be available 24/7, attend station maybe fewer but still 
manning the station. 

 I think we need full time staffing to be ready for all life threatening incidents. 

 Some of the changes you propose could be putting lives at risk.  I think all fire 
stations in large areas such as Northwich and Winsford should be manned 24/7.  
There are a lot of areas to get to such as Hartford, Weaverham, antrobus that 
take time to get there. 

 Sorry but I am opposed to any change that reduces or may compromise the 
service, especially here in Ellesmere Port. 

 You can only staff fire engines if you have dedicated staff. PT (on call) will never 
be as reliable and will never be 100% available. If fire fighters become PT will 
senior managers? 

 It's not clear to me how on-call staff are supported by full-time staff. There needs 
to be that balance of some full-time staff on site to make preparations in event of 
a call so that when on-call arrive they can deploy immediately - I'm not sure how 
the system is proposed to work so it makes it hard to fully support the on-call 
proposals. 

 On call staff should support nucleus on care staff if it is a busy time or a disaster 
but care staff need to be available for emergencies.  Especially with CWAC 
stupid road plans and more staff from incinerator will cause more RTA's. 

 All one engine stations should be full time staff.  No matter what the cost! 

 Ellesmere Port requires 24hour cover for the vulnerable chemical and oil 
industries in the area. 

 Fire fighters need to be ready for anything whether it's a fire or RTA. KEEP 
WINSFORD FIRE STATION MANNED 

 Concerns regarding response times for 'on-call' situations.  Cost efficiency is fine 
but not at the risk of life. 

 All stations should be manned 24/7 

 Ellesmere Port is a large busy town; we need to retain our fire engines and men. 

 No need, full time cover due to petrol chemical industry. 

 You need these places manned day and night. 

 I think it is vital that the fire service is available whenever it is required. 

 I don't think getting think getting rid of too many full time staff and replacing them 
with on-call staff is a fair approach and could leave you in a major predicament 
during a major emergency. 
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 Why do Government make cut backs on our valuable emergency services and 
risk lives? Leave well alone. 

 Please see other not, but must stress that E Port is a large industrial town with its 
added dangers 

 Ellesmere Port is in high risk Northwich & Winsford are not why change 

 This "nucleus" system is just a glamorised way of telling residents that they won‟t 
be supported at the most crucial times in which the services may be needed. 

 how can the service be providing me and my family with a better public service 
when looking at the proposals it looks like there will only be two full time fire 
engines covering the whole of Cheshire west and Chester at night and over the 
weekend. As a resident of this area if a fire happens in the Northwich / Winsford 
area and the Chester appliance (which is already covering a very large city) and 
my be on a fire call can you guarantee to provide a fire engine to attend with only 
part time firefighters covering the remaining areas. At the present time Winsford / 
Northwich is staffed by full time firefighters 24/7. To me this is not an 
improvement to my local fire cover. 

 Again disregard for public & staff safety by spreading your cover to thin. This 
would mean longer response times, then when arriving crews would be waiting 
longer for support from additional crews. One pump to a high rise in Ellesmere 
Port! Chester's heritage. More cuts to the bone, talk about by the seat of your 
pants! 

 With your proposal your response times cannot reach the target and will threaten 
the lives and property of the rural population. They are seriously flawed IMHO. 

 This would mean an increase in attendance times and also a further reduction in 
fire appliances. 

 Your proposal to reduce the no‟s of appliances to three in the centre of the 
County and staff them with on-call staff is unacceptable especially as day 
availability of these on-call staff is such an issue at the moment. 

 I have had dealings in the Cheshire west area and the proposals for theses areas 
are cutting it to the bone. Winsford is getting bigger all the time and there are 
proposals for near on 1000 new homes in the next few years. A town of that size 
requires adequate cover and should be rightly given. I know an on call firefighter 
in Cheshire and they can take off their cover when they wish effectively taking the 
fire engine off the run. They stated that a new system is coming in place but 
would require more firefighters and it‟s debatable whether it will work. So it seems 
you will need to recruit more firefighters to keep the same cover if it was on call, 
that is not cost effective. 

 "I find it extremely concerning that at a time when Cheshire West are giving 
planning permission to all and sundry to build new houses and have a plan to 
increase the number of houses in the Winsford area by 1000 over the next five 
years, the Fire service are looking to cut its staffing levels and response times in 
this area. How can you say that the number of callouts has fallen and predict that 
this will continue, when the number of properties are increasing, the number of 
people living in the area is increasing and the number of cars on the road are 
increasing. I would be more re-assured if the Fire Service was increasing its 
potential not reducing it. 

 By reducing staffing at Northwich - there will be a lot of unemployed firefighters, 
and if they are then allowed to live 7 mins away - there is no chance at all of 
getting a vehicle to an incident within the 10 minute response time outlined in the 
plans. Also - weekends and nights would be the busiest times I expect - with 
drink drivers, people having accidental fires due to alcohol, idiots setting fire to 
things "for something to do", etc, etc. 

 Wasn‟t there 3 fire engines in Ellesmere Port, now you only want one. You‟re 
beginning to scare me with this over reliance on part time workers!!!!!!!!!! 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 140 of 260 

 Surely Chester has a large amount of historic buildings and life risk. I believe that 
at a minimum 2 fire engines should be housed in this area. There is no need to 
expand on Ellesmere Port. The risk there is huge! 

 I'm a little concerned with what happens with a second incident in a region if only 
on-call firefighters are involved. What timeframes would be involved in a vehicle 
reaching a scene in that situation? If only a single unit is needed then I can see 
fewer problems but it depends how often second vehicles are needed in these 
regions. 

 
Comments suggesting more information is needed 

 I‟m confused by moving stations if it needs be and are close by new stations if it 
generates job prospects and help to save money then go ahead. Otherwise 
mitigation and moving station might turn out to be a waste of time and money. 

 Due to the reduced number of attendances it would have been better if a clear 
explanation for this occurrence is given in the emergency response review. 

 There is not enough data to let the public to affect merits of each alternative 
proposal. 

 How do you expect us to know what impact these changes will have - there is 
simply not enough info provided 

 Do not know the demographics and incident figures so cannot comment 

 I don't know what nucleus means.  I was told what you don't know don't do you 
any harm.  We've had new BHS round here with that on.. 

 Previous comments Re: Not knowing current resource utilisation apply. 

 The summary of proposals is not detailed enough for me to give an accurate 
account hence the majority of answers are 'unsure'.  However Winsford is a 
smaller area than Northwich which does not have a major chemical factory, as 
N'wich has Tata therefore it seems logical that it does not need the same number 
of engines as N'wich so an on-call system would probably be sufficient. 

 Are questions 19 and 20 an either/or approach? 
 
Comments suggesting the proposals need the support of firefighters and trade 
unions 

 Again I don‟t understand the operational requirements but you can‟t save money 
without reducing the service. I very much doubt the firefighters will support any of 
this. 

 Firemen will know best what is wanted in the plans. 

 The most important opinion to seek is the men and women who staff these fire 
stations and the people who live in the areas. 

 I support whatever the local FB union wishes. Cheshire is reputed to be home to 
a large number of the (idle rich) 'comfortably off' and is -Well, as their properties 
need massive fire cover - then let them pay any extra needed by the rest of us!! 

 AS STATED PREVIOUSLY 
 
Comments opposing the building of new stations 

 Why build a new station in Neston when there is a perfect good one in Heswall 2 
miles away. Don‟t tell me that fires observe county boundaries - we need co-
operation 

 Does not creating a new fire station incur additional fixed costs (capital 
repayments as well as maintenance etc) Can't see justification 

 Is there no cover for Neston now, via Heswall fire station? Is a station at Neston 
necessary?  The provision of on call staff unpredictable. 

 Ellesmere Port has 2 engines, with one at Chester at one in-between, if an 
incident is in Chester with 2 or more pumps, who will cover e.port? Keep 2 full 
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time pumps here! Neston does not have as many incidents as e.port. Merseyside 
have not said they are definitely closing stations on the Wirral. 

 Some support for shift changes 

 Think Winsford fire station should be changed to nucleus crewing but also have 
staff in at weekends instead of on call. 

 may be better for staff to be on-call at night and weekend only to reduce fatigue 
turnout instead of all day 

 The on call system should be perfectly adequate with reduced travel time not 
increased 

 I think the Winsford On-Call system seems better based on the statistics but 
would prefer to have the nucleus crewing just in case. 

 An 8 hour day shift in today‟s economic climate is probably sensible compromise 
training provided and hopefully staff morale will be maintained use of the 
m56/m53 junction should facilitate operational uses 

 
Comments in support of proposals to build new stations 

 A better spread of resources around the area. 

 Strongly support new fire station in Neston - seems to make geographical sense 
for the area. 

 Neston needs a fire station 

 Neston is a growing area and seems to be quite neglected on the fire fight front - 
I support the option for a new fire station at Neston which is badly needed 

 Re Neston / Ellesmere Port I support what the fire service wants to do. you know 
best 

 I would support the new fire station at Weston but I have no details about where it 
is manned to be built. 

 obviously it makes sense to have a station close to the motorway(s) because 
many more serious accidents occur on that type of carriageway 

 As a Cheshire council tax payer I expect a station at Neston otherwise I should 
pay my council tax to Merseyside as they support us at the moment, so build a 
station at Neston asap. 

 Chester is good idea, (new stations at Neston and motorway) 
 
General comments 

 I wonder to what extent utilisation of private firefighting resources could support 
the authority. For instance Stanlow refinery facilities? 

 On call fire people could be drunk at parties or other family things when they are 
called upon 

 I am concerned about the implication for cover of heavy industry sites near 
Ellesmere Port and Neston. I am not qualified to make an informed decision 
about the impact of changing staffing levels at these sites. 

 The proximity of Ellesmere Port to the motorway network and the oil depot would 
make it imprudent to remove an appliance from this location. 

 Should still be crewed at weekends for local fire stations even if it is just 1 or 2 
staff then if needed have other nucleus staffing. 

 The Winsford area is quite industrial, has lots of roads running through it and has 
flooding/subsistence issues - it needs a good emergency response system at all 
times. 

 Please see the attached letter for comments regarding on call staff and the 
proposals for Chester fire station. 

 Thank you for asking: keep up the good work! 

 With the proposal of time changes of 5-7minutes where will the current 
firefighters live? 
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 It would be wonderful to see efficiency changes and improved service. I fear 
these cuts are driven from cuts in central govt funding and fixed council tax. 

 I suggest the cheapest option generally, but if it is necessary for situations for it to 
be manned then so be it. 

 If my ex-brother in law's house catches fire in Winsford - let it burn down ha ha 

 Nothing else to write because I do not know about the fire engines . 

 I only know about Chester city as that is where I live so cannot comment on other 
parts of the Borough where residents may have strong opinions. 

 I have sufficient local knowledge to comment on Q 20-23.  Q19 see Q9. 

 Q21 - I would only oppose the removal of the 2nd engine if it was replaced with 
the second smaller engine. 

 You have the data for frequencies of call outs and response times so I expect 
your decisions will be based on these.  No one wants people in distress to be 
kept waiting. 

 The road closures and roadworks over many months in Chester have been a 
nightmare and a real hazard for the fire service. We are lucky that there have not 
been more disasters 

 That the service will be on a par with the service we now receive which I am very 
pleased with. 

 no mention of Frodsham - I strongly support that it stays as it is please 
 
Your Overall Opinion 
 
This section of the survey asks for any final comments or opinions from respondents. 
 
Q. Please tell us any further comments you have regarding what we are 
proposing in our plans for 2013/14? 
 
Comments relating to efficiency 

 I think that the admin staff should be all imported back to their original stations, 
increasing the amount of work done & reliability. 

 Just keep the cost down 

 Put the best service available to the money collected from council tax. 

 Cuts of the order of magnitude required are a big ask of a service which can 
make a difference of life or death.  I therefore urge both management and the 
service professionals to be creative and flexible in ways of working to minimise 
the effects of the cuts on front line resources. 

 It is pleasing that incidences have generally gone down but a sad reflection on 
the economic position that you are having to make these reductions as 
presumably this will mean loss of jobs/little recruitment. 

 Do not increase pay & pensions - the fire service are well paid for the worthy do.  
Especially as they can go on strike whenever they feel the need. 

 The plan must be costed without increasing taxation and without taking out loans 
to build any new stations. 

 Leave it as it cut senior management to save costs 

 No mention of plans to reduce administration costs, red tape.  No mention of new 
technology to improve services and save costs.  The proposal will put lives at 
risk!! 

 How much does the advertising and publicity, including this survey, when the 
object is cost cutting. 

 Get rid of big noises that the top who command large wages, which could be 
used in better areas. 
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 Make the best of what you have but within budget without the need for an 
increase in council tax 

 The "services" fire, police & ambulance,  NHS should all be higher funded.  
Savings should be made in the social services area, we are in our 80s, have 
made it through our life without bleeding the country dry, so can they. 

 After this consultation it is vital that the protection of human life is upmost in the 
decision making process.  Beware of compromising the service in order to meet 
your budget cuts.  Think carefully!! 

 There does seem to be a lot of cutting in areas if you expect to raise council tax. 

 Support but not from tax payers money. 

 I see no mention of how new staff are being employed, length of service before 
retirement and most importantly the cost of firemen‟s pensions.  Surely these and 
the number of firemen are paramount in cutting costs. 

 I recognise that savings seem to be needed but I don't want services to lapse too 
much. 

 Fire service do a great job. Council's really should save money in other areas and 
allocate the budget to the fire service. E.g. the local Wilmslow Green Belt - what a 
waste of money on that proposal could have given the budget to firemen! 

 See previous comments - work more quickly, but also think of ways of making the 
changes in a more cost effective way. 

 There is no mention anywhere of HQ provision or indeed of any detail to do with 
FiReControl or its NW replacement. 

 In this economic climate change is inevitable, however thinking smarter and using 
staff more effectively would give a better valued service for the community, and 
other ways of cost cutting and money generating schemes are I believe a better 
option than reducing a first class service. 

 
General comments 

 It appeals to me as more fire engines are required! 

 It would be interesting for a balanced perspective to consider detailed evidence 
from unions. Also to consider possible impact or Highways agency provision or 
support of partnership agencies. 

 Staffing on a trial basis for 2012/13 should be trialled on both the on-call and 
nucleus crewing arrangements to see what relevant impact it would have on 
proposed budgets. 

 Would like to know what is happening in Nantwich before commenting.  I believe 
it is fully staffed, daily please. 

 I think the fire service do an amazing job for which we are all grateful, I would not 
want to lose what we have if it puts anyone at risk. 

 Please be careful when dealing with your personnel.  People don't naturally enjoy 
'change' and the way you 'sell' the proposals changes will be important - crucial. 

 Neston is not mentioned very much in your recommendations - please reassess 
this issue 

 saving human lives and property is more important than saving money 

 Need a quick response to villages and all fires especially quick attendance to 
elderly and ones including small children. Ensure lifting equipment for trapped 
individuals. 

 Time is of the essence in the case of any accident or emergency. 

 I think all you can do is go by past incident statistics to balance high risk areas 
that need addressing 

 I am concerned about nucleus - is this a private company?  If so I am concerned 
about the precedence this sets? I would not want something as important as the 
fire brigade in private hands. 
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 Have the management fire officers been consulted over the changes proposed. 
- If the service remains effective. 

o If this aids recruitment. 
o If the fire service is supported by senior management. 

 Since E/Port joined Chester our services are being slowly and surely diminishing. 
WHY? 

 No substitute for firefighters and engines immediate responses to traumatic 
situations. 

 Cost of living continues to rise so obviously changes have to be made. A person 
only knows the best answer in "hind sight" 

 Good luck! 

 I hope our fire fighters get all the support they need and deserve. 

 You cannot put a price on the life of a person/family 

 Staff in Nantwich fire station are always drinking tea/coffee or cleaning their own 
cars rather than working. 

 Not included your prevention work when will it take place if you make more 
people work on-call only. 

 Whether the public agree or not these situations have a habit of occurring 
anyway. In some cases the decision has already been made !! 

 The fire service needs people to work for them, all to be as close to the public as 
possible. We are grateful for all the work the public services do - whether that be 
fire service ambulance or police. 

 If these are the opinions of the men and women who staff these areas then yes I 
strongly support the opinions. If they are the opinions of somebody sat behind a 
desk who has never worked for the fire services then I do not support them. 
Listen to the staff. They put their lives at risk. 

 In Staffordshire the new Fire stations are called Community Fire Stations and 
have enhanced facilities for the local communities. However this does not seem 
to be the case in Cheshire. Why? 

 There are not enough rewards for firefighters or information to attract people to 
become on-call firefighters. 

 On balance it looks like seeking to deliver the best service under the tight 
budgets that are now available. I am concerned about what is happening to the 
firefighters who are involved in these changes and their salaries/ stress levels. 
Although I support on-call in principle I do not fully understand the implications on 
staff that work day to day in the role and so would like to hear candid responses 
from those in the field doing the job. I perhaps should have completed this survey 
after attending a road show but it has spurred me on to go and find out more.  

 Very grateful to have a fire service you do a grand job. 

 all areas should be fully staffed with engines 

 My comments are irrelevant cause they are only my thoughts we need all of the 
services. Firefighters, police, ambulance, lifeboats, air ambulance and the 
helicopters 

 Have not really got enough knowledge as to present systems work or what the 
percentage of daytime callouts is to night time. Surely you have to be prepared 
24/7. Is there sufficient personnel for on call 

 It feels like rather than invest in fire safety and fire fighters all the proposals are 
about reducing fire fighters numbers changing full time to on-call and getting rid 
of engines which is wrong. 

 I believe all fire stations should always have at least a member of staff in 
permanently manned in case of emergency or problems with communications, 
phones, etc with the majority of staff nucleus working where it is needed and full 
time where needed.  There should not be fire stations empty of all staff. 
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 All stations to be staffed at all times. 

 Any improvements must be for the better. 

 I like the idea of the new stations.  I don't however see how you can achieve 
10minute response times in this county with or without these new proposals. 

 
Comments opposing proposals to build new stations 

 Will be very expensive moving and building new fire stations money better spend 
improving current stations or expending for on call service 

 Building or moving new fire station is expensive, money better spent on current 
one for improving provide better services. 

 Overall support to reduce cost & improve efficiency.  Support for new stations at 
locations where data evidence to confirm it would provide better cover for the 
number of incidents.  Do not support new stations to meet a "blanket" target.  As 
a lean consultant I know that reduced costs do not have to result in reduced 
service.  info@oes-lean.co.uk 

 Your plan discusses the use of fire engines with a pumping and aerial capability, 
these vehicles have been proved so far to be unsafe and problematic. 

 I don't think it is necessary to build new stations in the current climate utilise the 
ones already available.  As you state the reduction in call out attendances new 
stations don't seem appropriate. 

 I think you'll have to use what you've got more effectively rather than build 
expensive new buildings.  More police stations would be nice but they are being 
closed!  We're all in it together - so we're told! 

 We oppose the building of further stations and busiest using existing ones in 
appropriate areas, i.e., adjacent to motorways. 

 
Comments highlighting concerns with the on-call system 

 Have reservations about some aspects regarding the on call system at this stage, 
Also the proposal affecting Chester fire station. 

 Some of the proposals for changes do make sense but few things/changes seem 
to be difficult for me to understand how it will work. Personally on-call duty 
firefighters seems to be a bit impractical for me. I'm glad to see a reduction in call 
outs. 

 I am against any fire station not having a full time crew. 

 In view of present population levels & proposed developments is an "on-call" 
coverage still appropriate. 

 Cannot support as changing to more on call staff must rebuilt in longer response 
times and therefore poorer service putting me and my family and friends lives at 
risk. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 I do support the new stations but not the loss of full time firemen action time to a 
fire must take longer if there are only on-call firemen surely this is risking lives. 

 I do not want to see council tax wasted on non full time firefighters. NB what the 
hell my religion, state of health, or being a queer has to do with the fire service 
beggars belief 

 Full time on site staff are the preferable option. 

 We all rely on the fire service surely we should have full time officers on duty all 
the time and not have to rely on part-time staff. All fire officers deserve full time 
employment and no cuts should be made of staff 

 You do not indicate increase in cost being considered for on call staff.  To try and 
ensure no's are available the 10minute attendance time is unachievable now how 
can fall say this will be achieved in the future.  Are you making firefighters 
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redundant? Are there not problems with the composite appliances in use now?? I 
fear an increase in loss of life due to these proposals. 

 Cannot make "Cheshire safer" if cutting from full time to on call. 

 One wonders if an on-call system in the fire service would really work. I would 
feel safer knowing that I could get help immediately especially in the case of a 
home fire. 

 Congleton needs wholetime cover not part-time. 

 Oppose any station manned wholetime by on call crews.  Mistakes will be made 
& lives put at risk, of that you can be sure. 

 Would response times be as good if only staffed by on-call staff. 

 I understand that the service will have to save money due to future spending cuts 
but I do not understand how you can continue to provide the excellent service 
that you currently provide while reducing the number of full time firefighters and 
replacing them with larger numbers of less experienced, part time firefighters. 
From my experiences of speaking to a few friends who are part time retained 
staff, this is not a guaranteed service as they work in other full time jobs which 
will take priority over fire cover Also from looking at the proposals you intend to 
rely on the part time staff to cover a vast majority of the county (Esp. CW&C ) at 
nights and at weekends. What happens when these people can not provide the 
cover required. It worries me that at times cover will not always be there and 
certainly not within your 10 minute attendance time. 

 The approach concept is sound to save money, but cover should be maintained 
by full time staff to enable all other duties to be completed not just operational  
response 

 Why not just go for a full voluntary service and hope that when you ring 999 that 
a fire engine will eventually turn up! You say 10 mins but if it is waiting 7 mins for 
part timers to turn up how long will it take to get to the fire surely not 3 minutes. 
This reliance on part time workers is disgusting when you are supposed to offer a 
professional service to the public, what next part time doctors with a full time job 
in a factory? The government are pulling your strings I understand that but you 
cannot provide an emergency service on a shoe string! Savings do have to be 
made I‟m sure but I fear for my family, friends and local communities safety when 
your relying on part time workers. Part time workers means a part time fire 
service! unbelievable what you are proposing 

 
Comments of overall opposition to the proposals 

 Cuts, cuts. 

 Fire stations should always be manned in case of emergencies. 

 Reducing the number of fire appliances is a last resort and cannot be undone in 
times of real need, I urge the Councillors and Managers to focus on the core 
activity or being a fire service and stop trying to be a youth service provider and 
social service function. What makes the Fire Service the most valued public 
sector body is the work of frontline staff who are there for the public when they 
call 999, cutting those staff would devalue the fire service and lessen the impact 
you have in the public when called upon. Fight for better funding and stop 
slashing essential services whilst hiking up my council tax. 

 I don't believe in cutting services which could potentially put peoples lives at risk - 
further funding should be requested from the Government 

 As a retired Fire Officer of thirty years service I am completely incredulous of 
some of the proposals in the IRMP. 

 We do not need more cuts in the fire service or loss of firemen or engines. 

 The plan does not mention CEC plans to build more houses which will also 
increase the number of incidents requiring attention. 

 If it works alright which it appears to do so, leave it alone. 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 147 of 260 

 There is no focus whatsoever on major incidents where more than one appliance 
is required.  You have only provided information on incidents where only one fire 
engine has been needed.   You have given no details at all on how many serious 
incidents there have been requiring more than one fire engine nor how you would 
respond to those serious incidents and the impact of your proposals on response 
times to such incidents 

 I am concerned some of the proposals may reduce the capability of the service to 
respond to incidents 

 13 trillion in tax havens. High street names avoiding tax, bankers taking bonuses, 
mp's getting their moats cleaned whilst decent peoples lives are at risk. Don‟t 
support! 

 Are you going backward regarding the service you want to deliver to the 
community?  I hope the fire people do not have a how moral often these STUPID 
PROPOSALS they only get the station in Neston.  Population increase 2 services 
increased too? 

 I believe you need at least one crew on station at all times. 

 PT Fire Service vs. PT Tax Bill - I think not PT fire fighters = PT fire managers - 
again I think not 

 It would be nice to know how many admin jobs and non fire fighter posts have 
been created in the last 10 years.  It appears more office staff are needed than 
firefighters - that‟s where the money has gone! 

 Our fire services should be kept as they are.  We must keep our man power& fire 
engines at all costs.  Fire fighters save lives.  Most people are prepared to pay 
more to keep our fire services the way they are. 

 I like the way the fire service is run and I don't want it to change. 

 Manned fire stations are what the whole community needs too late if there is a 
fatality waiting that few minutes for engine to be manned 

 As a public sector worker myself I am aware of the issues of government policy / 
financial restraint but I am also the "person on the ground" struggling to cope with 
cuts - therefore I hope the fire crews opinions are sought before final decisions 
are made 

 Can't understand why it is being done when we need the fire service near us. 

 To think about it again and think about the public for a change. 

 These are very drastic changes that could have a major affect on the county of 
Cheshire! Although it is understood that money needs to be saved, maybe you 
should look at other ways of saving money, like reducing the amount of support 
staff and also cutting out bonuses for senior officers! I have no doubt that with 
these changes in place, deaths will increase 

 Percentages don't come into it when you have a fire or road traffic accident, we 
need at least two fire engines, we are in the middle of motorways, we have a big 
factory etc, all around us, not to mention all the other things they do for us. 

 Your plans are terrible lives will be lost but at least you will have consulted with 
the public and go ahead and do what you want anyway 

 I'm shocked at the swathing cuts firefighters do an amazing job they should be 
rewarded with better pay, public services seems to equal poor pay in this 
financial climate. 

 Don't do it.  Do there forms matter.  They ask to consult then go ahead and cut 
anyway.  As a member of the public I think fire fighters, police and hospital staff 
are being pushed to strike.  I wish the government would stop cutting and start 
investing and listen to what we all want. 

 Fire kills. Staff are needed at RTA's. Spend extra if required. Do not cut staffing 
or equipment. 
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 Personally I would prefer a larger financial support than council tax to reduce any 
reductions in fire service provision. In any case reduce service as little as 
possible 

 In crease council tax, reduce cover, increase response times, people will die 
reconsider your proposal 

 Your calls have reduced year on year due to the excellent community work by 
firefighters.  Take them away or reduce when they work and 999 calls will 
increase!! 

 Cuts never improve emergency services only please the accountants serve your 
public not money people 

 I oppose some of your plans - recruiting on call staff & taking people off shifts, 
reduces workforce, team working & staff support I work in NHS which has done 
this tot he expense of safe staffing 

 It is immoral for council to even consider taking one penny from this emergency 
service also please publish the opinions of the fire brigades union on this matter 
(my best wishes to all council employees) 

 Management in my opinion is just trying to save money with no idea of what the 
job on the ground needs. Get back to the shop floor 

 It is wrong to take essential vehicles from stations when something serious 
happens what we do!! Fire stations to be manned by professionals. 

 Shelve changes until austerity period is over. Support the Front Line. While there 
is 6.5million pounds of Taxpayers money in the General Fund use it to keep 
things as they are. 

 Peoples lives will be at risk with all of the proposed closures and only on call 
staffing of stations. How many millions of pounds has been spent on this draft 
and how many firefighters will lose their jobs. WHAT HAPPENS WHEN THERE 
IS A MULTIPLE INCIDENT, EXAMPLE,MOTORWAY PILE UP AND  MASSIVE 
WARE HOUSE FIRE WITH CEMICALS INVOLVED.ARE THERE GOING TO BE 
ENOUGH STAFF AND EQUIPMENT ON THE SCENE FAST ENOUGH TO 
SAVE LIVES????? 

 WHAT ABOUT THE LESS URGENT BUT IMPORTANT PART,HELPING FLOOD 
VICTIMS AND RESCUING FARM ANIMALS WHEN THEY BECOME 
TRAPPED????" 

 I have a view that not all of the proposed changes will make the service more 
effective in the future, we all understand that these proposals are because of the 
budget cuts being imposed on the service. If there were no budget cuts I can 
understand a need for new stations at strategic locations and relocate some 
appliances and manpower to improve response times. Again the majority of the 
proposals are because of the budgets being imposed on the service. 

 Why is Cheshire fire brigade cutting wholetime firefighter jobs and downgrading 
fire stations whilst continuing to be involved with co responding schemes etc. 

 Disappointed & frightened.  Whilst I appreciate that you have some tough 
decisions to make I feel that these proposals endanger both the public and your 
staff. How can you possibly claim that these are improvements, Fire Service of 
the Year well you can kiss that one goodbye. 

 Although I understand you are under pressure from the government to make 
these cuts, I just wish you would stand up to the people of Cheshire and say, that 
everybody is going to get a worse service  due to funding cuts, rather than dress 
it all up as modernisation and a better service. Which it obviously is not. 

 OUR FIRE SERVICE &AMBULANCE SERVICE & STAFFING ARE 
ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL &ANY REDUCTION IN THEIR FINANCES OR 
NUMBERS PUTS THEIR LIFE SAVING ACTIVITIES AT RISK -HOW MUCH IS A 
LIFE WORTH FOR GODS SAKE ! 
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 I understand the Counties requirement to consider ways to reduce the budget 
however your proposals are dangerous and could lead to more loss of life and 
more damage to property.  

 You indicate that you are reviewing the pay of on-call staff and yet have nothing 
in writing to show how much this will cost the authority. You do not indicate if 
these proposals will lead to compulsory redundancies of firefighters. Your 
proposal to attend life risks within 10 min is not being met now how can you 
consider meeting these times by utilizing on-call staff who will live further from the 
stations than now. I.e. 6-7 min away. If you propose to include Runcorn in the 
Frodsham and Frodsham in the Runcorn attendance circles for on-call staff have 
you considered the swing bridge??? 

 You are cutting fire cover which I believe is wrong and it seems to me there are 
more office staff now in Cheshire then firefighters 

 It looks like you are trying to cover up. Saying you are building more stations 
when actually you are cutting full time positions. Yes numbers of jobs are 
decreasing but this is because of all of the hard work that the full time crews are 
doing! why doesn't your chief go to the government and say you cant handle the 
cuts like other chiefs 

 It looks like the fire service is reducing the number of firefighters which will put the 
people of Cheshire at greater risk, then trying to sugar coat it by saying "we will 
open new fire stations with part time staff. How much does a persons life cost in 
Cheshire? Leave our firefighters to get on with their job! 

 To much cutting with not enough planning. The cover for the county in the new 
proposal is way to thin on the ground! I've researched fire statistics and it shows 
fire deaths are falling which is fantastic however firefighter deaths have risen 
dramatically over the past few decades. It seems cuts are costing lives of your 
own.... 5 million or not this is not acceptable. 

 
Comments opposing the proposals 

 Don't agree with cuts to lose firefighters - Penketh station good for that area - but 
proposals to take off Widnes and Warrington and Runcorn - not sure on affect. To 
service at least smaller appliance cheaper and certainly better than none - poorer 
areas more fire risk fires in homes I feel. Nothing mentioned how it will affect 
firefighters jobs. 

 Concern regarding availability of fire engine south Warrington area with on-call 
only Stockton Heath. 

 I feel very uncomfortable with the thought of less fire crew & fire engines being 
available. Its something that should not be scaled down.  Chester - neons, 24 
hour fire crew & appliances. 

 You cannot cost life - second fire engine has to be in place for all times.  Don't 
agree with nucleus crewing, 

 The only benefit is to have a fire engine on the motorway M6 or M56 but then that 
takes a fire engine away from Chester. Reality? Disaster 

 Cost cutting & centralisation is the norm nowadays but I can't help but feel that 
cuts to any emergency service is detrimental.  Please think again about removing 
fire engines from Ellesmere Port and using more part time officers. 

 I cannot have a view about other areas.  Chemical areas need to have close fire 
stations even though they have store covers.  Roads are often packed and need 
localised services. 

 There has to be a wholetime fire station within reasonable distance of Knutsford. 

 I am concerned that if the planning proposals for increased housing around 
Crewe, Shavington & Sydney goes ahead then we will need the same number of 
fire engines, running in the same way as present.  Reducing the second engine 
or changing how it is used therefore concerns me. 
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 The need in Ellesmere Port with the petrol chemical industry is 24hour cover is 
needed. 

 Concerned covering a big area of Ellesmere Port with one fire engine. 

 This report considers the wider area.  Not local to Crewe & Nantwich.  Ridiculous 
to only have Crewe not Nantwich fire station support.  Not mentioned in this fire 
report how Nantwich fire station is going to operate. 

 A smaller fire engine is required where a fire engine is to be removed from any 
area. 

 Increasing council tax is NOT good idea - should be government funded.  Taking 
staff from S.Heath not ideal.  Aspects agreed with such as the M6 one. 

 I feel that Congleton fire station should not lose a fire engine and I certainly do 
not want to be waiting any longer than needed 

 I do not want Congleton to close 2nd fire engine. 

 Having two young children an extra 5mins in response time could easily lead to a 
life/death scenario.  With so many traffic accidents in the Congleton area as well 
as fire incidents I strongly oppose the proposals. Keep our fire station at 
Congleton, as it is please! 

 This seems like a very ill thought out 'robbing Peter to pay Paul strategy'. 
Reducing capability in existing stations to just build new one's elsewhere is daft. 
This costs more capital outlay of taxpayers money, in both the short and long 
term. I live in Frodsham, as stated to reduce service there, just to build another 
one in Neston 5 mins down the road is ridiculous. As the Fire station there serves 
the town and the M56!!! 
 

Comments questioning the underpinning research and analysis 

 In some areas this planning is about 'now' and does not take into account 
expanding council proposals for new homes and business areas which increases 
the requirements of this service??  A decrease in full time service could have dire 
consequences in the future! 

 It would be better to have measured data for the effects of these changes, one 
area or district at a time. If successful phase in other areas once data indicates 
success. 

 Once change is made business analysis type resources will need to be made 
available to monitor how it works, report to management and management be 
flexible enough to change things that need addressing - don't make the mistake 
of putting in change then assume it will all work OK because it probably will need 
considerable fine tuning for years to come. 

 I support change in principle but not if this plan is based only on statistical 
analysis as this can be misleading. The role of emergency services is to respond 
quickly. A house can burn down very quickly 

 Tend to support but not enough information to give reasoned opinions. There has 
been a big drop in incidents but not a corresponding drop in costs. What is cost of 
pensions, early retirements and voluntary severances? 

 Still unsure how it reflects the anticipated increase in demographics especially to 
the South 

 Statistics given show a strong decrease in attendance. However it is unclear 
whether the reduction has had an overall impact on effectiveness i.e. are there 
still the same number of 'severe' incidents and only 'minor' are reducing? Or is 
the reduction across the board? Dependent on this is the decision regarding 
reductions of facilities (or changes to them). 

 Risk is not the be all and end all.  You are serving the public who pay your wages 
so you should do as they want. 

 There must be some evidence base on highlighted times that incidents/accidents 
occur and staffing should be reflected around this. 
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 Surely with the increase in housing mainly in Congleton reducing our fire station 
will increase delays to emergencies.  Also the increase in traffic should be taken 
into account. 

 Future resources and allocation should be based on the population density and 
industrial / transport risks not just the current call out figures 

 
Comments of overall support 

 I feel that you are all doing a wonderful job: let us have more events during the 
year to show the public what a great job you are doing. All the best for the future! 
May you continue to save lives and keep yourselves safe too. 

 Good 

 I support the constant view towards efficiency.  A ten minute blanket may be 
difficult to justify in an emergency.  A wider coverage seems good. 

 I am pleased that opinions of residents are sought in the areas where changes to 
service is proposed.  This gives the service democratic credential. 

 Could not speak for other areas - I live in alsager. I do agree that more local 
stations would make people feel more secure and safe. 

 Being a resident of Penketh I like the idea of local stations. 

 Very grateful for all you do & plan, especially outside firefighting work. 

 Providing that correct research has supported the drop in fire/road accident 
attendance.  The figures are correct - we support the proposals fitting fire alarms 
was helpful. 

 I will support any changes you experts choose. You're the ones who know what 
we need and where. I trust you all to be serious and professional. You are the 
best in the world!! 

 If the plans enable a max time of say 10 mins to reach an incident in the area - 
well that is good! I hope the right balance is achieved between crewing & vehicles 
in this present trying economic climate 

 I can not see anything wrong with the way you are planning for changes. 

 If it works and you manage to save £6m then hopefully that will help with national 
debt bit by bit. 

 The proposals seem very sensible delivering an improved fire cover at an overall 
cost saving - congratulations! 

 Generally positive approach to a more flexible provision but some aspects more 
positive than others 

 Although it is not entirely clear how changes described over the past few years 
lead specifically to those proposals, I broadly support any adjustment of 
resources in response to reduction in demand provided risk levels are not 
increased. 

 Although I do not know much about fire engines I would go with the management 
plan. 

 I agree to having more stations & less engines in the current stations but staff 
need to be there 24/7.  I agree new stations being near motorway junctions 
enabling them to attend incidents more easily. 

 It is important that as many as possible of the stakeholders feel confident about 
and trust the effectiveness of the fire service. The needs of people living in the 
more inaccessible areas should not be over worked as well as the vulnerable 
members of the community. The overall strategy appears to be carefully thought 
out. 

 The main proposals are good.  The used 2 on call firefighters" is a perfectly 
feasible method & maintaining second engines. 

 Don't take fire engines away, add more, the 10minute idea is good but don't 
remove fire stations/engines. 
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 I feel that measures will not be taken if management feels that the rescue 
services would not be able to cope in busy times. Safety is at the front of their 
minds at all times. Whatever it takes needs to be done - do it. 

 Generally in support as I believe you must have looked carefully into the demand 
for your service in each area and I support your judgement.  I can only give an 
emotive response to the questions which is not based on the facts. 

 Support staffing minimal use engines on an on-call basis but both engines must 
still be available at all times. 

 Although I agree savings have to be made due to the economic climate.  I would 
agree to a 3.9% increase for the fire service however with the chancellor 
announcing a 1% cap on council tax % to go to a peoples vote we have not heard 
about the police budget increase yet. 

 Good luck with it an excellent service 

 I have lived in Neston since 1980 and house building has gone apace in those 32 
years. Surely a local fire station would be justified. 

 Sensible & adapting to cuts in L/Authority without compromising lives.  You can't 
keep a 2mp engine, just fun bonfire night. 

 More 'localised' cover makes sense, to aid access to nearby incidents. This 
should save valuable time. 

 My full support knowing you will do what is best to ensure the safety of all the 
community! 

 If people don't give an opinion or even take time and effort to fill in the 
questionnaire 'why should I bother?' until they focus on valuable groups of fire & 
rescue service teams who one day might need to come to their aid. I give you full 
support with gratitude. 

 As long as it is saving money I would support. 

 I feel that the initiative of assessing the fire risk in homes and providing advice on 
where to fit smoke alarms was well worth the effort. I would like to see more 
initiatives like this. 

 The general move to a more flexible staffing structure is sound though I expect 
there will be adverse reaction from staff. Need to be on the front foot about how 
local press present these proposals 

 Certainly support moving a fire engine to Neston 

 It all seems to make sense to me but have no real knowledge of the overall 
services 

 I think increasing the travel time would allow for more local people to become on-
call firefighters in that area. 

 
Comments claiming the proposals are too complex/leave decision to service 

 I am not entirely sure about the new changes and would prefer if a consultation 
was done on this and discussed in more detail 

 Your choice. 

 Even with your summary I find it difficult to comment on your proposals as I fee 
unqualified to do so.  You are surely best placed to know.  In terms of council tax 
my concern is people cannot afford it and in terms of relocating to M56/M53 
interchange and all relocations the volume of traffic could impede speed of 
response.  Sorry not much help! 

 No options for Warrington? Makes consultation a nonsense. Seems that the 
whole thing has been swept under the carpet. No real publicity, and then that the 
document was made as inaccessible as possible to discourage comment. I have 
a good level of literacy and struggled to follow the consultation document and 
assume that a potentially disengaged audience will have been entirely turned off 
by the document and how it was written. Feel that questions are worded to 
encourage particular answers, again making it pointless answering them as the 
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decisions have already been made. No information about pros and cons of each 
option to make it easier for the public to make informed decisions. Over reliance 
in the document on cost rather than the lives saved, and concern for the lives of 
fire fighters who put themselves at risk to save others! 

 support maintaining best cover for least outlay but your plan as previously stated 
does not give results of the various proposed changes which leads one to believe 
that this is a pr exercise as opposed to consultation 

 It seems out of place to express opinions with so little practical knowledge, 
especially of some areas.  I would give full credit to the fire service, who know the 
field, the industries, risks, histories etc.  This is a life saving occupation best left 
to well informed who know the risks too well. 

 My council tax is paying you to make these decisions on my behalf - I don't know 
your operational routines.  Just do it economically & with our safety in mind. 
Thank you! 

 I think our firefighters are best equipped with knowledge to decide whether or not 
the management plan would be effective. 

 Support some proposals - oppose others. 

 You are the best people to decide this not me! 

 This is a rather complicated questionnaire 

 I am not qualified to give an opinion just we need you and your skills and 
skimping on your equipment & buildings should not be considered, the best way 
to use what there is but only you are qualified to decide that. 

 I have read and re-read the proposals outlined and do not feel I am sufficiently 
qualified to make any comments.  The people who actually train as five persons 
and deal with related issues are the people who can make qualified suggestions.  
They know the problems & pitfalls that arise.  They need more money, not less.  
Our lives are in their hands and not statistics which can be made to show 
whatever you want. 

 You have to give more data, what is the current work of the proposal to new 
stations? How is it possible to hit a response time of 10mins whilst increasing the 
on-call staff long distance to 6 or 7 minutes from 5? 

 I do not feel I fully understand the implications of some of the changes. 

 Difficult 

 I do not know enough about the organisation of the fire service to be able to 
make informed comments. 

 I trust the service to know what is best as they are the people doing the job.  
CWAC ought to give them full support and not paid to the Daily Mail readers. 

 Insufficient data to express opinions on most operational/staffing issues.  Doubt 
case for blanket 10mins response time. But accept case for re-locating capacity 
at Lymm & Alsager because of M6 access.  Concern that the economic/funding 
case has not been much displayed, opposed to loan funding. 

 I will support plans that ensure there is an emergency service available when we 
need it.  I am happy to pay my taxes to support this.  Will leave how this is 
achieved to the professionals. 

 I trust the fire service to plan and implement a scheme that firstly provides the 
cover needed, coupled with effective use of resources. 

 How can I, a non-fire worker have an opinion?  I have to trust those in authority 
that have the facts & figures to give BEST service.  Very helpful man on the 
roadshow at Nantwich. 

 Having no contact with the fire services it is a hard to make any sure opinion on 
most of the options in this summary of proposals for 2013-14. 

 It would be entirely wrong to give an opinion as a lay person I prefer to leave this 
to the experts. 
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 I realise that we know little about the running and funding of a fire station but 
would expect all to be manned by qualified and fully trained firefighters. 

 My contact with the fire and rescue services is extremely limited and hopefully will 
continue to be so.  I can only put my trust in the management of the service to 
correctly assess the risk of the proposals they ultimately implement. 

 Reading your summary of proposals does not make me competent to make big 
decisions.  Surely our local councillors plus professional firefighters should 
decide, how much has this cost?  Several people on Frodsham market, posted 
information free post, free pen, free carrier bag. 

 Only people with specialised knowledge can answer these questions 

 I do not know sufficient about plans outside Cheshire West and Chester area - 
unable to vote. 

 Q24 - As described in answer to Q11/12, the information given is insufficient to 
allow soundly based decisions on many of the options. In particular the values of 
the benefits of implementing or not implementing the decisions are not given, 
only their costs. A proper cost-risk-benefit analysis would reveal both the cost of 
the option, the value of implementing it, and the cost of not implementing it. In 
many cases the decision as to whether to implement the option would then 
become quite obvious 

 You know better than us where there is a reduced need for staff and equipment 
to be. I think after decisions are made there should be a campaign to reassure 
the general public about your continued coverage 

 I think careful consideration needs to be taken, if targets are being met why 
invest more. Without all the information it is difficult to comment on the proposed 
plans, e.g. I don't know how many call outs are done in the night compared to day 
and how many times the second engine is called out / used compared to 1st 
engine. 

 I really feel unqualified to answer many of these questions. I think I would need a 
degree on fire service matters. Sorry. 

 Further choice and risk analysis is required. 
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Appendix 4 - Written submissions from members of the public 

 
In addition to the comments received via the surveys, several members of the 
public also chose to provide a written submission into the consultation. Each 
of the statements are provided below. 
 
Submission from David Stewart 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Having considered the proposals in the Annual Report for 2011-12, I am concerned 
about the level of cover which will be afforded to mid-Cheshire. 
 
The proposed distribution of full-time stations is heavily weighted to the north-west 
and to the south-east edges of the county, leaving a large central area more than 
twenty minutes away from any permanently-manned station.  The central area of the 
county contains several large towns, significant chemical and industrial plants and an 
area highlighted in the report as generating larger than average nuisance and arson 
attacks.  As I understand the plan, the Halton/Warrington areas will have five full-time 
stations, some within ten minutes of each other, and while that area obviously makes 
greater demands on the service than the central area of the county, it seems than the 
plan makes disproportionate provision which would be corrected by manning either 
the Northwich or Winsford stations on a full-time basis. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
David Stewart 
 
Submission from Jean Wearne 
 
I have two points I should like to make on your 2011/12 Annual Report. 
 
Page 4, bottom left.  
I would not be happy with the idea of on-call staff living further than 5 minutes away, 
if your standard is to respond in 10 minutes.   
 
Page 7, top right. 
I appreciate your efforts to reduce the number of false alarms by altering how the 
service responds.  But can you not encourage improvement in the design of 
automatic fire alarm systems so that false alarms themselves are less frequent? 
 
Many thanks for your services 
Jean Wearne 
 
Submission from Kenneth Hatton and Peter James Bowyer 
 
Dear Sirs, 
We are writing to you in regard to the column in the evening sentinel, 24th November 
12 in reference to consultations of a fire station in Alsager. 
 
We like the idea very much of having a fire station in Alsager, in fact we cannot 
understand why Alsager as had to wait so long for one.Alsager used to be a small 
village years ago, but extended into a large town over time, and now does warrant a 
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fire station. A fire station in Alsager would be a good asset, especially as minutes 
count if life is at stake.  
 
Sandbach, Congleton, kidsgrove, and Crewe all have there own fire stations, and its 
time that Alsager had a station here. We support you all the way, GOOD LUCK. 
HOPE YOU SUCCEED. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
Kenneth Hatton 
Peter James Bowyer 
 
Submission from Mark Powell 
 
I have read with Interest the recent newsletter/Annual report and note that Northwich 
station is currently day crewed 
 
The proposal to reduce staffing to 
on call or nucleus crewing raises the following questions :- 
 
1. Impact on response times 
2. Impact on no's of each team/crew 
3. Would crews by on call on a shift pattern 
4. Response times to remote areas within the catchment area if crews have to drive 
to the station before attending a call 5. Actual ££'s savings v Risks of negative 
impacts from above  
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Mark Powell 
 
Submission from Matt Crofts 
 
Sir, 
  
I write in response to the proposals detailed on pages 4 and 5 of the 2011/12 Annual 
Report of the Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service. 
  
It is difficult to comment in detail without prior knowledge of your demand profile, 
however I would like to submit a number of observations based on the 
information provided.  The map that plots the location and type of your current estate 
is helpful, however the inclusion of a map with the proposed estate would also have 
been helpful. 
  
I appreciate that the comments I make below are not based on any understanding of 
your current demand, however at the moment there appears to be an inequitable 
spread of service across the county.  I also understand the need to reduce services 
(although there isn't specific detail about the scale of the budget cuts in real terms).  I 
live in Wincham near Northwich and there appears to be little coverage in the centre 
of the county.   
  
I understand the need for a 24/7 service in the Chester, Crewe and Macclesfield 
areas and also north of the M56, but to "downgrade" Northwich, Winsford and 
Knutsford to "on call" stations would surely leave you particularly vulnerable in the 
centre of the county.   I challenge the point made in the document that the proposals 
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would still achieve a blanket 10 minute response standard for life risks, fires and road 
traffic collisions across the county.  Would a 24/7 station in Northwich, Winsford or 
Middlewich provide more effective county wide coverage?  Is it really necessary for 
so many 24/7 stations north of the M56?  I appreciate that there is a concentration of 
industry and residential in that area and therefore a greater risk, but surely the 
stations in that area would provide mutual support to each other in the event of 
incidents there anyway?  In the event of a major incident in that area I would also 
expect that you would seek mutual support from neighbouring Fire Authorities?        
  
Is it really necessary to propose the building of 5 new stations, especially when two 
of them are at the extremities of the service area, and where you are not proposing to 
close or sell any of your current estate.  Are there options to redevelop some of your 
existing buildings to create the hubs that you are seeking to achieve? 
  
As mentioned above, I make these observations based on the information provided 
in the annual report and without a detailed understanding of your competing 
demands and priorities across the county, however, I would be happy to discuss 
things further with you. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Matt Crofts 
 
Submission from Rodney Orme 
 
IRMP 2013/14 Additional Comments 
 
Having read the IRMP, and the online details, I have the following concerns, which I 
would ask you to bring to the attention of CFO Hancock. 
 
I am told the current E.U. Health and Safety Regulations do not permit employees 
taking on the additional role of „on-call‟ firefighter. Although there are many „on-call‟ 
firefighters in this system in French, German and other European brigades, I would 
like to know if this legislation is likely to affect the IRMP. 
 
The proposal to improve the pay and conditions of „on-call‟ firefighters is to be 
welcomed. However some employers discriminate against their employees being 
involved with the system. Has this situation been considered? 
 
The IRMP states that the one off cost for building new stations would be met from 
reserves and balances, or by taking out loans. Is it prudent to proceed with such a 
large capital outlay, with the threat of further Government austerity measures. 
 
Regarding the proposals affecting Chester Fire Station, I feel that the city is a special 
case. Although the emphasis has changed in respect of risk, I would point out that 
the Brigade tackled a very serious outbreak in Bridge Street/Lower Bridge Street 
some six years ago. This incident stretched the Brigades resources considerably, 
and „over the border‟ assistance was required. 
 
I feel that the existing two pumps and aerial ladder platform should be maintained at 
the city centre fire station, as the proposed changes will reduce the effectiveness of 
the initial attendance at an incident, and could lead to criticism of the Brigade. 
 
The concept of a dual purpose vehicle combining the capabilities of a pump and 
aerial appliance, has not proved to be very successful in this country so far. Every 
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brigade that has bought these dual purpose vehicles has experienced extensive 
mechanical problems. I would not want Cheshire Fire and Rescue to make the same 
errors of judgement. 
 
The most reliable and versatile aerial appliance on the market is still the turntable 
ladder with built in pump. The technology is „tried and tested‟ on this type of vehicle. 
It is used by many European brigades, who prefer it to the hydraulic platform. 
 
Although I have some reservations about some aspects of the IRMP, I do feel that it 
offers a way forward for the service to tackle future funding cuts. I cannot help but 
feel that we are likely to see more of the same. 
 
Submission from Roger Pearce 
 
Planning for a safer Cheshire 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Living in Runcorn I am very interested in future proposals for appliances in Runcorn 
and Widnes particularly because of the number of COMAH industrial sites, the 
proximity of the M62 and M56 (Jn 12) and the Jubilee Bridge which have the 
potential for serious incidents. My comments and questions are as follows: 
 

1) If a major incident occurs at any of the above locations (bearing in mind 
congestion on the Jubilee Bridge) what is the estimated response time for a 
second vehicle if either of the options –staff on call or nuclear crewing is 
called into action? 

 
2) What is the methodology for predicting “busy periods” for determining when 

the second vehicle at Runcorn is crewed? 
 

3) How are holiday periods catered for? 
 
My feeling is that cover from a second vehicle is essential throughout the year not 
just during a predicted busy period. Nucleus crewing or an on call arrangement would 
provide a more predictable and consistent response from a second vehicle. Is this a 
correct assumption? 
 
I recognise the need for cost savings.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Roger G Pearce 
 
Submission from Steve Liput 
 
I'd like to voice my support for the new proposed fire station in Lymm and the 
M56/M53 Junction. Providing cover for major roads, and moving resources out of 
expensive and congested city centres is a great idea in the modern world 
 
Steve 
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Appendix 5 – Staff comments received via the consultation 
survey 

 
Several questions in the survey asked respondents if they wished to make 
any further comment on the proposal in question. The following section 
includes staff comments that were received. There were over 700 additional 
comments made in total. 
 
Council Tax 
 
This section of the survey sought views on the proposal to increase the Authority‟s 
share of the council tax precept. 
 
Q. Do you have any further comments about our plans to increase the Council 
Tax? 
 
Comments agreeing with the proposed increase 

 The proposed rise is justifiable, and appropriate 

 I do not think many people would object to a small increase in Council Tax to 
retain the standard of fire cover 

 Increasing council tax is the primary way to combat the forthcoming government 
cuts. 

 I believe that relative to other agencies that rely on revenue raised through 
council tax, CFRS is extremely good value for money, therefore making an 
increase justified. Can others say the same!! 

 Increase in tax will reduce burden on Fire Authority to make further cuts to 
Service to save money 

 I feel this is a reasonable increase given the provision of service 

 To keep providing a service, this measure must happen.. 

 Support if there is further funding available to the service. 

 The service needs to bring in more money to cover some of the deficit in budget 
cuts from the government and there has been a freeze over the past few years. 

 A small price to pay to maintain a professional FRS 

 I believe the service provided by Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service is good value 
for money 

 it is better to increase the council tax than cut fire cover 

 If you want the service you have to pay in the present times. 

 The extra funding received needs to go to maintaining our front line operational 
capability. 

 I understand it has been frozen for the past couple of years so an increase is 
required to help with our budgets 

 I support an increase so long as it doesn't take us up to the threshold where a 
referendum would be needed - it would be counterproductive and the cost of the 
referendum would outweigh any gain from raising the precept. 

 If the brigade are getting less funding to provides a service then this should be 
reflected in the amount the consumer pays 

 It is realistic and should significantly assist with maintaining an excellent Service. 
 
Comments saying people cannot afford an increase in council tax 

 In the current economic climate I feel it is asking the public a bit too much to 
increase council tax when most workers have had pay freezes or indeed pay cuts 
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 Yet again the ordinary tax payer has to shore up the short fall in local and central 
government, spending review. What would the people of Cheshire get with a rise 
in council tax? My thoughts are not much more than they already get. Austerity 
measures, where inflation in addition to fuel price increases, putting more 
financial burden on us all. NO 

 A majority of people in Cheshire are already struggling to make ends meet. Due 
to pay freezes, pension rises, cost of living etc. By increasing their council tax will 
only burden them more. 

 A large majority of people in Cheshire are already struggling to survive due to pay 
freezes, pension increases, cost of living etc. This will just be another increase in 
tax for people who are already struggling to survive.  

 We have not had a pay rise so how can we be expected to pay out even more for 
Council Tax 

 I don't believe it's a good idea to increase council tax when CFA's own staff have 
effectively had a pay freeze for 2 years and a 1% rise this year. The general cost 
of living has increased and further tax rises will only compound the problems 
family's are facing in terms of stretched finances. 

 Most people have not had a pay rise and many people struggle to meet day to 
day living expenses further increases just causes stress on families 

 Further rises in household bills are not replicated in increased wage rises. 

 Its not fair on people ho are on low wages 

 Yes, I pay too much now. The price of living has gone up but wages have more 
or less stayed the same 

 
General comments 

 I am aware that this is now capped and will affect future plans that the estimated 
budget will be reduced. 

 Just to continue to communicate to the residents of Cheshire why the increase is 
needed and provide appropriate information about what difference it makes as 
changes are implemented 

 In certain areas there is a lot of wealth. E.g. Wilmslow. 

 It‟s a service we cannot do without. As always we the householders have to pay. 
But if I can guarantee it goes into the fire service budget then I can sleep at night 
for both work and home. 

 What are the implications of going over the capped amount 

 I understood that the Government have frozen the council tax for another year. 

 doesn't affect me as I don't live Cheshire 

 Even if the increase in council tax is agreed. The changes will still be going 
ahead with the service which I am not too happy about. 

 people are unaware of how little they pay so develop an education profile to 
influence the tax payer 

 Yes, don't increase it. 

 Council tax should not be used by CF&RS and the NHS for Co-responding. 

 The 3.95% increase in my contributions to the council tax is being rewarded with 
a reduction in service provision. I am sure you will promise all kinds with on call 
and attendance times but god help us at times if I or my family need you. 

 I support this only with no reduction in cover. 

 As a tax payer I prefer no increase. As a service member I would prefer an 
increase to job loses. 

 
Comments opposing a proposed increase in council tax 

 I think that there are saving to be made that would offset such a rise 

 Spend your budget wisely and don't waste it. 
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 There is absolutely no need to increase council tax. More than enough money is 
raised to provide the public with a fire service. 

 In the autumn statement the Chancellor stated that Council Taxes in England 
would not rise, it is therefore not reasonable to increase the FA precept as this 
will affect council tax payers in Cheshire. 

 The council tax bill was and is still frozen for another 3 years by the conservative 
government and an increase would not be fair to the residents of Cheshire. 

 I'm not convinced council tax is something the general public will be happy with 
increasing toward one service over another. 

 use the reserves 

 You are increasing the council tax and in some areas, reducing the fire cover. 
You may still have a fire appliance in the area but are asking people to wait 
longer for a response by relying on on-call staff which increase the response time 
and are not available 100% of the time. 

 Why? when the reserves had five million years ago and now its more at 8 million 
for major incident cover-how can it be increased yet there‟s been so many 
cuts/down sizing and staff reductions in the past years including staff pay freeze 
yet MORE money is needed 

 
Comments regarding a proposed increase in tax and perception of reduced 
service 

 You would expect an increase in tax to lead to a better more well staffed fire 
service. Sadly this is far from the case. 

 Why should people pay more and get a worse service 

 I do not agree with an increase in precept for what appears to be a lesser service 
and also the purchasing of expensive cars and four wheeled drive vehicles for 
officers. 

 My council tax will increase but where I live I will have a less effective fire service 
with slower response times due to the proposal to shift it to 24/7 retained. 

 More money for local residents for a reduced standard of service, and slower 
response times. 

 I think its strange as we also are proposing to cut full time cover 

 As a Cheshire resident its hard to swallow when delivered hand in hand with a 
reduction in the standard of cover and response times. 

 How do you justify to the public increasing council tax and providing many areas 
with only on call cover at night and weekends. This seems to me to be a higher 
price for a lesser service. 

 I don't think you can increase Council tax and then cut the amount of fire cover. 
 
Staffing and response 
 
This section, aimed at staff, asks for views on proposals to change shift systems/ the 
number of firefighters on appliances at wholetime fire stations, introduce Combined 
Aerial Rescue Pumps (CARPs) at Chester and Warrington and make changes to the 
arrangements for specialist foam and hazardous material vehicles. 
Q. Would you support the Service’s plans to continue with a 2-2-4 shift system 
and staff appliances on two pump stations with four riders in stead of five? 
 
Comments raising concerns about firefighter/public safety 

 You are putting more pressure and responsibility on the driver on top of the 
rest of his duties. 

 My opposition to this proposal is because frontline Firefighters are using 
techniques and equipment that require a greater number of personnel, not 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 162 of 260 

less! To have less Fire Fighters puts greater stress on the crews to carry out 
firefighting safely 

 2-2-4 shift system works and in budget.               

 Reducing to four riders:  Firefighter safety could be compromised 

 Reduce operational effectiveness and Fire Fighter safety. 

 I oppose this proposal as the 4riders system does not give safety in mind to 
certain aspects. With certain incidents there would not be enough personnel 
on the fireground to make an immediate response to stop a fire from 
spreading. Yes oic's could "make it up" but the time it would take another 
appliance to mobilise in certain areas makes the risks to firefighters at the 
incident greater for longer. 

 The staffing of 5 +4 is preferred as it gives:- reserves on immediate duty call; 
provides for a safety margin on the incident ground; allows for a broader skills 
base (in particular when new recruits join the watch); Gives the service an 
option when in spate conditions e.g. weather to harvest the 5th riders and 
staff additional appliances for the duration of the spate conditions. 

 I strongly support the 2-2-4 system but am totally against riding four and four 
as this compromises the safety of both the community and firefighters. 

 Support 2-2-4. Strongly oppose 4 riders, dangerous. 

 Not enough data to support decision and weather FF safety compromised 

 With more and more varied tasks required to be completed by fire service 
personnel, including command support it is becoming more difficult with fewer 
staff to complete this competently and safely.  Also the bigger crew numbers 
on a appliance gives more experience and resources at an early stage of an 
incident where it most important. With crews getting older due to working 
longer it will become more important in the future to share the physical 
workload at incidents. 

 This could put more public lives at risk if there was a major incident. 

 By only having 4 fire fighters its more dangerous than having 5 fire fighters 
which is outrageous. 

 Unable to implement safe systems of work.  Outside of Standard Operating 
Procedures.  Not in line with training received.  Will delay operations. 

 I like the 2 2 4 shift system but don't agree with just 4 riders as this effects 
safety. 

 Going down to four riders could put the FFs lives at risk and also make them 
less effective when in a dangerous situation. 

 Whilst I agree with keeping the 2-2-4 shift system I disagree with reducing the 
riders on fire appliances to 4 on the grounds of crew safety 

 its in contradiction of the chiefs view of firefighter safety is paramount, how 
can it be with less staff/having to make up before you‟re deployed at house 
fires/RTC etc 

 I feel that the HSW of crews is being put at risk if crewing is to be reduced to 
riding 4 on each appliance and in time a FF will be injured or hurt and this 
decision  is likely to have contributed to it 

 It‟s the operational safety issues which will need to be addressed and ensure 
new procedures are in place. 

 I support keeping the 2-2-4 system but strongly oppose dropping to 4 riders, 
basic risk assessments of dealing with certain incidents, calls for a specific 
number of people to safely deal with it. 8 is now below the number needed for 
a variety of incidents; saying we should wait for back up, is incredulous, an 
accident waiting to happen and unfair on firefighters to tell them they should 
wait, with the moral pressure of doing the job we all want to do. 

 We can't implement safe systems of work, running with so little amount of 
staff on first line appliances. This could influence a Junior officer to make a 
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tactical decision that may have a serious affect on lives or escalation of 
incidents. 

 While we have two pump stations, no problems. However when we move to 
more one pump stations the lack of personnel on the appliance will radically 
change the way we approach operational incidents. I don't know if I am 
correct but I think that the 5th rider came in to coordinate BA following FF 
deaths. I think this is a big step back regarding FF safety. 

 I Support the Service's plan with the continuation with the 2-2-4, how I feel 
riding four comprises our Health and safety to greatly. 

 Assumes that safe systems of work can be implemented and the health of 
staff is not put at risk by moving to 4 riders. 

 unsafe for firefighter and public 

 At many incidents the 5th rider is invaluable in providing a safe system of 
work. 

 I feel this will compromise safety on house fires and manpower on other jobs 
like rtcs 

 Firefighter safety is paramount, or so we are told. Therefore appliances 
should have at least one appliance with a ridership factor of five. The 2-2-4 
shift system is and should be a completely separate question. As things stand 
the 2-2-4 system has a long and proven track record which is suited to the 
majority of wholetime operational staff. 

 This shift pattern has a proven track record; however riding 4 instead of 5 
could be dangerous for both community and Fire fighters. 

 the 5th rider on any fire engine is an important aspect of running an incident 
effectively and provides equipment and monitoring crews safety 

 I four people really enough for major incidents. NO it just means more people 
will get hurt 

 Safety of firefighters is paramount and dropping the fifth person will 
compromise this, regardless of how you massage the statistics !!!!!! 

 We have trained with 5 for safety and now to save money it‟s ok to put 
firefighters at risk to balance the books. 

 No task analysis has been undertaken for this proposal; it is directly affecting 
safe systems of work and FF safety by compromising incident command 
structures. 

 I support the 2-2-4 system.  I have my reservations about riding four due to 
the safety implications.  The service needs to ensure that robust training is 
carried out prior to implementation to continue to keep firefighters safe. 

 I support the plans to continue with a 2-2-4 shift system but oppose the plans 
to reduce the crew to 4 as I believe it will compromise safety. 

 I SUPPORT THE 2-2-4 SHIFT PATTERN BUT I DON'T SUPPORT 4 
RIDERS ON PUMPS, I FEEL THIS IS DANGEROUS 

 I support the shift system but not the loss of five riders. A decrease in staff is 
an increase in risk to FF's and the community. 

 Shift system is fine but dropping down to 4 riders could put firefighters at risk. 

 Lack of  dedicated BAECO on appliance 

 i am not happy that crews could implement safe control procedures and 
safety measures with a lack of resources, as has been highlighted through 
the ops debrief system 

 I think that we should continue with shift system and it will be dangerous to 
ride with 4 riders on 1 appliance stations as is proposed, 

 Staff safety 

 On one pump stations i think riding 4 is adversely affecting firefighter safety 
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 This shift pattern is the want is wanted but training and procedures need to be 
addressed if riding with four, due to health and safety reasons and making it 
more realistic. 

 I support the 2-2-4 system but riding 4's will compromise Public and FF 
safety. There has been a substantial investment over recent years in raising 
the command and control skills of junior officers (command suite etc). Riding 
4's is a huge step backwards!!! 

 Trust the service to assess risk and react appropriately and know that 
firefighter safety is high on the agenda 

 

General comments 

 This question is designed to illicit a specific response, and I object strongly to 
the wording. These are 2 separate issues and can not be dealt with by a 
single question. This would falsify responses. 

 less bodies may impact on other activities in the community 

 The question will affect individuals on the stations and the people who can 
confirm the positive and negatives. 

 Impossible to get balance between safe system of work and meet moral and 
public expectation of intervention 

 The only down side is this allows the service to change this in the future. 

 need greater evidence from task analysis report 

 Weight of response needed in theses areas with 2 pumps also some 2 pump 
stations have specials which need 2 pump support i.e. swift water. 

 PDAs are based on a task analysis which determines the number of people 
required. A reduction to 4 riders will not alter this but may increase time 
between sufficient resources to be available. 

 No real opinion as I am not directly affected - whatever option has the support 
of those who will work the system, providing both proposals will save a similar 
amount of money. 

 As long as single pump stations have 5 riders 

 Not having 5 riders will cause problems at some incidents but i also 
understand we have to make cuts. 

 Complex question with so many other options available. 

 other brigades use 4 and 4 

 You are doing this now unofficially and have done for years over many areas 
of the Service. 

 Firefighter safety procedures have improved; improvements to PPE and 
training. 

 Most people have modelled there lives around this shift system take a look at 
the last survey regarding this!!! 

Comments opposing the proposal 

 With regards to 4 riders I don't feel that the service would do this if they had 
the option, it is purely based on finances and cuts 

 Widnes just had the longest fire ever in the history of Cheshire, the area is 
mainly commercial / chemical and industry. I think this is a bad idea for this 
area. 

 9 riders is still not enough on first attendance at some incidents, 8 certainly 
would not be enough. 

 Keep staffing levels as they are. 

 All one pump stations or first appliances should ride with five. 
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 Four riders are not able to carry out the full function expected at an incident in 
today's modern fire service; leadership, communications, incident command, 
practical operational skills, development firefighters etc. 

 I think working with 4 on a going fire is going to be detrimental to incident 
command. its difficult enough with 5 to do all that needs doing in the initial 
stages of a fire or rtc but with 4 the OIC is going to have to get involved a lot 
more 

 A the moment it is a struggle when arriving at a job with five riders if the 
second pump is busy so one less would make it even harder 

 When major cover area stations go down to one pump, you may be at a 
house fire while e.g. Chester are at an afa and be waiting to go in but in fact 
you'll be left waiting for another station to provide a BAECO just to provide 
safety /min cover in a BA incident. With just four riders at a house job there‟s 
no much you can do inside without a BAECO 

Comments raising concerns over the resilience of staffing 

 Would less riders on pumps be sufficient to provide effective fire fighting at 
incidents? 

 How would Watches have enough capacity to cover annual leave or sickness 
with only a crew of 4 instead of 5? 

 Staffing is currently stretched anyway.  What resilience does 4 riders provide? 

 Cutting front line staff puts more pressure on personnel at incidents such as 
house fires and RTC's where these resources are required. It also reduces 
the amount of personnel available to conduct community initiatives which this 
service has prided itself on and built a solid reputation. 

 Concerns about sickness and holidays, where would the cover come from if 
all other stations are on only on 4? 

 The fifth rider is missed on the appliance especially at RTC & house fires. 
 

Comments supporting the proposal 

 The practice has been in place for on-call staff. Whilst there are concerns 
regarding the demands placed on crews this seems the least worst option to 
maintain a cohesive fire response strategy 

 Popular pattern. Establishment bring exciting challenges in the way we work. 
Strong change managers needed in the future. 

 The question to me is not four or five riders, You need at least 2 appliances 
for a house fire. I would accept 4 riders to help keep two appliances in the 
busiest areas. 

 Whilst I support decreasing to four riders to assist with delivering the required 
reduction in the pay budget I do not think the 2 2 4 system offers the best 
flexibility for the Service. 

 From the information presented to me it would make sense and I do not think 
it would have a great impact on service delivery however the 5th riders would 
need to be redeployed that could lead to financial and employee relations 
implications although I am sure this ahs been considered in the planning. 

 Many crews are already riding with just four riders 

 I would support four riders but I feel that the 2-2-4 shift system places 
restrictions on how we work in the community, and this needs to change. 

 Happy that the option has been given sufficient consideration and 4 riders 
already employed at on call stations 

 Most full time stations have always run with four riders. It was mostly on call 
stations which ran 5 or 6, because of the difference in the pay for riding and 
standby. 
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 I do not believe there would be any detrimental effect on fire cover by moving 
to four riders 

 Everyone will have to work a little harder 

 The majority of incidents can be dealt with by 4 riders 

 This is already happening on a number of stations and providing the 
appropriate risk assessment and task analysis is completed and the 
outcomes suggest that it is a safe way of working then I see no reason why 
this shouldn't be implemented. 

 I strongly support this system as it is the system that will allow both myself 
and my wife support each other and provide childcare due to the jobs we both 
have. 

 As an operational WDS Firefighter I strongly support this reduction - there a 
limited benefits of having a fifth rider on the first appliance despite the many 
arguments by FBU reps. I do however believe that the current hours and 2-2-
4 system are most preferred and that it is a productive shift pattern for training 
and community engagement. 

 To prevent staff redundancies 

 If the risk has been assessed and it will be more efficient then why not. 

 I do support the proposals as I understand the notions of why they are being 
put in place. Obviously having worked operationally there is concern over 
attending incidents with just four riders taking into account the demand on 
initial resources and incident may have 

 2-2-4 is a proven popular family friendly shift. 4 riders are adequate numbers 
and will drive new ways of working. 

 This would assist in providing the cover required. There is some negativity 
around 4 x 4 but with the correct training and taking into account the progress 
in equipment, technology and knowledge it is achievable safely 

 Realistic proposal which saves money without reducing emergency response 

 Ensures continuity of staff working the system 

 This is a move that many other Services have made already and been proven 
to work well, however the necessity of the second pump rapidly attending 
property fires (particularly persons reported) will be essential for water 
supplies to be rapidly supplemented 

 System currently works & turnout times are respectable 

 Easy way of saving money 

 As long as two pumps are sent to a known fire 

 I would support this plan as long as two pumps are sent to a known fire. 

 The shift is family friendly. Working with 4 on an appliance is more acceptable 
with training geared towards a four person crew. 

 2 pump stations to ride 4 on both appliances is ok providing the appliances 
can arrive close together at an incident. Riding 4 on 1 pump stations concerns 
me, the recent house fire in Essex is an example of how quickly fires take 
hold and riding 4 with an increased response time means that in life risk 
situations we are potentially at more risk. 

 The service has previously given us some horrendous staffing options. If they 
are willing to keep to 2-2-4 and we ride with 4 and 4, this is the lesser of two 
evils. 

 I think this will be the most palatable, and therefore the swiftest, option to 
implement. 

 The current shift system works and favours family life. This is a proven 
system, that many in the private sector are now favouring 

 8 riders with 2 JO's should be enough to cope with any situation in the short 
term and allow for additional resources to be requested 
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 We have rarely had a fifth rider over the past several months - the service has 
weaned us on to this system already. Our risk based incident command & 
safe systems of work can be hindered by lack of a fifth crew member at times 
meaning operations can be delayed until further resources arrive. 

 This already happening at times and does not appear to be having a 
detrimental impact 

 I believe the current wholetime shift system provides the best and most 
efficient emergency response capability. We already ride with four riders quite 
often anyway, the only issue is that training and policies need to be revised to 
fit with four riders instead of five. 

 Senior management seem convinced that this will work and is a viable and 
safe option for crews 

 It clearly makes a saving with the minimum of disruption/change - Culture, 
thinking and tactics need to change in order for this proposal to be effective 

 The 2-2-4 shift is popular with staff, any changes/savings should be done with 
the least disruption to the workforce who will be continuing to do the same job 
but with fewer people. 

 

Comments supporting the 2-2-4 shift system but opposing riding 4’s 

 I support the current shift system. However, whilst I understand that cuts must 
be made, I feel it would not be appropriate for all 2 pump stations to operate 
with 4 riders, e.g. Through experience of working at Crewe, I know it can be 
some time before assistance arrives from surrounding stations, due to the 
geography, and I believe that extra individual is very important when dealing 
with life saving incidents. 

 I support this, however still believe having the number 5 riders helps so much 
when dealing with a good going job. 

 Need the five riders as there would be more of a chance of rapid deployment 
which is not optimal. 

 I support the 2-2-4 system but feel the 4 riders issue is flawed in that 1 extra 
rider per 2 pump station is a small price to pay for a distinct advantage when 
tackling dynamic incidents. 

 2- 2- 4 with 5 riders 

 There is still a need for a fifth Fire-fighter on the first appliance i.e. water and 
BAECO just to name two duties 

 I support the 224 but we should have 5 riders at Chester due to swift water. 

 4 riders on an appliance is not adequate to tackle all types of emergencies. 

 support the 224 but not the reduction of five riders to four 

 I support the 2,2,4 system but we need 5 riders on all front line appliances. 

 I strongly support the 2-2-4 shift system but strongly oppose reducing to 4 
riders on the 2nd pumps. 

 Being a firefighter and having 2 years experience as a crew manager, I 
oppose the idea of 4 riders due to the intense activity required at the early 
stages of an incident and the demands that this makes on manpower. I 
support the 224 shift system as it lends itself to a decent work/life balance 
and generally suits many people‟s family commitments. 

 2 pump stations should be riding 5 on the first machine. 

 I agree we should continue with the present 2/2/4 shift system as it is does 
give flexibility to families. It has worked for my past twenty years. However the 
way you have presented the second half of the question is misleading. We 
should be riding with five fire fighters on the first appliance and four on the 
second. We do not ride with five and five on pumps which could be 
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interpreted.  I am strongly opposed in staffing two pump stations with only 
eight riders. The extra person at any incident is invaluable. 

Q. Would you support plans to move to a 12hour shift system with firefighters 
providing extra support by working some shifts at short notice? 
 
Comments questioning the benefit of the proposal 

 The 12 hr shift pattern is designed for a factory or a premises that has an end 
product, as we don't make anything i don't see the objectives of implementing 
the system, especially dropping the fifth rider on two pump stations then 
bringing in Extra Fire Fighters as support, can't see the sense 

 There are no obvious benefits of moving the start/finish times of shifts as you 
still have the same number of staff working the same amount of days/nights. 
As for working shifts short notice, perhaps look at the GMFRS model of 
working of "on" and "off" patterns where shortfalls can be seen in advance by 
a crewing department and people can be put in for this shifts in advance. and 
for sickness have a list of volunteers that could receive a text who were willing 
to do the extra hours for whatever pay it maybe a bit like the POCS for on call 
stations. 

 The current shift pattern works well and there is no evidence to support 
twelve hr shifts improving working conditions or indeed returning a cost 
saving to the taxpayer. 

 I do not think a change of shift would bring any benefits, and if you are 
considering relying on people‟s good will to work at short notice, this is 
doomed to fail, as people tend to organise their time off for family and other 
commitments. 

 We are already doing similar in some areas of Cheshire however I feel 
staging and trialling this new system in one area before introducing in other 
areas to ensure we can fulfil the blanket response time we are committing to. 
I do have concerns that I feel need to be addressed and carefully considered. 
I have reservations that we will be able to recruit and train the required 
number of on call firefighters to meet proposed plans to allow them to be 
placed in the right place at the right time.  Has the cost savings from removing 
whole firefighters from particular stations been compared with recruitment, 
uniform and training costs of new on call firefighters?  Also the cost of 
continuous recruitment campaigns to maintain on call staffing levels and the 
resourcing committed to ensuring retention, competence, performance and 
attendance of on call firefighters. It takes between 2 and 3 years for a 
firefighter to become competent and this is going to impact on how quickly the 
new proposals can be put in place and run with required level of service. Has 
phased retirements been considered to bridge the gap during the transition 
period? I am aware of commutation issues that may make this option less 
attractive to firefighters. Could possibly reinstate on temporary on call 
contracts after retirement considering pension abatement. 

 I have concerns that the commitment levels will not be the same and shifting 
to a majority on call workforce may present too many risks affecting 
performance levels and response times. 

 So if a fire fighter has worked so many 12 hour shifts in a row you would then 
call them back in again after not enough rest? 

 No benefits 

 I have no interest in working 12 hrs shifts if it means i can be called in at short 
notice, what ever shift is used it should be managed in a way that there is no 
requirement for grey days so ensure it is staffed correctly 
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 The cost of personnel working shifts at short notice is surely one which can 
be removed through proper rostering. I would not support introduction of 12 
hour shifts. 

 This shift pattern isn't working on stations they've been implemented on 
before (Wilmslow/Birchwood) and they're still, some 3 years down the line 
being supplemented by Wholetime shift. 

 I understand that it is a choice between riding 4's or working 12 hour shifts. It 
is more likely that we would be able to implement riding 4's than getting 
agreement to change to 12 hour shifts. 

 The present system and staffing levels work. the case to change is not robust 

 Not sure if this would work in times of limited staffing or multi incident turnouts 

 Ridiculous unworkable idea probably devised by someone who's never 
actually worked any shift system that is being proposed. I assume that this 
recall to duty would be paid flat rate as well? 

 There is no benefit financially or working doing a 12hr shift. 

 Do not want to work 12hour days! 

 I see no benefit and have heard no plausible argument to suggest that a 12 
hour shift system is any more beneficial than what the current 2-2-4 system 
does not already provide. Is this just change for changes sake just like the 
removal of the beds for the calcot chairs? 

 Covering shifts at short notice doesn‟t always work, especially on weekends. 
Most employee`s have commitments elsewhere on their days off. At the 
moment ESR covers these short falls, however many times this cannot be 
covered on a time and a half basis. 

 Where is the evidence that this provides any financial savings? 

 It has been proven that shift changes don‟t save money, so I cant understand 
why we are still forcing the issue, getting people in on overtime has to be 
more expensive and is only a short term fix. 

 For reasons stated above, staff need continuity in their role, not being asked 
to cover at short notice. this may sound a good idea, but if there was 
insufficient staff willing to cover at short notice, what would the service do as 
an alternative. 

 

General comments 

 This places a strong emphasis on firefighters being readily available at short 
notice, which is not always the case. 

 Initially ESR is supported due to the financial incentive, but the support will 
drop off if overused. 

 This may be ok depending on how it supports the Service E & D framework 

 Given at least a tours notice 

 Its the short notice part, how much short notice would be acceptable by both 
parties 

 We all have to pull together 

 There could be times when there are not enough resources available. 

 It would depend on how short the notice is and the rate of pay for working the 
extra hours? 

 It depends on what you mean by short notice? Grey days? 

 To give greater flexibility for shift systems 

 I don't know enough to understand the pros and cons of this. 

 more information required 

 Doesn‟t this contradict your aims to save money by paying money out for staff 
to cover extra shifts? 

 Would overtime be involved in the short notice covering of shifts. 
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 Similar to the Wilmslow system. This clearly does not work and needs support 
from the wholetime system filling gaps 

 Day staffing/Birchwood/Wilmslow is similar to this 

 We can still work at short notice on the current shift. 

 Are the savings realistic if you are using ESR to prop up a system? 

 The wording on this proposal is to vague." some shifts " 

 recruit the right amount of staff to crew fire engines properly, provide 
employment for the community you serve 

 Possibly but definitely NOT if the rate of pay was flat time. 

 This would depend on: 1 - how many shifts are to be worked in addition to our 
existing shifts and 2 - how short the notice would be. Personally, I‟d prefer 
working the hours I work at the moment i.e. 9hour days,15 hour nights. 

 No real opinion as I am not directly affected - whatever option has the support 
of those who will work the system, providing both proposals will save a similar 
amount of money. 

 The short notice aspect may pose uncertainty in relation to sustainable 
crewing of appliances. Particularly if it is reliant on goodwill as opposed to 
being a contractual requirement. 

 Again you are doing this now through ESR. 
 

Comments’ stating the proposed system is not family friendly 

 Not family friendly or supportive of healthy living. 

 This is not a family friendly proposal and would be unworkable in my situation. 
Who can work a shift at short notice in any industry? 

 Child care issues 

 Does not work, not family friendly, I would not come into work at short notice, 
12 hour is too long a day shift 

 Would not be family friendly, some staff can only afford one vehicle in the 
household and live a considerable distance from stations in Cheshire.  Would 
not have access to transport at short notice. 

 This is not fair to the fire fighters or there families 

 Not family friendly.  Long day shifts are counter productive.  Fresh crews on 
duty at night with time to carry out productive activities i.e. training, 
community safety.  Other F&R Services have tried it and 12 hour shifts have 
failed.  I enjoy some certainty with work patterns.  Some firefighters may be 
able to undertake short notice shifts but should receive the same allowance 
as Birchwood & Wilmslow. 

 A 12 hour day shift would significantly impact on my children. It would see me 
have to pay more money out for childcare; this would then have an impact on 
family finance. 

 Not Family friendly shifts 

 Not family friendly policy if staff are relied on to cover at short notice 

 Not family friendly 

 12 hour shifts are not family friendly; this would have a significant impact on 
my ability to see my children as they don't live with me 

 Family friendly is important to me having a young family and 12 hour shifts 
aren't as family friendly as the 9 15 and short notice shifts is just a potty idea. 

 Not family friendly, overtime not at time and half 

 12 hours is the way forward but drop of the hat request to come back to work 
will have a knock on effect to family life. 

 12 hours shifts not family friendly, wouldn't see my children for 2/3 days. 
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 current crews have organised family life around shift system which has 
proved successful and shot notice would not work would need advance notice 
due to child family care currently organised 

 12 hour shifts are not supporting the brigade‟s so-called attitude to being 
family friendly. It isn‟t if you have children 

 Covering shifts at short notice provides difficulty for planning family life. 

 Wouldn‟t be family friendly. 

 I don't believe you can plan your childcare when there is a chance you may 
have to work at short notice. 

 NOT FAMILY FRIENDLY 

 A 12 hr shift system would have a huge impact on my quality of life. I would 
no longer be able to see my young daughters on day shift days, they would 
wake and go to sleep between my being home. Also I would be less available 
for childcare on all shifts and so my wife would no longer be able to work as 
she currently does (2 days a week). This would have financial impact for us 
as a family as well as self-esteem impact for my wife. The current shifts mean 
we can equally share childcare of our daughters and the whole family benefits 
enormously. 

 Any short notice proposals are not family friendly and would be difficult for 
people who don't live locally. Childcare will be paramount on a large % of the 
operational staffs thoughts. 

 Lives have been built around the current system, change will not bring any 
financial benefit, and change always seems to be advocated by those who it 
won't affect, just a box ticking measure. 

 Would not suit my family commitments at all, short notice would provide a lot 
of problems for my child care issues. 

 Short notice shifts are not family friendly 

 12 hour shifts are not family friendly and do not save any money. All this 
would do is upset the workforce. 

 not family friendly or work life balance 

 This does not provide a stable family friendly work system. 

 12 hour shifts are NOT family friendly. Would not suit my travel arrangements. 

Comments supporting the proposal 

 I feel this improves flexibility for the Service and means resources can be 
used when needed and this will support with reducing the staffing budget. 

 I believe that we should have moved to twelve hour shifts during the 
modernisation agenda instead of providing resting chairs. Twelve hour shifts 
allows us to work more effectively with less down time during shifts which is a 
waste. 

 It is a cost effective and beneficial employment strategy that benefits both the 
service and employee alike. 

 A variety of shift systems will mean that individuals can choose which shift 
suits their personal circumstances best. As long as the additional shifts are 
not contracted I can not see this being an issue as it allows individuals to take 
up overtime or not. 

 I would support this shift if it meant 5 riders on a pump 

 The opportunity to earn overtime is a positive way forward as long as it is at 
the correct time and a half value. 

 The structure of the shift enables a good work life balance, with the ability to 
manage child care. 

 This provides flexibility and the ability to earn extra income. The Service 
needs to be more flexible 
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 The shift system suits my life work balance. 

 In principal, 12 hour shifts would not be able a major issue but expecting staff 
to work shifts at short notice may cause issues with child care arrangements. 

 Yes - as this would negate the need for beds/resting chairs 

 I would support the option if overtime was paid at overtime rate hence the 
name overtime. its work above and beyond and as in industry extra work is 
rewarded with additional pay. to ask staff to work overtime for a flat rate is no 
incentive to spend time away from the family when they are already working a 
48hr week. 

 I currently work day crewed so the 12 hour shift system will not affect me at 
the moment 

 Would be better for flexible working and would be better if more notice could 
be given for the extra shifts. 

 Better option for FFs as they would be able to increase their earning if they 
want to and no need to increase staffing numbers. 

 This system seems to have been successful in Wilmslow and Birchwood 

 12hr shift brings more flexibility to the overall system.  Day Nucleus could out 
staff at Wholetime stns on Days (same start and finish times). 

 

Comments raising concerns over work/life balance 

 12 hours shifts are less flexible for crew work/life balance and there is a 
concern regarding physical and mental fatigue in such a shift system 

 Support is provisional on a package that is sustainable and fair to staff trying 
to balance work/life balance. 

 12 hour shifts are very long - won't cause excess tiredness. 

 No i do not support this as only firefighters that have no caring commitments 
can take advantage of the extra shifts at short notice. In the longer term it will 
lead to fewer jobs and worse conditions as basic pay is more important than 
overtime that can be taken away. 

 12 hour shifts would be of detriment to the work/life balance of staff and there 
should be enough staff employed to cover deficiencies in staffing without the 
need to to call in fire fighters to work at short notice. 

 Work life balance and bringing up a family can be very difficult with short 
notice changes to shift patterns/goes against core values 

 Work life balance 

 Creates work life balance problems 

 12 hour shifts can be soul destroying, not to mention very un-family friendly. 
working extra shifts to maintain staffing shortfalls will have people being tired 
at work, unmotivated, when it's just about money for them, not the job. 

 12 hour shifts are a non-starter for a lot of my colleagues due to carer issues, 
they provide no financial savings for the service and are just change for 
changes sake 

 No one needs to work at short notice, if staffing is planned ahead this could 
be covered no problem with enough notice for the personnel. Staffing could 
be planned well in advance than what it is now with exception to sickness. 
There just needs to be someone who can sit down and work it out 

 I have had previous experience of twelve hour shifts and found them to be 
unhealthy, both for mind and body, and very disruptive to family life 

 12 hour shifts are highly unsociable and not family friendly. Short notice cover 
is impractical and could be unreliable. I see this option as a very negative 
one. 
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Q. Do you support plans to introduce Combined Aerial Rescue Pump (CARPs) 
to the Service’s fleet at Chester and Warrington? 

 
Comments requiring further information / don’t know 

 I don‟t know much about the capabilities of CARP's 

 Are the CARPs as effective as normal pumps i.e. do they provide the same 
standard of equipment and function as separate HP and pumps? 

 Surely this should be the staff and communities in Chester and Warrington 
who make this decision after being presented with all the facts? 

 I have no experience of these type of vehicles 

 On the fence with this one - aware of previous issues and not yet fully 
convinced of the specification - need more information 

 I am not sure of the feasibility of the CARPs, weight, capacity etc so feel 
unable to comment. 

 Don‟t know enough about the vehicle 

 Don't know enough to comment - this should be down to professional 
judgement about what equipment is needed where. 

 We need to trial one. I think it might be just too big for an appliance and too 
small for and aerial. 

 More info required 

 This requires a thorough assessment of its capabilities to ensure it's not a 
white elephant 

 Undecided due to the new proposed staffing levels 

 As an experienced aerial operator I would like to see more details and the 
capabilities of what the carp can offer before I can answer this question fully. 

 I do not know enough about these appliances to comment. 
 

Comments opposing the proposal 

 Not convinced that CARPs are the way forward. 

 At a time where savings are needed, I believe sufficient fire cover can be 
provided using existing appliances 

 If a problem develops with the CARP then if effectively you loose two 
appliances, however with the correct setup if a problems develops with the 
Bronto then you still have the pumping appliance. They would be good as an 
addition two the aerials we have, however not as a replacement. 

 I have concerns over the CARP appliance being the only sole pump left in the 
City Centre in Chester. I think you would have to review the PDA for 
secondary fires, lift rescues etc and most likely send the M53/M56 to the 
majority of these types of incidents. We have to bear in mind that the 
M53/M56 will be used very frequently in Ellesmere Port also and as a result 
will not always be available to attend secondary incidents in the Chester city. 
Considering the Chester city centre is our at most risk commercial area in 
Cheshire (listed buildings) leaving one appliance, although with an aerial 
capability I still believe is a huge risk. 

 This limits the flexibility which having a separate HP and WRL gives the 
Service. 

 Do not feel that dropping staff to 4 on appliance and then using CARPS would 
be proficient due to staffing levels. 

 The use of a dedicated aerial appliance would be a more flexible and cost 
effective solution 

 After recent incidents it is clear that a minimum of 3 aerial appliances are 
needed to provide an acceptable level of emergency cover. Since the move to 
driver only on aerial appliances the amount of money saved in minimal. Also 
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when CARPs are being used for one role or the other the capacity to use as a 
WRL or Aerial will be lost. 

 I believe 2 separate pumps is a better solution. 

 Appliances can become tied up on specialist incidents or even sent 
elsewhere in the county and be available as pumps. Difficult to manoeuvre 
around back streets and reducing staffing further. 

 Aerials and pumps should be separate, use a carp on a job as a pump and 
you have your aerial off the run. 

 Don‟t feel that this would provide equal or superior cover to these areas. 

 Arial platforms offer a specific type of firefighting, if the station fire applince 
was to incorporate the aerial capability, the Service would loose its structural 
appliance at a major incident. 

 The CARPs will save money but when at incidents there will be no aerial 
capability in that station area. 

 

Comments highlighting issues experienced by other UK Fire and Rescue 

Services 

 From what I‟m lead to believe they haven‟t worked in other Counties so why 
in a relatively rural area that is Cheshire 

 The 'carp' model seems still not to work in other services, what makes us 
think we could make them work? 

 Totally impracticable for both environments and a waste of council tax money, 
unsafe as proven by other authorities abandonment of such appliances. 

 This type of appliance has proved to be of no use in other Services across the 
country. They represent a down grade for the public. Access to certain areas 
of a stn area is also an issue resulting in a delayed response to the public. 

 I see no benefit for a CARP and have serious concerns over the safety of 
these vehicles looking at the safety record in other brigades. The flexibility of 
an ALP over both a HP and CARP cannot be ignored, the areas suggested 
do contain a number of narrower streets and this would create issues over 
access. Also when a CARP was being serviced you lose the capability of two 
appliances. 

 CARP's have a proven history of poor design. Other brigades of returned to 
manufacturer. HP should be kept so that a pump still can carry a 13.5 

 From talking to West Mids crews they say they do not work and brake down 
constantly 

 See reports in national newspapers regarding carp's and catching fire? 

 Problems in other Fire Services.  The vehicles are a poor version of a 
pumping appliance i.e. too big for tight streets and too heavy for some roads 
and have less capability than our current Aerials. 

 not fit for purpose as proved in other brigades 

 Feed back from current users suggest that they are difficult to drive through 
traffic, have poor access to side streets 

 do not feel the case is proven that they are a worthwhile purchase and that 
other services have had and are having issues with them 

 Has all the bad press about these vehicles not warned this service away from 
this type of appliance? 

 Have poor track record 

 The track record of these appliances is poor 

 CARPS have been looked at in the past and found not to work as well as 
individual appliances. Other services use them and have had many problems. 

 Too much bad press and brigades having serious issues, they are too big to 
use down the majority of domestic roads. 
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 These are awful machines that have been off the run many a time in different 
services 

 I think there is enough bad reviews about these appliances for the service not 
to go near them 

 If you look at services that have used them you will see only negative 
feedback, there is a massive training issue with aerial appliances that needs 
to be looked at (continual refreshers and assessments) 

 Evidence from other fire and rescue services suggests that there are 
concerns with regards the practicality and health and safety of these vehicles 

 If they don‟t work in other services and are dangerous why would we make 
the same mistake as them 

 These do not have a good performance record, and are cumbersome 
appliances, which would be slow to manoeuvre around the tight city streets. 
Also, it means the appliance would be committed at incidents where its boom 
package was not required, and therefore unavailable as an aerial elsewhere. 
Finally, the training for the boom package would interfere with other priorities 
for the pump crew and so I fear that training would suffer as a result. Overall I 
think it would offer a greatly diminished standard of cover. 

 Having read the reports on these appliances, the service should avoid 
introducing them and learn from the mistakes made by other brigades. 

 Reports into the integrated appliances have not been too positive. if we lose 
the appliance due to a fault we will loose two instead of 1 therefore affecting 
the resilience of the service 

 Not fit for purpose by other uk fire services 

 CARPS have been used by other brigades and have had negative feedback 
 

Comments highlighting potential capability/size/access issues 

 I have reservations regarding combined appliances due to the necessity of 
compromise in technical capability to make the concept appear viable. 

 I have not seen the CARPs so am unsure of their capabilities or limitations 

 CARP capabilities not truly tested yet. 

 There have been to many reports of these appliances failing in certain areas. 
They are also a very large vehicle to try and manoeuvre down side streets 
when attending "normal" fire calls rather than the larger incidents that aerials 
regularly attend 

 Would one be able to negotiate the streets of Chester 

 Not sure that the overall size of the CARPs would be suitable for some of the 
streets around Chester, This may cause make ups and incur more costs. I do 
not know the specific layout of Warrington so cannot comment on that station 
area 

 They are very large and many streets are very narrow, this could cause 
problems when attending jobs. 

 I support the idea of a CARP appliance I just don't know how practical it'll be 
with the tight narrow streets that a normal fire engine only just fits down. 

 Having worked in Chester I know for a fact the carp would struggle getting 
down a lot of the streets and is not economical driving around the city 

 I have heard from firefighters who work at these stations that it is difficult 
driving the existing aerial appliances in Chester due to narrow back roads, I 
understand that the CARPs are even bigger which could present problems. 

 These are not proven fire engines and cannot fit down some smaller streets 
while the idea is good these would have to be alongside the standard fire 
engine that fires need 
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 When a CARP goes off the run you lose two appliances effectively. They will 
not fit down narrow streets in Chester and have a terrible safety record across 
the country. 

 appliance to big and would impact on staffing for swift water etc better with 
separate appliances and would cost less as redeployment would mean 
existing investment would be adequate. 

 From what I understand, the vehicle is slower and less manoeuvrable and it 
will have to respond across a wider area once the stations go to 1 pump. 
Have it as a special at the Lymm super station if we must have one at all. 

 NOT PRATICAL FOR STREETS IN CHESHIRE AS THEY ARE TOO HEAVY 
AND TOO WIDE 

 Larger, heavier top heavy appliance to manoeuvre through traffic and through 
narrow car lined streets, reliability 

 If they can access all areas that they serve ij the same timeframe, and our 
safety is not compromised as well as the safety for the general public 

 CARPs aren‟t the best vehicle to have in and around city centres like Chester 
and Warrington where a normal fire engine can sometimes struggle to get 
down terraced streets 

 History has shown them to be slow, cumbersome, prone to frequent 
breakdowns and not fit for purpose. 

 I would need to be convinced that the CARPs are able to effectively navigate 
the smaller streets and lanes in Chester city centre. I am comfortable with 
introducing a CARP in Warrington. 

 A CARP is too big for a lot of areas in Chester. It would also tie up a whole 
crew if they had to mobilise to a different station area. 

 These may be cost effective but not very practical and will become a white 
elephant. 

 I have heard that there may be access issues for these vehicles in certain 
area's in Chester. 

 Vehicle size may inhibit responsiveness and accessibility to certain areas, the 
perception of failure of the CARP principle in other areas needs to be 
overcome. 

 

Comments supporting the proposal 

 These vehicles will support our future response strategies 

 If money has to be saved this is something I could accept 

 Yes, more cost effective. 

 So long as they are trailed as being operationally fit for purpose as described. 

 Supported with a ridership of 5 persons 

 I have never known when both these machines would be in use at any time. 
However this is the fire service and anything can happen in the county. 

 The aerial facility is only used infrequently. 

 naturally this is providing better fire fighting solutions for the area 

 The operational flexibility that a Bronto can offer is far superior to a HP. 

 If the vehicles are fit for purpose after a trial then I would support this proposal 

 In principle a good idea - my concern would be whether we can ensure it 
functions and does not have several years of teething problems as many 
other services have experienced. My other concern would be if Chester and 
Warrington are both reduced to single pump stations - if these appliances are 
then used for a protracted incident it would require standby moves and 
additional resources to cover some of our busiest areas whilst these 
resources are engaged as Aerial appliances. 

 Agree with the concept; are they reliable though? 
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 Yes, renewing the CFRS fleet with more modern vehicles is always a step 
forward 

 Provided that the benefits of using this type of vehicle are realistic. 

 Would be more cost efficient long term 

 Now that other Services have identified and had resolved the many teething 
problems with CARPs I would support this 

 Better capability and flexibility for response 

 Should be placed at Lymm and m56 better locations for service cover 

 They should not be counted a normal pump, and should be placed at the new 
Lymm/M56 and have a specials station 

 More versatile 

 as long as they are fit for purpose 

 I support so long as it actually delivers a reasonable saving. 

 Provide a more flexible response 

 As long as the appliances are functional and suitable for purpose. Can these 
CARPS fit all areas to provide a first response?? 

 If after testing these CARPs prove to be equal or superior in capability to the 
1 pump 1 aerial set up then it should be fine. 

 CARP's seem to be a step forward and will help the service retain some aerial 
cover. 

 Although there may be some views that having all the appliances in the NW 
of the county leaves gaps elsewhere, it makes sense to put the appliances 
where they are needed the most and as they will still be close to the major 
road networks I think this makes sense 

 Enhanced response 

 Another obvious saving - it is important to get the right appliance? 

Q. Do you agree with the Service’s plans to change the way in which we store 
and mobilise foam to incidents? 
 

General comments 

 I do not think that foam is an "immediate" priority 

 FOT does not get used as often however dedicated crews of specialists e.g. 
08 Ellesmere port still required. 

 with the risks it needs for rapid deployment in high risk areas 

 How many foam tenders were used at Buncefield? Surely the public purse 
would not be utilised to protect against major corporate risks when this is 
surely the responsibility of the private sector companies themselves 

 History of incidents 

 History of incidents and the private sector i.e. shell should help out 

 We need foam distributed to incidents without delay 

 In the time I have been in the service I have not seen the foam tenders in use.  
I understand they are mainly kept for use at the petrochemical sites, so 
maybe it should be their responsibility to crew and/or fund them. 

 I know the current foam tankers are basically "white elephants", they were 
purchased to be able to deliver foam to some of the large storage tanks at 
Shell, but they can't. Fact. 

 Is foam such a big money saving issue in the grand scheme 

 Not sure if we can guarantee the maintenance of the vehicle, standard 
testing, and availability of the resource? 

 Depends if this will be adequate to provide enough to cover for the county 

 I have used a foam tanker at incidents. It can be got to work very quickly. I 
have never tried any other way to introduce foam to the fire ground. 
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 FOT's are not used that often. 
 

Comments requiring further information 

 I am not qualified or in possession of enough facts to proffer an opinion. 

 I've not seen evidence of how these shared services work in other areas.  I do 
know there isn't a lot of foam tanker use but I don't know what turnout delays 
have been factored in for over the border appliance mobilisations 

 Not enough information has been given to form an overall judgement on this. 
Also the water cannon feature of the FOT has been overlooked. 

 Don't know enough to comment - this should be down to professional 
judgement about how to manage resources and equipment. 

 Although the Service is keen to cut the foam tender on certain stations, which 
i appreciate isn't a decision we're taking likely, we must look to have a 
working and robust system in place to replace it before we carry out the cut. 

 This is a new unknown as we have not had many foam jobs so we really don‟t 
know the best way. 

 Need to find more details before I can commit. 
 

Comments opposing the proposal 

 Although major incidents requiring foam are rare the operational challenges in 
delivering the quantity required, in the right time scale and capability for 
delivery are so challenging I believe we should stay with tried and tested 
procedures. 

 It would put delays in getting foam to an incident and the first attack.  Early 
intervention is required. 

 Although infrequently used the current Foam Tankers are often overlooked 
with regards to their capabilities and equipment and could be utilised more 
regularly at large incident without the need to remove the stored foam or 
relocate appliances 

 I do not agree with the principle of wasting money procuring a new vehicle 
and vehicle and pod system for a resource which is so rarely used. A more 
effective proposal would be to store foam on pods which are compatible with 
the current prime movers used for the EPU and High Volume Pump 
appliances. 

 Impractical use of pods require greater human resources that a traditional 
FOT 

 Plans are totally unclear. 

 However the POD system isn't a very good one, using the tractor unit to pick 
up, move and drop the pods like with the EPU is time consuming and 
unnecessary. For foam a simple plug in system that runs through a fire 
engine pump would be much better. 

 Too far away if not stored with an appliance/foam unit in station area for quick 
deployment 

 

Comments supporting the proposal 

 The requirement for large quantities of foam at incidents is quite rare and the 
way we store and mobilise the foam could be easily changed. 

 seems better to have foam available in a more geographical spread 

 More practicable and value for money approach to the risk. 

 As other fire and rescue services have shown this model can work. The 
amount of incidents that foam is used is generally low and the maintenance of 
the vehicle would possibly be less and also the moffet on the rear could be 
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utilised at other incidents rather than just being requested for foam 
capabilities 

 We need to do this smarter and the new proposal is the way forward. 

 I think the plans meet the needs of the Service and the community more 
effectively than current arrangements. 

 The Foam review clearly identified the need to change our foam provision for 
a more cost effective and efficient method. A valuable and necessary 
resource that is infrequently used. This needs to change. 

 Support due to the operational times the foam is used. 

 Flat bed lorry and IBC's is a good simple answer - existing FOT to be water 
carrier 

 Data supports how often we use foam operationally, so better value for 
money and use of resources 

 Feel this is a better use of a resource 

 Appliances have enough equipment to carry. Foam is specialist equipment 
and it is only right it is stored in a central dedicated location. 

 Again, foam is used very infrequently and is a waste of money just 'sitting 
there' on stations. 

 The current Foam tanker as very seldom used. A change in this system will 
surely provide greater value for money. A pod system would be my preferred 
option. 

 no problems with the proposals as long as crews can still train with the 
equipment they will deploy at an incident 

 I feel that due to having a hook capability currently within the service all you 
need is a pod which will fit on the hook unit rather than spending money on a 
new vehicle with a moffet mounty. 

 More effective response to incidents 

 Great Idea as we only pay for what we use. Win-win 

 This type of appliance and resource is required infrequently at incidents so I 
agree with this measure. 

 Yes. A central stock in the areas that may have a large incident, that requires 
bulk quantities of foam is a good move 

 On the grounds of efficiency 

 Long overdue 

 FOT is out dated and an under used resource. 

 Foam not used at huge no's of incidents 

 Rarely used 

 Considering the number of incidents we use large quantities of foam at I think 
it is perfectly justifiable. 

 If its cost effective it make sense 

 My understanding of this issue is that we would only be charged for what we 
would use in a 12 month period. If the reality is this simple, then it clearly 
makes good common sense to implement this idea. 

 makes sense 

 foam tenders out of date 

 The amount of time the FOT's are mobilised, it makes economic sense to 
staff them in the way you plan to. 

 FOTs are costly to maintain and repair and are used very infrequently. New 
system will be more cost effective and release posts to offset required 
savings. 

 I believe the current foam appliances are ineffective and in need of change. 
New appliances would be a great improvement, and they do not require 
primary manning in my opinion due to the infrequency of use. 
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 Bulk foam is so rarely a requirement - this makes sense. 

 Better way due to maintenance etc 

 Other neighbouring services have already moved to a new way of working 
and as it seems like a more flexible approach I agree with this change 

 Due to the very rare nature of using foam this is a practical idea. 

 Existing system seems unwieldy and not cost effective 

 Another saving - More in line with the current situation and risk - Current 
FOT(s) rarely move - good to develop a water bowser from the old FOTs 

 In Cheshire we do not have many incidents where there is a need for large 
quantities of foam, therefore if a saving could be made by allowing an 
alternative method of delivery to be done, without compromising safety. 

 Changes are overdue and better cooperation with industry should provide 
future cover 

Q. Do you agree with the Service’s plans to remove the two Hazardous 
Materials Units and use the Incident Response Unit in their place? 
 

General comments 

 Better utilisation of 1st stage decontamination will up-skill and educate more 
personnel vis-a-vis hazmats 

 Why do both HazMat units need to be removed?  These have been used 
recently for various incidents. 

 Need to ensure industry carries enough hazardous material salvage 
equipment themselves. A lot of transport firms have their own emergency 
response units. Need to liaise with them and put trust in their equipment. 
Other countries use industrial equipment. 

 There would have been a reason why you brought this equipment in for the 
first place so why now take it away if it does the job? 

 There is currently a firefighter decontamination structure at Ellesmere Port for 
training purposes. I feel it would be more cost effective to place this on one of 
the mentioned vehicles and mobilise from 08 if required. 

 While I agree with use of MD4's for decontamination rather than the shower I 
feel we should keep our chemical detection capabilities again as these are for 
fire fighter safety and can be more rapidly deployed than utilising partner 
agencies. 

 Reduces specific response 

 If contaminated I would want the best equipment around to decontaminate 
me. 

 HAZMAT is out dated and bordering on dangerous with the lack and condition 
of equipment. 

 The iru must be on PDA were operational crews may require decontamination 

 Only if they are primary staffed and allowances have to made to allow time for 
the setting up of IRU's. 

 The service should purchase a modified appliance with the correct equipment 
on. Look at other services to see what they use. The IRU is far to big to be 
turning out all the time to a run of the mill hazmat incident. 

 These appliances turn out on relatively few occasions, but they are positioned 
well, and may be better utilised by not being primarily manned, but left at 
there current locations, and manned on an alternative method, i.e. retained 
cover. 

 Not the whole IRU would need to be mobilised initially, maybe consider just 
using the MD4 first then move the larger unit as the incident escalates. 
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 The removal of the vehicles should not prevent integration of their 
functionality within other appliances. 

 Further training in HAZMAT decontamination will have to be sorted. 
 

Comments’ suggesting further information is needed 

 Don't have enough information to comment. 

 Again not enough detail has been given regarding how the IRU's would be 
staffed and mobilised. 

 Undecided on this one - the IRU's are not as mobile as the hazmats - also the 
decontamination system usually needs to be set up fairly quickly as well - Out 
of all the specials I would suggest that the HP's and Hazmats are of the most 
use. 

 This proposal is not discussed in the IRMP consultation document and 
therefore cannot comment. 

 not sure as never really had any dealings with the use of these so it would be 
unfair to comment on the impact 

 Don‟t know how it impacts on resilience to answer 

 I'd need to hear both sides of the argument before making a decision either 
way 

 To answer this question fully I would like to have more information on this 
subject. 

 

Comments opposing the proposal 

 The geographical locations of the hazmats gives a fast response to incidents 
and the resources on board are usually sufficient for any incident 

 The hazmats units are spread out across the county covering a large area 
whereas a single vehicle of such size to cover the county would be taking 
down our emergency response time and hazmat response capability 
throughout the county. 

 Having spoken with Hazmat officers I oppose this proposal. 

 Oppose unless there would be no delays in getting this vital protection for 
crews to the incident. 

 Retain one 

 The MD4 is a far superior means to decontaminate personnel 

 IRU is extremely cumbersome to use due to poor design 

 hmu and operators are worth there weight in gold at a job and to remove the 
access to 2 seems a bit of a step back. 

 we need at least 1 as response is diluted by holding all specials at 1 or 2 
stations as they may be out etc. small unit easy to set up could be combined 
with swift water unit as crews are already trained in both i.e. Warrington. 

 1. The Incident response unit is a national appliance with standard stowage 
nationwide. It has no room for additional equipment and any attempt to switch 
out equipment could have huge implications at regional incidents. 2. The IRU 
is slow to deploy due to stowage and very cumbersome to use. Totally 
excessive for smaller scale incidents. 3. The Hazmats units have other 
equipment not carried by the IRU, and cope well with smaller scale incidents. 
I would suggest that a better choice would be to keep the smaller appliances 
but equip them with an MD4 decontamination shower as on the IRU. 

 The HMU is a much quicker to set up for decontamination purposes for fire 
fighters. 

 HMU's are quick, small and easy to use at 2 ideal locations. 
 

Comments supporting the proposal 
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 The protection of Fire Service and public should remain the first priority and if 
this can be guaranteed with the proposed system I could support it. 

 Whilst I support this plan, I think that the stowage of the IRU's current storage 
is not conducive to a rapid deployment 

 It makes perfect sense to have one multi use vehicle with all information in 
one place. 

 If the professional operational judgement is that this would be better then yes. 

 Should have been done years ago. This was highlighted when the equipment 
carried by the IRU was found to be superior to that on the HMU. 

 This is a costly inherited piece of kit that should have better provisions than 
the HMU's. 

 On the grounds of efficiency 

 Better use of resources 

 These are multi use vehicles - the older ones are more restrictive. 

 Yes for the decontamination of operational crews but it needs to be available 
24/7. 

 Better equipped appliance to deal with risks. 

 BETTER OPERATIONAL RESPONSE 

 Again, not often used and carry outdated decon equipment. Remainder of 
equipment carried belongs to Bureau Veritas and will be handed back for 
them to provide to the incident if/when required. 

 incidents where these are required are few and far between 1 vehicle should 
suffice 

 Yes i am happy that the IRU can provide the services that operational 
incidents might require. 

 We have superior kit so why not use it , the hmu is getting out of date with its 
shower 

 If the incident Response Units capabilities are improved then it could work 
just as well. 

 As the type of incidents these units are intended for are few and far between, 
I agree that it makes sense to use alternatives rather than having units on 
standby that may never be used 

 Evidence suggests the HMUs are under utilised and it would be costs 
effective and more practical to combine the two 

 Makes sense to me! 

 Rationalisation of equipment is valid if it is balanced to the risk 
 

Comments raising concerns over the practicality of the proposal at an incident 

 Impracticable and an excessive burden on staff at IRU locations. 

 Not sure about this one. The IRU is a huge vehicle that may have limitations 
in certain circumstances. 

 Poorer response times and IRU is too large 

 The IRU is going to be too slow in attending incidents and then it takes at 
least 20 minutes to unload. When the MD4 is used for decontamination it will 
be OTR due to contamination. To shower and clean a firefighter in a gas tight 
suit a 1,000 litre a minute shower is required not a MD4 which provides a 
small quantity of water. 

 IRU is a bulky vehicle, taking up a big footprint and time to unload that may 
not be provided at a number of locations. Move towards one HMU is 
supported with resilience provided from over the border. 

 Not what the IRU is for; IRU is too large and slow to set up. Hazmat vans are 
small, quick and efficient 
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 IRU fit for purpose although access to some incidents may be limited due to 
size of vehicle 

 The vehicle is very large and needs lots of space to set up. 

 If there was a major incident it may take some time to respond to were the 
incident is with the incident response unit were as with the hazardous 
materials units you have Cheshire east and Cheshire west and Chester 
covered. 

 If we are to use the IRU's then large amounts of space are required to off load 
the cages via the moffet and the space/time is not always there at incidents.  
If we were to use them also there home station locations would need to be 
looked at and changed also. 

 Do not think that this has been thought through. It is impractical for IRUs to 
deploy quickly for setting up of stage 2 decon. would it not be better to 
purchase a MD4 and equipment to load on existing HMUs leading to a 
quicker response and using the skills and underpinning knowledge of crews 
at 15 and 01 in both wet and dry decon. 

 On paper this sounds great but ask any of the IRU operatives how this will 
work and they will tell you it‟s a long winded way to get a simple resource 
mobilised. The phrase square peg in a round hole springs to mind in an 
attempt to save money. 

 The IRU vehicle will not provide the required attendance times at this type of 
incident. It requires larger numbers of personnel to run. Also to maintain 
levels of competence, would require more time. 

 Don't think this is a realistic proposal-manoeuvring IRU through traffic is not 
ideal and the role of the IRU is to support mass public decontamination 
operations-this would mean the IRU isn't available for that role. 

 The HMU is easier to set up and quicker. The IRU can much longer and 
majority of the equipment not required at a basic hazardous incident, apart 
from the MD4. 

 No  to set up the IRU takes too long - the HMU takes minutes to set up 
second stage decontamination 

 It takes to long to set up the IRU ,removing the pods and so on. The firefighter 
decontamination shower needs setting up as quickly as possible at incidents. 

 I think to just use the IRU as a hazmat will use more resources than a 
dedicated hazmat unit currently does. It will take much longer to set up 
messing about with a moffett mounty and the stowage of the equipment from 
the hazmat to the IRU will be a problem as there is no room on the IRU for 
anything else. 

 I feel the IRUS turning out to small hazmat jobs in Cheshire is a waste of 
resource and would be better suited to a smaller unit in the county 

 It is not very practical to mobilise a large vehicle like the IRU to incidents just 
to use the MD4. I would support this proposal if the MD4 were to be put on a 
different appliance as in the IRU it requires the Moffett and driver, a large 
area for removing the stillages, takes a lot of time to remove from the vehicle 
and increased risk when driving a large vehicle when responding to an 
incident. There is also NO room on the IRU for ANY additional equipment 
such as air lines. 

 Your going to mobilise a very large appliance on a regular basis be prepared 
for accidents with people driving the iru around the streets of Chester. 

 A lot more training will be required on the IRU's and the times involved during 
and after an incident will be greater with more routine maintenance and 
testing requirements. 

 IRU's are too big to turn out as a hazmat, an altered fire engine should be 
used. 
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 The hazmat unit with shower is a more effective way of decontaminating CP 
suit wearers than standing in a tent with a bucket and brush trying to 
decontaminate each other. I have used both and the Hazmat shower is a far 
more effective way to decontaminate. 

 The IRU is a large cumbersome vehicle.  It takes time to remove the moffett 
mounty and take off stillages just for the MD4 to be used.  I feel having an 
MD4 and associated equipment in a van or similar vehicle for ease of 
transportation and efficient set up. 

 Hazmat units are more robust and flexible. Is it plausible to moth ball the IRU 
and use if required? The response time of an IRU and get to work time i 
believe is too slow 

 IRU's are slow to get to any job and slow to set up, Firefighter safety will be 
compromised. 

 The sheer size of the unit and manpower required unloading & set up 
equipment from these units makes this an impracticable option in my opinion. 
Will this still have the capabilities of the current HAZMAT Unit or just be for 
decontamination? 

 It is a good idea to utilise the MD4 but it is not very practical to turn out a 
appliance the size of the iru just for firefighter decontamination. It would be far 
more cost effective to put a Md4 in a small van. 

 Unsure of the speed and capability of the IRU in decontamination 

Q. Is there anything else you would like to add about staffing or specialist 
appliances: 

 
Comments in support of the proposals 

 I am impressed with the management approach to these very difficult changes. 

 Supportive of specials being located to bespoke stations at Lymm and M53/56 

 Staffing should be looked at in every instance, be it, work routines, money saving 
, safety of firefighters , the potential to recruit retained staff and more importantly 
keep them in service !!!! Work life balance, which seems to be something that 
gets brushed under the carpet when even the feel for the need to change rears 
its ugly head . As long as proper consultation, which is fair and reveals all the 
good and more importantly the bad points of change, and that the people who 
matter (the public and the firefighters) who are affected most, are aware of any 
potential drop in fire cover. Then I am keen to see what will come of the proposed 
changes, for all kinds of reasons. 

 
Comments urging the service to make more use of on-call staff 

 I believe that On call staff should be used to crew appliances on wholetime 
stations at the normal working rate, when the crewing levels are low or as 
overtime as a firefighter is a firefighter at the end of the day and we are all doing 
the same job for the same reasons and for the same fire and rescue service. 

 Could specialised appliances be better staffed using the on call model? 

 On call worked well at Crewe when it was a busy station, so could easily be re 
introduced alongside training of staff for Alsager. 

 More specials on retained stations. Less staff require training , cost less. 

 move more to on call stations 

 Can only agree with the move to On Call - This gives the service a more flexible 
and efficient workforce to deal with 

 Allow on call firefighters an opportunity to work with wholetime crews in relation to 
staffing an appliance; on call to make levels up to 5. 

 More use of OC staff. 
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Comments highlighting the need review skills or pay 

 When these vehicles are needed they are required quickly and without delay with 
suitably qualified crew.  Any review into specials need to include the practitioners 
participation. Pods are not new but do not appear to be the answer judging by 
other Fire & Rescue Services.  Cheshire have an even spread of Specials with 
highly skilled operators staffing them. 

 More training time and assessments by qualified specialist J/O's we have in the 
county.  less community task's for stations with specials 

 The stations that are allocated specials should have a reduced community work 
load but need to have specialist training assessments/joint internal training by 
their peers more often. 

 Primary manned, so they are available and the operators are fully trained, not 
trained every once in a while. 

 Consider switch Manning appliances 

 Specialist appliances cant be sufficiently staffed by wholly on call personnel. they 
are specialist appliances training needs to be specialist not squeezed into a 
couple of hours a week around regular training as well 

 I understand that there is a need to reduce staffing. I would suggest that specials 
are usually sent with a supporting pump anyway and as such they do not need to 
be primary manned. They are an individual skill set and so training and refreshing 
does need to be considered and given adequate time. This becomes more 
difficult when secondary. 

 Some special appliances are so specialist that they require a greater degree of 
training and not just the box tick bare minimum method that we currently use.. 

 If they make specials stations there should be a pay increase for fire fighters 
based at this station due to have a greater skill level. 

 Specialist appliances require firefighters to have additional skills, these could be 
lost to many FF's if only 1 or 2 stations became the Special Appliance stations. 

 For certain vehicles is a competent Ff necessary. Could a driver only skill set be 
explored if the purpose of a prime mover is to deliver, set down and leave in situ 
for use by staff on scene. 

 
Comments suggesting staffing arrangements 

 Limit alternative manning at all costs. 

 Due to infrequent use, but the likelihood of several of them being used at the 
same time, I believe a hub of some description would be a more effective way of 
staffing them, on one of the stations operating a day crew system. This would 
also help alleviate the driver shortage issues on some stations. 

 I believe that we have a real opportunity to move towards a more efficient method 
of staffing our appliances and stations, one which we should grasp with both 
hands. In my opinion, we really missed the boat last time. Lets have a system 
that is cost effective a delivers the maximum output in terms of service delivery 
balanced with serious consideration for keeping our staff safe and having 
resources available to us when needed. 

 Changing the start times from 9am and 6pm would have a significant impact on 
many employees with families; 12 hour shifts are not family friendly at all and 
would be detrimental to work/life balance 

 The IRU's put into a pool at Lymm and M56/M53. 

 Although not mentioned I think we should do away with the control units and have 
a dedicated van as an incident management unit as used in Merseyside, this 
would be based at a central station and staffed by 2 watch managers and could 
turn out to all incidents where required. this will free up firefighters and also mean 
the other control units we have which don't do the job they should could be taken 
off the run 
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 The Hazmat at Warrington should be retained but the kit that we rarely use 
removed and used as the replacement boat puller. It will have better storage than 
the Ranger and it can retain the shower to use for decontaminating SWR 
operatives once they have been in the Mersey etc which is more of a hazard than 
99% of the chemical jobs we attend. 

 Removal of HMUs and FOTs release 12 posts. 
 
Comments opposing proposed changes 

 The Staffing system is being deliberately dropped to allow an alternative to be 
brought in, which I believe long term will be the death of the Fire Service 

 Specialist appliances are to ensure that safe systems of work exist and the down 
grading of their immediate response puts FFs safety at risk. Safety at any cost 
must prevail. 

 The current system works well and has made CFRS the first class service it is, 
why change that? The reduction in riders is detrimental and should be avoided, 
anyone that is serious about firefighter safety would not allow a first line 
appliance to ride with only four riders, whatever happened to safe systems of 
work? 

 Staffing specialist appliances especially Hydraulic Platforms with one rider is 
having a detrimental effect on the competency training of staff.  In the past two 
crew members could spend time training and familiarising their selves with the 
equipment whilst the main appliance was out in the community or at incidents.  
Now it cannot be set up without the pump being with it. Lost flexibility 

 Please keep the rope rescue at Knutsford this specialist appliance gets heavily 
used within the rural area of Knutsford and is the only one of it kind in Cheshire 
and the fire fighters that use it are the best trained fire fighters in Cheshire that 
know how to use it well. 

 Keeping then 2 days, 2 nights shift pattern works well and is great for work/family 
balance. 

 HOW ARE THE NEW DIMENSIONS VEHICLES AT CONGLETON TO BE 
STAFFED IF ONLY 1 PUMP? HOW IS THE HERITAGE ATTENDANCE GOING 
TO BE MAINTAINED WITH ONLY 1 PUMP AT CHESTER? 

 The staffing is at an all time low since I arrived over fifteen years in the Fire 
Service. And to be cut further I feel would be a serious mistake. Fire fighter safety 
isn't being given enough thought. 

 The EPU needs reviewing. I don't believe it is capable, with its current equipment, 
of doing what we expect it to do. It is very much a sticking plaster in 
environmental protection. Rather than an ultimate resource. 

 keep specials wholetime and primary staffed 

 Looking from the inside of a service it appears to me that this service is already 
stretched with numbers dwindling and staff not being replaced. 

 Throughout Cheshire extra staff recruited to staff specialist appliances is already 
very low. There comes a point when somebody in authority must say enough is 
enough. To provide a fire service fit for purpose you also have to pay for it. 

 Staffing is at the lowest I‟ve ever seen and I struggle to get any floating days 
when I would like. This has to improve if the service is to run efficiently. 

 Why is there not a question about the HP being manned solely by on call ? 

 It is wrong to equate staffing to the number of incidents as you have done. A fire 
can require many firefighters for, admittedly, a short period of time. It is a 'safety 
net' that a society provides that when a fire engine is required 'they' attend quickly 
and with an effective number of firefighters. Delaying attendance will result in 
worse fires and more costs to our community 
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 we have spent all this money on specials and training and now its let get rid, it is 
not very good telling people who have put a lot of time and effort into making a 
special a really needed asset on the fire ground, yes we don‟t need that now. 

 Do not drop to 4&4 this is playing a dangerous game and compromising FF 
safety forcing JO's to make unnecessary decisions based on to few staff. 

 Continue to staff Macclesfield‟s HP with wholetime staff 

 2-2-4 SYSTEM IS FAMILY FRIENDLY AND PROVIDES A GREAT RESPONSE 
FOR THE PUBLIC WHICH THEY EXPECT 

 In believe from chatting to my colleagues who are frontline operational staff that 
we are totally against 12 hour shifts, as the are not good to work, and not good 
for family, and will vastly reduce the our quality of life. There has been other shift 
systems mooted around as alternatives, i.e. 24 on 48 off, but personally I believe 
that 2.2.4 is the best system, and the least likely to get any objections. 

 I think in a major-multi pump incident, only then will it highlight the lack in staffing 
once we get to one pump four rider stations, there just wont be the instant cover 
but its the public and property that'll pay the price but by then it‟ll be too late. 
certain watches are so low already they‟re run on overtime ESR and hanging 
back 

 If staffing changed to 12 hour shifts I would consider leaving the service. Less 
firefighters WILL put the public and fire fighters lives at risk! 

 the operational HUBs you talk of holding these specials will be busy stations and 
when dealing with smaller incidents these specials will be off the run, but I am 
sure you will coin the phrase of "manage it" 

 
Comments raising concerns with the on-call system 

 Whole time staff are trained on specialist appliances and are available 24 hours. 
Training and staffing by on-call staff would be another expense and take time and 
could it be guaranteed to provide 24 hour cover? 

 Leave HP staffed with wholetime personnel; as the on call will find it to much to 
keep up to date with the PAS 

 I don't think that the service will be as resilient and to rely on the on-call as much 
could be a problem as they are notoriously unreliable, at least in my experience 
they are. 

 By using the On-call to staff our appliances, you are at risk of not meeting the 10 
minute response time. This is especially unrealistic when increasing the 
catchment area for recruitment/ retention purposes. The on call are very often not 
available at some stations. If you therefore look to increase the number of on-call 
staff at these said stations, you are looking at an increased salary and training 
cost. Would it not therefore be more cost effective, to lose the on-call facility at 
day-crewed stations and maintain the current day- crewed arrangements where 
you have guaranteed 24/7 cover? Also, the OSU at 27 is staffed by trained w/t 
staff who have attended an HGV RTC course. The on-call staff have not received 
this level of training, so as a lorry driver, its only ok to crash during the hours 
where the WT personnel are on duty! I don't believe that you can rely on the on-
call staff to provide fire cover 24/7 or within acceptable response times. 

 The recent proposal for the H.P to be staffed by on call at Macclesfield - I would 
strongly oppose, I believe this would be very difficult for On Call staff to keep up 
all their competencies as well as the H.P. 

 As long as the service can GUARENTEE  the availability of the appliances and 
not rely on the on-call system which is not supported 100% of the time. 

 The training requirements that come with specialist appliances will make it very 
difficult to staff them with On call staff.  

 
General comments 
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 A concise, integrated and organised review of the services requirements and 
capabilities needs to be completed before I can offer further comments. 

 I ma not op0eraitonal so find it difficult to comment on the appropriateness of all 
of these proposals without understanding the broader issues 

 Y can‟t volunteers have the same uniform and not the horrid t shirts as we are 
just as good at what we do or don't we count 

 Involve the staff who use and maintain these appliances before making decisions 
about what will happen or even proposals. 

 The focus on making savings seems to be solely based around operational 
staffing levels and shift changes. In my opinion this is an irresponsible approach, 
when there are other areas which can and should be considered. Happy to 
discuss. 

 greater flexibility managed at a local level 

 If it's not broke don't fix it. 

 If it isn‟t broke don‟t fix it 
 
Responding To Incidents 
 
This section of the survey asks for views on proposals to introduce a blanket 10-
minute response standard for life risk incidents, the overall plans to alter crewing 
arrangements and build new stations, as well as proposing to increase the travel time 
for on-call firefighters from five to six or seven minutes. 
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the proposals in this 
section? Where possible give details why you support or oppose particular 
proposals 
 
Comments opposing the increase to a seven minute window for on-call staff 

 I strongly oppose the suggestion of allowing an extra two minutes to respond as 
seconds cost lives never mind two minutes. We should be looking to reduce the 
time its takes us to reach incidents and to give early interventions to casualties 
and properties as that is our remit of a fire service. 

 Extending the travel time by 2mins for on call FF's to get to station will aid 
recruitment but won't the adversing impact on turn-out times. 

 On-call firefighters already have a turn out time approaching the 10 minute 
blanket response time. Allowing the catchment area to increase to 7 minutes 
would cause a huge delay in vehicles turning out. 

 I am not sure about the increase in living radius times for On-Call. This may put 
increased pressure on them to meet the proposed 10 minute standard. 

 I don't believe that extending travel times is a good idea. We may be getting less 
dwelling fires but having a further delay in attendance times will only lead to more 
severe fires when crews eventually arrive leading to firefighters facing potentially 
a more intense fire. I think that if you are resident in either Knutsford or Stockton 
Heath you will be extremely unhappy about losing your community fire station to 
a system where crews will only effectively be turning out to operational incidents. 
This will surely have an impact on the delivery of community events/projects in 
these towns? 

 5 minutes is a long time 7 would increase this plus the chances of even more 
delays e.g. traffic etc. 7 minutes plus the additional 10 minutes is far too long if 
there is a house fire. 

 Although I support the idea of increasing response times in order to improve 
recruitment etc , I think this also could be detrimental when responding to 
incidents. Regularly the service promotes videos and materials ( e.g. sprinkler 
video ) detailing how fast fire can spread etc yet in contradiction is supporting 
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increased response times. It could be these extra "few minutes" that impact and 
determine the outcome of an incident 

 Increasing the time for on-call firefighters to attend incidents, is not the way 
forward. On-call already take longer that the five minutes. If I needed the FRS, I 
would want then to attend in the quickest time possible 

 13 - Its already an unacceptable wait time for the general public and on-call is not 
the best way forward in my opinion. 

 I believe that increasing the turn out times for On Call staff will lead to accidents 
en route to the fire station when responding, a significant delay in providing 
support at operational incidents initially attended by just one appliance (with just 4 
crew members; a pump operator, an OIC and 2 BA to a persons reported...who is 
getting the hydrant put in?), has over reliance on cross border resources (when 
these Services are also cutting back), does not consider the impact of significant 
incidents on a Friday/Saturday night (On Call staffing at these times), and all WM 
Bs will get a pay reduction to WM A after having a 1% pay rise for one year in the 
last few years 

 Increasing the On-Call time will decrease the whole idea of having a fire engine 
any where in Cheshire within 10 minutes. There will be pockets and areas that 
will not make the 10 minute mark and I am sure you have calculated this in 
already but you claim to be offering something that is not entirely accurate. 

 As recently published by CFRS currently the cheapest system in operation is Day 
staffing yet this is the system that is being removed? This must be linked to 
pension rights? Do you support our plans to increase the maximum travel time by 
up to two minutes?  This is a paper exercise to improve the availability of on call 
appliances. The trouble is we are needed in an emergency and adding 2 minutes 
travel time in effect delays us by 2 minutes attending emergencies. In other word 
when we are needed we will be too late but when we are not needed at least the 
appliance is available! 

 5 minutes is long enough. As a member of the public when off duty I am very 
worried about proposals to change night cover to stand by staff 

 If you increase the catchment area by 1 or 2 minutes you are highly unlikely to be 
able to meet your 10 minute response time, that is if the pump is even available. 
At least with the day crewed system, you have 24/7 cover which is guaranteed. 

 If there is a problem with recruiting and retaining on-call firefighters, may be that 
reason needs looking in to rather than pushing the time to respond out. 

 Whilst appreciating the need to re-site stations where the risks are, there needs 
to be an understanding of how CFRS maintain the service delivery at these newly 
proposed stations should they opt to become on call. By increasing the travel 
time to the stations reduces the survival chances of personnel involved in certain 
types of incidents; house fires, rtc's. 

 Its interesting to see that a comments box was not present below question 14 , 
increasing the travel time for " on call " firefighters , will only delay the time it 
takes to get a crew of fully qualified firefighters to a potential deadly house fire or 
car accident . It would seem that saving lives becomes less of what we are about 
in place of saving money !!!!!! 

 Extending the time limit for On-call firefighters would increase attendance times 
past 10 minutes.  The average attendance time in Cheshire is reportedly 6-7 
minutes, a proposed time of 10 minutes is a downgraded of fire cover and worse 
than current Ambulance service life threatening calls. The service we provide 
now works, these changes are purely financial based and not associated with risk 
at all, a station based at the end of the M56/M53 this has been decided by 
someone that doesn‟t know the layout of the motorway system and heavy traffic 
flow around junctions 10 and 11 of the M53. 
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 A 7 minute travel time to a retained station is unacceptable. From Warrington I 
could be out of the station on nights and in BA in a house fire within 7 minutes 
with 4 on a pump. Meanwhile the retained pump hasn‟t even booked mobile. At 
the moment we can be in and out of a house job at night before Birchwood book 
in attendance. At a proper going job this delay in having retained pumps arriving 
is unacceptable, esp. as they may all be FFs of lesser experience when they do 
arrive if the proposal is to increase travel time just to attract recruits. 

 Increasing the catchment area for recruitment of on-call firefighters would cut the 
10 minute response time.  Therefore the service may struggle to hit this target.  
The idea of having the whole of the south of the county as on call at night causes 
me to worry about resilience at protracted jobs or large jobs.  We have 
experienced on call crews having to leave incidents after being there less than an 
hour due to full time work commitments.  If more of the pumps are crewed by on 
call this issue could become more prominent in the future. 

 Improving recruitment by increasing the travel time for part time firefighters is at 
the expense of providing a quick response to incidents. 

 Increasing response times is going to lead to more fatalities. We have all seen 
the video of a house fire developing it is fully developed within 5 minutes! if I live 
7 minutes from a fire station I can be on call. If a fire starts in my next door 
neighbour‟s house or an rtc in my road I‟ve got to drive 7 minutes to work, get 
dressed within 90 seconds and travel back giving a great 15 and half minutes 
response. 

 7 minutes is far to long to be waiting to respond for OC FF's, station areas will 
decrease in size due to elevated response times. No change is needed. 

 Increasing the distance retained firefighters can live will seriously impede the 
area of fire cover within the 10 minutes. The proposals for the day crewing 
system to go to a day duty is very unpractical as at our station the on call go off at 
4am on a regular basis due to their main jobs. This would leave the appliance off 
the run for a good 5 hours. Yes you could take on more on call but where do you 
stop 20 30 or even more on call to ensure availability. At the present time day 
crewed stations a staffed 24-7 with a guaranteed crew, this system not only 
provides a very cost effective system but the personnel who work on these 
stations are more flexible and more dedicated than their wholetime counterparts. 
Changing this system this will be lost. The day crewed stations Winsford and 
Northwich could loose the on call staff and still provide the 1 pump cover required 
24/7 at each station. Changing to a day duty will loose all the flexibility the system 
currently has. 

 A 5 minute delay is bad enough without making it worse. 
 
Comments highlighting general concerns 

 Downgrading the Quality and Professionalism of the Service will cause someone 
to be seriously hurt or killed by these proposals and is a risk to the public and 
Service County Wide 

 Proposals have the potential to reduce by half the appliances currently available 
24/7 with the other appliances relying on On Call offering their services at short 
notice. SR and exercise attendance movements would be difficult to plan for in 
advance. A revisit of Day Crewed Plus or self rostering for 24 hour shifts would 
increase the number of 24/7 appliances 

 Its simply expanding frameworks to meet the lack of staff at incidents that will 
come apparent in the future/increasing stations but with less staff is just 
increasing make up times such as getting a baeco officer just to deploy the only 
two remaining firefighters left on the pump, if say for example, Chester‟s pump 
and the m56 future station has a afa or rtc to attend 
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 By reducing the amount of fire appliances our resilience as a service is reduced 
this already stretched through the ongoing incident at Widnes to reduce the 
further seems madness 

 All of the above questions highlight the downgrading of quality in overall service 
to its customers, in the disguise of streamlining the service. During night-time 
hours the amount of calls does decrease, no argument, but the severity of some 
can be very serious, and I believe we as a service are taking a gamble. 

 These proposals will result in a reduced service to the public. 

 the decision to place a station at junction M56 and M53 is totally unpractical due 
to there being no access on to the motorways at this junction, introducing new 
access points would be extremely troublesome and expensive 

 Once changes of this magnitude are done there is NO GOING BACK. It will be 
built and if it does not work it cannot be changed back. To rely so heavily on the 
on call is a game of chance. The whole issue here is money and not response 
times so why not just come out and say it 

 New stations are a great idea, to deal with emerging risks but it's no good 
identifying the risk and not having someone available to deal with it in a timely 
fashion. 

 Alsager and Neston seem valuable additions. The new distribution of stations and 
additional coverage does not appear to offer great benefit. Although initial 
attendance times may be reduced, it is with diminished appliances and crew, 
limiting the actions and effectiveness of that attendance. 4 persons arriving at a 
house fire can do little more than set up a perimeter and wait for the next 
oncoming crew. This is the new arrangement for most of our residential areas, as 
two pump stations are eliminated. I fear that the greater requirement for on call 
crews could be difficult to recruit, and the additional time for turn out means 
slower attendance at incidents and greater burden on wholetime stations to 
penetrate further into rural areas. 

 Statistically it may make sense. However, there have been incidents at my station 
where the current on call response time (as a 1st pump) would have resulted in a 
double fatal house fire. Any increases in response time would have made it a 
definite fatal. Increases in response times are concerning 

 A station at Penketh does not make sense to me, the proximity to Widnes means 
that attendance times can easily be achieved from there already.  If the service 
plans to remove an appliance from Widnes and Warrington, only to then support 
the remaining single pump from the new proposed Penketh station, with a 
wholetime staffed and an on-call appliance, then why not save a load of money 
by just keeping the 2nd appliance already at Widnes and making this an on-call 
appliance instead of building a new station with it's running and building costs, 
then sell the big site of Warrington fire station and build a smaller more energy 
efficient one with the proceeds. 

 Additional fire stations have been poorly looked at with there positioning not 
meeting what has been purposed by the service. 

 By increasing attendance times to incidents will impact on the severity of the fire 
or the person who is trapped within a vehicle. A speedy attendance is of the 
essence if we are going to give a person in a house fire or entrapment more 
chance of survival. Spreading fire cover will inevitably increase the time it takes 
for the correct amount of resources to reach an incident. By doing this health and 
safety may well be jeopardised as more risks may have to be taken. 

 its getting "cover" on the cheap to say lip service wise there‟s enough cover in a 
station area 

 The later the FF teams arrive at the incident - the worse the conditions will be for 
the teams responding 
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 Macclesfield still requires one wholetime pump. There is a risk that cover in the 
East of the county will be poor given the removal of a number of wholetime and 
day-crewed pumps. 

 
Comments relating to the on-call duty system 

 The On Call personnel have changed over the 30 years I have been with the 
service. On Call personnel now mostly give evening and some weekend cover. 
Due to the financial climate shift work has dropped off and you do not get people 
working near a station who can give day time cover. People now want quality 
time off and are not prepared to give their time up. 

 if the turn out times for RDS are increased that only gives us 3 minutes to get to 
an incident." recruit more effectively" 

 On call fire fighters are willing and wanting to give the best service support. 

 As far as I am aware all the response times are based on 100% availability of the 
on call crews - I think this would some careful management and planning to 
maintain this level - based on previous experience at Wilmslow et al.. 

 "I support the stations being staffed according to demand but having seen some 
of the proposals relating to the day crewed stations the risk profiling data that is 
available from the Corporate Intelligence Unit appears to contradict the staffing 
arrangements i.e. Monday to Friday when incidents are predominately happening 
at the weekend and later in the evening when the On Call establishment is on.  

 If you add the 2 mins additional time to the On Call establishment you may 
struggle to achieve your 10 min blanket response time and also end up with a 
different response time for rural areas. 

 Does money need to be spent on new stations or can existing stations be used 
with a variety of staffing at each one?" 

 I would only increase maximum travel time if there was no alternative. Some 
cover is better that no cover. 

 It can sometimes take On Call a long time to mobilise as they need 4 FFs on the 
pump to go out to an incident and they sit and wait until they have the correct 
number.  Also if one does not turn up they have to stand down.  This means a 
delay in going out to any incident. 

 The increase of On-Call response times should only be increased if shown to be 
absolutely necessary - the current recruitment difficulties are not proven as we 
have no effective recruitment strategy or business liaison in local communities - 
there are lots of additional things which could be put in place to improve 
recruitment within the five minute boundary. 

 Increasing travel times to on call stations may well improve recruitment but it cuts 
into response time. 

 Point 13, I believe in places like Audlem it may benefit recruitment how ever outer 
lying stations like Macclesfield every second counts with relation to response 
times and attendance times due to the geographical area we cover 

 I am not convinced that using on call firefighters will result in a better service for 
the communities. Previous on call recruitment not always very successful 

 individual station topography should dictate travel times 

 If you have to many On call stations in certain areas, there is guarantee they are 
available at all times. In Crewe's area they are surrounded by on-call and not 
always available. Wilmslow has had problems from the start as well. 

 I feel the service is trying to turn itself into a purely on call based service. if this 
slowly happens training ,turnout times, community service and quality of 
firemanship will drop rapidly 

 the whole of Cheshire east will be in limbo, we are going to expect a on-call 
system to be manned and up and running all the time, the system is down and 
unmanned now on the weekend or certain football matches etc, this will put 
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people at risk and the fire service in a bad light when people are looking at 
unmanned fire engines in unmanned stations as the house next door burns 
down. 

 The service cannot manage its current On call establishment and cannot 
guarantee appliance availability. Greater reliance in On call could massively 
reduce fire cover during weekends and popular holiday periods. 

 I was interested on applying on-call after moving house but fell 1 minute outside 
travel time 

 I feel the payment of on call could be set by need, lots more people would do this 
role if hours had no maximum or minimum and the retainer fee could be on a 
percentage of time given? 

 the on call are not the most reliable of resources when it comes to staffing 
appliances, some areas are better than others, I am sure again it will be 
managed but you will not be in a position to hold on call to there contracts when 
this is just a part time job! Their primary job comes first and you will have issues 
in retention and training new on calls as on call staff get over worked by these 
proposals. 

 
Comments opposing a blanket ten minutes response time 

 Increasing attendance times and increasing turnout times is a contradiction to 
what firefighters are taught in response to emergencies. Such as the golden hour 
for extrications or minutes longer for a persons reported house fire where 
persons are actually stuck inside a smoke filled house. These minutes could cost 
more of the public there lives. 

 Our response times are built in stone, and based on saving lives. You can not 
increase them without risking lives. 

 I believe the response times for house fires should be reduced not increased. 

 A blanket 10 minutes is not an improvement, except to improve the services 
statistics of "meeting response times". For the people at risk in emergency 
incidents, it will not mean an improvement on the assistance that they will 
receive. 1 pump with 4 riders on it cannot possibly implement a safe working 
environment to carry out any rescues of saveable life. So added to that a 
proposal of allowing an extended time for on-call staff to respond to station, can 
only mean that lives will be lost, or firefighters would be at an increased risk of 
harm. 

 10. Easier to record and report, not sure how well we will manage this, especially 
considering we're contemplating giving On Call 7 minutes to turn out! 11. I 
support SOME changes, not all 12. Some of the new stations may be of use, 
some may be a waste of money and resources 13. I think this is absolutely 
ridiculous!  For 2 main reasons - Firstly we want to expect attendance within 10 
minutes, yet we're giving 7 minutes to turn out, so essentially we're giving 3 
minutes travel time.  In mainly rural areas, where our risk profile identifies pockets 
of greater risk.  Seems to go against all our other risk and intelligence based 
approach to Service delivery! Secondly I'm not sure that anyone has actually 
considered that our mobilising system currently assigns different turnout 
standards to each on call station, based on their actual historic turnout times.  
This is NOT a blanket 5 minute standard and the system hasn‟t worked like this 
for a long time!  Has anyone looked at this and realised On Call stations will lose 
out massively as a result of this and Wholetime station area incidents will 
increase?!  Giving rise to future campaigns to once again increase appliances 
and staff on wholetime stations! 

 The way stations are staffed in critical in determining response times, Wholetime 
station are the only providing immediate response 24/7, to suggest that a 10 
minute blanket response would give a better standard across the service is 
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wrong, an appliance is only available immediately when the crew is with that 
appliance and that is wholetime shift, not On-Call. To expand the use of On-Call 
firefighters is a flawed concept as this is not their primary role employment and as 
On-Call firefighters freely admit they are not trained to the same level as their full 
time colleagues. 

 It is pointless building 4 new fire station and wasting more of the tax pays money 
when you have already spent loads of money doing the one that you already 
have up with electric doors and new community rooms and so on. Also I disagree 
with the new response time of 10 minutes when a ambulances response time to a 
life threatening is 8 minutes and if you are planning to have on call fire fighters 
that live 5 minutes away that works out it will take 15 minutes to get to a house 
fire does it? By then it is too little to late!! And not acceptable to the tax payers. 

 A blanket 10 minute response standard is worsening the current standard for the 
majority of Cheshire residents and businesses.  It is not as if the standard is to 
achieve it 100%, so there will be no improvement for any area other than close to 
the proposed new wholetime stations.  Response times will increase and the risk 
to life will increase for the majority.  The new stations are only proposed so that 
reductions can take place at all wholetime and day crewed stations. Cheshire 
should be able to recruit On-call staff without increasing the catchment area, this 
is the wrong approach to recruitment and retention. If it takes 7 minutes to 
respond to the station then only a very small area will have a response of under 
10 minutes.  It would be interesting to know the percentage availability of on-call 
pumps currently, the average response times and the number of times they have 
failed the current standard of 5 minutes turning out. 

 Making a 10 minute response time is not a good idea at all and not the way we 
should be going. As we all know the quicker our response time could mean the 
difference between saving someone or someone‟s property or loosing it. I think 
we should be looking at making the response time shorter and not putting it up to 
10 minutes. 

 I do not agree with the proposal to change response times to a blanket 10 
minutes. I believe we should keep a system based on risk levels. I oppose 
increases to on-call response times as I believe the sooner we can get resources 
to an incident, the better equipped we are to deal with it and ultimately save lives.  
Also should a crew be unable to respond for any reason this could cause a delay 
to mobilisation of a replacement by over 7 minutes. 

 10 min response time - in built up areas this is a worsening of response - agree 
with trying to improve in rural areas but not to the detriment of built up areas 
where majority of fire fatalities occur. Current staffing systems serve Cheshire 
well at present and would improve if optimum crewing was fully staffed. do not 
feel in current economic climate that we should be building new fire stations we 
should endeavour to get best use of existing ones. OC response of 5 mins is 
reaching the limit of an early intervention into a house fire  or RTC increasing the 
response time will only lead to a more challenging situation for crews and 
decrease survival rates for casualties (RTC - golden hour, compartment fire- 3 
mins) 

 Q10. I believe the move to a predominantly On Call service will make the 10 
minute response time unachievable, particularly in areas where we extend the 
catchment area, unless more work is done to provide contractual assurance of 
availability 

 Ten minutes is a long time to wait for a fire engine to turn up to your house for a 
fire, more council tax money for a reduced service doesn‟t add up and I‟m sure 
the public will work this simple math out. Building additional fire stations in order 
to spread out fire appliances and staff thinly over the county is an outrageous 
attempt to save money and cut staff. Surely you can see that this will have 
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massive cost implications alone to build and facilitate? adding two minutes to a 
travel time for an ""emergency service"" and lets not forget this is what the public 
pay for in their taxes and is ridiculous. I really think this needs to be thought 
through properly and the public informed correctly about the implications of 
adding this time on considering that a large amount of the service will be on call if 
your plans go ahead. 

 How can you possibly have a 10 minute response time when on-call firefighters 
are living 7 minutes away from the station?! bizarre idea 

 Asking a firefighter whether wholetime or retained, if they believe that increasing 
the turn out time to house fires and RTC's would be a good thing is akin to asking 
a police constable if they would be happy to delay their turn out time to a 
mugging or an assault. The fire service is like the army in the eyes of the public. 
When our services are required the public like to be assured that we will be there 
in the quickest time possible, with the maximum number of personnel and the 
best equipment available to enable us to do our job. As for more fire stations, 
then that can only be a good thing. 

 the service seems to be playing games with our community by, a, providing 
loaded questions that lead the correspondent to answer in a manner that suites, 
by not informing our community that attendance times existed till recently and in 
most cases better than 10mins. I have no problem with people in more rural 
areas having better response times. Please explain to readers that while 
increasing the maximum travel time to up to 7mins does not mean that these 
crews will not then get to fires in 3 mins. 

 The 10 minute response slide shown on the management roadshow was 
completely wrong for Macclesfield at nights and is very misleading if shown to 
other non service personnel - we highlighted it at the time and hope it was 
changed to reflect the far worse response that residents of Macclesfield would 
actually have at night if the changes go ahead. 

 How can blanket 10 minute response time be covered if on-call can potentially 
take 7 minutes to respond to initial call? 

 IF YOU INCREASE THE RESPONSE TIME BY 2 MINS THEN THE PUBLIC IN 
MORE RURAL AREAS WILL NOT GET A FIRE ENGINE WITHIN THE 10 MINS 

 I'm not sure how we would achieve the new response standard of 10 minutes if 7 
of those were taken up by firefighters travelling from home to the station... 

 We currently experience difficulties in recruiting and retaining On Call staff and 
frequently see On Call appliances OTR due to lack of available personnel. I do 
not believe that the current On Call system provides the resilience or confidence 
to allow expansion. For the reasons stated above, I do not believe that we will 
achieve the 10 minute blanket response time from On Call stations and this will 
be further affected should we increase the permitted travel time and catchment 
area. 

 A further attempt to reduce the attendance times, is this really with the end user - 
(the residents and communities of Cheshire) in mind? Is it making Cheshire safer 
- or cheaper? 

 Changing to ten minutes blanket is doubling the time now whilst on our company 
screensaver tells us five minutes so we need smoke alarms 

 By increasing to 7 minutes then surely that will not be quicker response than 5 
minutes therefore with the services idea of blanket 10 minute response then can 
you tell me how that applies when it will take someone 7 minutes to get to station, 
get rigged and then drive possibly another 7-10 minutes to incident so making the 
response not 10 but 20 minutes or so. 

 A blanket 10 minute response to life critical incidents is to long. CFRS have the 
capability to respond faster than this. Wholetime Firefighters turning out in 
90seconds will always be a better option then on call firefighters turning out in 5 
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minutes (proposed to be 7 soon). This is ridiculous to even be questioned. It is 
making a deliberate decision to risk the lives of the people of Cheshire!! 

 
Comments supporting the building of new stations 

 I support the proposals as I can understand why the Service feels this will match, 
or improve on, the current Service to the community whilst meeting the required 
budget cuts. 

 These proposals are more efficient based on data. 

 By building new stations in the proposed areas, this will hopefully protect the 'at 
risk' areas and in the long run potentially save lives. 

 
Other comments 

 Community involvement in line with the localism act will be vital in the future. This 
will engage a wider spectrum of the community 

 Support 13 as long as it doesn't have a detrimental impact on achieving 10. 

 More than aware of the need to provide a more flexible service in very difficult 
economic times - Don‟t feel there is an alternative? 

 It is always better to have an extra pump available even if it takes a little longer 

 I agree with the 10 minute blanket standard for dwelling fires and RTCs but I 
would consider commercial premises to be life risk also. As the majority of 
business fires occur in the town centres in close proximity to the fire stations this 
will only increase the response standard performance against 10 mins. I strongly 
agree that we should be looking at peak periods of incident activity and that our 
crews shift systems should revolve around this. Therefore I believe that reviewing 
the 2nd appliance on wholetime stations is beneficial. Historically there has been 
evidence to show that very few life risk incidents happen at night time and this 
further supports this move. The majority of incidents are 1 pump incidents 
therefore increasing the speed of the response time by introducing new stations I 
agree. Some on call areas are well known to struggle recruiting part time 
firefighters and more so than not can't mobilise the pump  as they don't have 
sufficient staff to ride. I agree with this concept as this will give other types of 
people the opportunity that previously wouldn't have had. A some what delayed 
appliance is much better than having no appliance at all. 

 Cheshire Standards should also include Business Risk. These are not only life 
risk properties in some instances but the cost of fire to businesses is something 
that we do take seriously and should therefore represent this in our response 
standards. 

 Oppose the capital cost of building premises if vehicles can mobilise from other 
places, e.g. given that ambulance and police vehicles seem to standby at lay-bys 
etc. 

 Question 11 is asking the same question asked earlier, don't change the 2-2-4 
staff need continuity and not being asked to work as & when required due to 
shortage of staff due to implementation of different staffing system. 

 
Warrington area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Warrington area  
 
Q.Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Warrington? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals 
 
Comments regarding changes to fire cover 
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 A station at Lymm will reduce fire cover in the areas where structural fires occur 
i.e. town centres.  The new station will only improve specials moving to other 
areas not local fire cover. 

 As a service we're splitting the Widnes/ Warrington stations to one pump each 
and literally 4 minutes from each station, putting another station there with two 
pumps??? Don't see the logic and efficiency saving as both stations can meet the 
times for that area. Stockton Heath fire station has recently been moved to aid in 
its turn outs to the motorway network so why add to the turnout time by making it 
entirely on call doesn't that add to response times that we're trying to cut? 

 The proposed new station at Lymm would be 3 miles from Stockton Heath fire 
station. Stockton Heath was only opened in 1999 so is a new modern fire station. 
Why build a new station only 3 miles away when you can use Stockton Heath? 
By building the station at Lymm the station at Stockton Heath should close. It 
would not be needed. it this is a time for tough decisions don‟t keep a station 
open for a proposed 40 calls per year. it would be a complete waste of money 
even if politically it is closing a fire station. Over the past 5 years Knutsford and 
Stockton Heath have had a very poor availability of the on call appliance/staff. 
Why will it be any different in the future.  Knutsford is a long way from the 
proposed new station which will dramatically increase turnout times for incidents 
in Knutsford during daytime hours. Having worked in the Warrington area for over 
20 years I can never remember an incident in Lymm when due to turning out from 
Warrington, Birchwood, Stockton Heath or Knutsford has been a problem. Why 
change what clearly works. 

 To provide a better service to the motorway system is a genuinely good proposal 
but removing fire engines from Warrington town centre is a wrong step 

 To change Stockton heath to only on call , when it covers a vast area of 
neighbouring Warrington , is a kick in the teeth to the residents of that town , I 
seriously wonder if they are being made aware of the FULL  facts that this 
change would make .....Regardless of saving money ....surely saving lives is still 
our main aim .... 

 With Warrington pump moving to Penketh and 1 pump going from Widnes where 
are the firefighters going to go as it sounds like Warrington will be staffing the 
Penketh pump which leaves all the Widnes firefighter then to be scattered around 
the county. Is that not a fairness issue? 

 Stockton Heath may as well be retained; Warrington tends to be used at night 
and tends to turn out to their jobs faster. I just wonder who will standby at all 
these one pump stations for cluster exercises or training at HQ when we have 
single pump stations - how do you decide which area is without a pump for that 
day/night. Will retained be used to a greater extent to cover these shortfalls as 
there seems to be a resistance to use them at the minute? 

 The proposals do not cut the number of appliances, and provides a strategic 
station located on the motorways.  This makes sense to provide a robust cover 
for the whole of this area.  The amount of shouts attended currently by Stockton 
Heath and Knutsford is mainly due to their special appliance, so if these were 
moved to the 'super station' at Lymm then the number of calls should significantly 
reduce, therefore supporting an on call station.  The issue would be recruitment 
and retention of on call at these stations as they have historically struggled.  The 
reliance on the current wholetime firefighters to cover can not be relied upon. 

 I don't think that we should move an appliance from Warrington to the quieter 
area of Penketh. 

 I think Warrington needs two pumps and the number and variety of jobs we get 
supports this. We also need two pump crews to effectively operate the boat and 
our training together is vital. I appreciate Widnes do not receive as many calls, 
but I think Warrington warrants its two appliances 
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 The benefit in coverage from the new station at Penketh does not justify the 
expense and effort of establishing it. The Lymm station seems a sensible and 
effective idea, with a genuine improvement in service. 

 By opening Penketh, and losing wholetime pumps at Warrington and Widnes we 
will be losing 1 wholetime pump, as 2nd pump at Penketh is on call, I want to see 
no wholetime pump or FF losses. 

 I'm not comfortable with the changes to Knutsford based upon the shift in 
emphasis to road traffic collisions and away from home safety 

 
General comments on the proposals for the Warrington area 

 Why has any reference to Birchwood station been omitted from these proposals? 
A station at Lymm is an excellent idea, but moving a fire engine, and making 
Stockton Heath on-call would put the people of Stockton Heath at risk. 

 The caption for Warrington is misleading, the proposal is not for 2 fulltime 
appliances at Penketh but only 1, therefore there will only be 3 fulltime appliances 
covering the whole of Warrington (including Birchwood and Stockton Heath) and 
Widnes at certain times of the day. 

 Are there two whole time pumps at Penketh on the map? 

 Only concerns with reducing the two stations to on-call would be reduction in 
community work 72d visits etc. 

 do not support the move to 2 stations for Warrington - not sure how response to a 
water incident will work 

 Although incidents have decreased over the years this is partly due to the way 
they are recorded. As an operational firefighter at Warrington I feel that we 
remain busy and I feel the placing of appliances as it is appropriate. 

 keeping Stockton heath station AND building a new one is a waste of money 
seeing as it will only be a few miles up the road, what a complete waste of time 
and money...you say that time to respond is of great importance to incidents yet 
previous questions contradict this by adding two minutes on 

 My support assumes the accuracy of data used in reaching the decisions and 
bringing forward the proposals. 

 The water incident provision needs to be factored in 

 Do not live in area so opinion is not valid. 

 These plans need to be considered holistically as opposed to in isolation; what 
happens when there is a house fire at a given point and the next pump is not 
available, the next pump is out at a job etc 

 Why not keep 2 pumps wholetime at Warrington and 1 pump wholetime at 
Penketh 

 I welcome the idea to build more fire stations as long as at least one appliance is 
manned by five firefighters. 

 This is about money not response times 

 See capital expenditure as unnecessary - but agree with mobilising from more 
locations. Think standby locations could be considered 

 
Comments relating to the impact of the proposals on response times 

 The times mentioned Earlier in the Survey can be met by not altering the Stations 
so why spend Millions to make little or no impact 

 Being a regular motorway driver I can see the benefits of the two proposed fire 
stations at the busy motorway interchanges particularly if it improves the 
response time to incidents. I feel the proposals will provide better coverage for 
Warrington than current arrangements. 

 Both Widnes and Warrington can meet the existing average attendance times for 
Penketh now, why go to the expense of building a new station when it is not 
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needed. Leaving Knutsford without any fire station is a dangerous concept that 
would need exploring further with correct information. Placing a station on a 
motorway junction sounds like a good idea but this can lead to additional 
problems such as being in the middle of heavy traffic initially and unable to 
respond to incidents. It is not possible to consider Stockton Heath in isolation 
without also looking at Runcorn and Northwich fire cover. 

 I have indicated not sure as I am not sure that the new stations need to be built 
(could co-location not be considered in both Penketh and Lymm?) however if it is 
absolutely necessary for the blanket 10 mins response time then I would support 
the changes. 

 Overall response times will increase with the new plan. There will be fewer 
wholetime pumps and more on-call with the associated problems. 

 I oppose the plans for Warrington/Widnes as this reduces the number of 
wholetime appliances in Halton and therefore reduces our response capabilities. I 
support the building of a wholetime station at Lymm as this will increase our 
response capabilities. I oppose changes to the staffing system at Stockton Heath 
as this would increase response times during the day 

 If a fire appliance from Widnes can get to Warrington in 10 minutes why move it 
to Penketh and vice versa. 

 It would be a better standard of response if the 2nd machine at Penketh was 
wholetime 

 My only concern is the reduction in 10 minute response cover to the East of 
Knutsford should a new Lymm station be built. 

 This is the Services busiest station area and the reduction of service provision 
will impact upon the public. In speed and weight of response. 

 
Comments regarding the use of the on-call duty system 

 As long as the on call fire fighters are as well trained as full time firefighters; 

 What proof does the service have that they will be able to recruit and keep 
enough „on call' FF's? Or will whole time be expected to prop up the system? 

 Just check your current on call availability at Stockton Heath.  The answer lies 
there. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing, NO COVER AT WILMSLOW 7/12/12 1900HRS 
ONWARDS RESULTING IN A PUMP OFF THE RUN 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing 

 The move to On call throughout is fine providing the response time to station is 
extended to more than 5 mins 

 if this system worked in the future, why then has the Wilmslow model and 
Birchwood station still have to get wholetime to out man to cover shifts there, its 
cover on the cheap-6 of one and half a dozen of the other type situation-it thins 
out staff who would have to be made up at an incident anyway 

 Stockton Heath - is there really any point? If the station goes to wholly On Call 
the appliance from Warrington will often attend their area before them. Also if this 
is designed to be provided with the current on call establishment which provide 
extremely poor availability attending just 10 incidents last year, some serious 
recruitment will need to take place before removal of the day crewing pump to 
Lymm. 

 My only concern is the greater reliance on the On Call personnel and their 
unpredictable availability 
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 Stockton Heath have always struggled to recruit on call staff. A successful new 
recruitment campaign is fundamental. May need to expand the recruitment area 
to 7 mins to generate interest. 

 Stockton Heath and Knutsford have always struggled with on-call fire fighters 
over the years. 

 The on call part of the plan, is the part that causes me most concern 

 On call at Stockton heath only works with wholetime assistance 

 On call does not work at Stockton heath due to the demographic of people that 
live local. very much similar to Wilmslow. 

 Not sure because staffing it with on call is going to be risky if you increase the 
distance from which firefighters respond. Having spoken to wholetime and on call 
who respond form home, every one has said that at some time they have broken 
the speed limits to be able to respond in time. Without blue lights and sirens, this 
is a very dangerous practice. 

 New fire stations are good but put whole time fire crews on the new stations, on-
call will not work. 

 I think relying on on-call is a great risk, as seen at Wilmslow which is 
predominantly 'propped up' with ESR 

 the service cannot guarantee the availability of appliances. 

 How can the service guarantee to reach attendance times for areas such as 
Mobberley at night when the current on-call system in Wilmslow & Birchwood 
requires constant bolstering by wholetime personnel sent out staffing? 

 For stations to become solely reliant on On-Call firefighters isn't safe. This has 
been proven by On-Call firefighters not turning up at Wilmslow in response to fire 
calls on Saturday nights. I believe that On-Call firefighters should only be fulltime 
firefighters that respond from service houses during cover hours. The old 
""retained"" should not be referred to in the same way as On-Call as they can not 
be considered to be as reliable. I am willing to go into more detail if required by e-
mail or telephone. 

 Wholetime fire fighters will always provide better cover than on-call due to turn 
out etc times. 

 Robust recruitment and contract monitoring essential for the 03 proposal. 
 
Halton area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Halton area  
 
Q.Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Halton? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose particular 
proposals: 
 
General comments 

 Oppose capital expenditure but not the principle 

 Oppose removal of second appliance as delays in attendance could compromise 
firefighter safety. 

 
Comments about the on-call duty system 

 Again, where is the evidence that the service could provide the 'on call' ff's to 
cover a system where the second pump is staffed that way? 

 I'm not sure a station in Penketh is the best idea, it all depends on staffing and 
therefore turnout standards and travel times 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 
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 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing, NO COVER AT WILMSLOW 7/12/12 1900HRS 
ONWARDS RESULTING IN A PUMP OFF THE RUN 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing 

 My only concern is the greater reliance on the On Call personnel and their 
unpredictable availability 

 Yes my wife‟s family lives in Widnes so why should they lose the cover to save 
money, stop paying money grabbing on-call who back fill and drop off when it 
suits. 

 again I think its cover on the cheap e.g.; Wilmslow was supposed to enough night 
cover by on call, the reality was different and the public don‟t realise, its 
sometimes covered by whole time. 

 
Comments regarding the potential impact on fire cover 

 This would put the Customers of Halton at a greater risk, considering that a lot of 
industry is already in Halton 

 Biggest fire in CFRS history has demonstrated the need for two appliances at 
Widnes 

 The figures quoted across the Service talk in terms of the second appliance on 
two pump stations only being required broadly speaking 30% of the time to 
supplement the first appliance to respond, to me this is a significant amount 
considering only 6.3% of incidents in Widnes were House fires and RTC's. 

 Runcorn should have 2 wholetime pumps particularly if Widnes loses a pump. 

 I would like to see Runcorn retain 2 fire engines in order to provide stand-by 
cover in neighbouring areas when required. 

 I oppose removing any wholetime appliance from Widnes or Runcorn as this 
reduces our response capabilities 

 again, its cover on the cheap and has been shown in Cheshire not to work 
effectively already in certain areas 

 Although Halton is a relatively small area, the industry in it is vast and varied with 
many chemical companies along side small industry units all quite capable of 
causing major disruption to the wider aspect of Cheshire e.g. Johnsons Lane 
Widnes (see BOSS) 

 House fires and rtc incidents require resources to commit crews into the risk 
area, reducing the number of pumps and staff will impact massively on these 
incidents. Frodsham...does it really have two appliances?? TRV isn‟t a fire engine 
with the capabilities to attend house fires or rtc's due to the number of staff. 

 The Runcorn-Widnes bridge already increases attendance times, waiting for a 
second appliance to attend from Penketh, would only add to this problem 

 These plans need to be considered holistically as opposed to in isolation; what 
happens when there is a house fire at a given point and the next pump is not 
available, the next pump is out at a job etc 

 If Widnes were committed to a fire say in Runcorn, would the distance travelled 
from Penketh to the far side of Widnes be then outside of the required attendance 
times? 

 Recent incident at Johnson's Lane anyone? How many fire engines were used 
from other brigades? Cutting too much too quick in my opinion 

 removing fire cover can not be a positive 

 Its very tight, you only need one appliance to become committed and it leaves no 
slack in the system for eventualities. It seems were banking on little or no 
incidents that way we‟re not stretched. 
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 Saving money I can understand, but at the expense of saving lives I cannot. To 
reduce fire cover throughout Halton, because of old statistics , doesn't stop the 
chance of someone in a house fire dying instead of living, because of a reduced 
service . It doesn't matter how you try to soft soap the figures, someone 
somewhere will die because of it and they will become just another fire death 
statistic that will be on the peoples hands who made that change from one to two 
fire engines. Covering with on call firefighters has proved not to work in 
Wilmslow, and the same could and probably would happen elsewhere . 

 The traffic and population density around Halton will only increase over the 
coming years when the new bridge is built this will increase the risk, a focus on 
the marine rescue side of the FRS based at Widnes needs to be looked at due to 
the River Mersey. The excellent community work carried out by Halton crews will 
be lost if the stations are downgraded. 

 The service cannot guarantee the availability of appliances, where is the service 
resilience coming from? 

 The 2nd appliance at Penketh needs to wholetime to provide effective support to 
Widnes 

 
Comments claiming further information is needed 

 Again I only tick not sure in relation to the need for the new station. If it is 
necessary then I support. Also not sure what the risk profiling (for all incidents) 
suggests is the busiest time of day both stations and this will have an impact on 
the decision as to whether I support the staffing arrangements of the second 
appliance and its availability. 

 I would like more information on the subject before I could answer this fully. 

 Support 

 Support in Principle - the diagram above shows removal of Frodsham‟s second 
appliance/TRV - I agree with this 100% as it is useless at present however this 
change is not included in the IRMP consultation document where it quotes 
""Frodsham - No change"". Second example so far in this survey of consulting 
about changes not listed in the IRMP. Support the concept of Runcorn 2nd 
appliance being crewed for 12 hours during peak times only - night 2nd pump can 
easily be provided by 04/06. The activity levels in Halton overnight do not warrant 
training another new RDS unit which will be a major burden on resources given 
the work that will be taking place in establishing new units at Neston, Alsager, 
and Penketh etc. 

 All the proposals above are feasible options, whole time staff at night are not 
required for the makeup of incidents that Runcorn/Widnes attend. 

 For the Runcorn appliance, having on call at night and wholetime during the day 
would provide good support for large and life risk incidents during the busy 
periods.  At night the roads would be quieter so an on call machine could get to 
the incident quicker than it could in the day so the crews would not be waiting too 
long for back up. 

 If a second pump coming from Penketh to support Widnes doesn't take overly 
long then it would be ok. 

 I support moving fire engines around the county to reflect new risks rather than 
historic risks, as communities and our response to them does change, but should 
not increase the risk to other members of the community. 

 
General comments 

 The 2nd appliance at Widnes has been under threat for a long time, to remove it 
and build a new station at Penketh does not make sense. It would be more cost 
effective to staff this appliance with on-call and scrap the plans for a new station. 
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 Halton has the biggest area with COMAH sites. Industry needs to step up their 
own fire fighting capacity before these changes are made. 

 The above relates to Halton proposal on the information (Prev) it mentioned 
Widnes to have one fire engine but in the above question it states remove the 
second engine from Runcorn in the question, 

 I think showing 2 pumps in Penketh will mislead people out with the fire service 
as they won't know its 1 pump and a retained pump. 

 Where do the Widnes and Runcorn staff go? 
 
Cheshire East area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Cheshire East area. 
 
Q.Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire East? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 
 
Comments relating to proposed changes to fire cover 

 There would be a shortfall of Fire cover for a great part of Rural Cheshire which 
has a lot of Heritage and farming community which could be harmed by these 
changes 

 All the proposals offered would remove firefighters from Cheshire East, and place 
the communities involved at higher risk. Alternatives have been, or could be 
suggested but have been ignored. 

 There will be no guaranteed fire cover in Cheshire east if the changes happen!! 

 The plan should they go ahead would leave Chest with no appliances 
immediately available for incidents, Macclesfield used to be the largest non-
Metropolitan borough in England and for that not to have fire appliances available 
for immediate response would be wrong. 

 These proposals will stretch the fire cover in Cheshire East and large areas are 
already covered by on-call with probably some of the worst response times in 
Cheshire. 

 I oppose any reduction in response capability and any increase in our response 
times 

 Cheshire East could possibly have the potential of having NO Whole-time fire 
cover during certain hours of the day/night? Increasing response times the 
Service are trying to cut??? Having a detrimental affect on our customer‟s 
livelihoods. Greater damage by fire due to time taken to arrive but to name one 
example. 

 There are lots of changes here in Cheshire East and collectively could face lots of 
challenge politically. I think Congleton' proposals should be altered incrementally. 
Not only are they losing an appliance to Alsager, the 1st pump will be 
downgraded to an on call appliance also. I think this will be difficult to achieve 
and will have to be phased out. I believe Macclesfield should remain wholetime 
as there is no wholetime cover in surrounding areas. Response times will not be 
improved here. If Knutsford becomes on call as well collectively this will be hard 
to muster from a public perspective. 

 Reducing fire cover is not a positive 

 Cheshire East is a large proportion of the county with a high level of on call 
stations to provide the service delivery. By changing the shift systems at a 
number of wholetime stations will reduce the effectiveness of the service relying 
heavily on on call demand to meet the needs. 
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 Only two wholetime pumps in East Cheshire? Are the council tax payers happy 
with paying more for less? 

 If I lived in Knutsford I would be concerned that living in such an affluent area with 
a high council tax, I will have no full time fire cover esp. when the retained fail to 
put their line up and the pump is knocked off the run. We have backed up 
Wilmslow for years now and yet we are running with less and less FFs. There will 
be no extra bodies to go and sit at Knutsford one night just to keep the pump on 
the run. 

 This would be a large area to leave only two full time appliance during the night.  
Crewe and Macclesfield are large areas with a big population and some specific 
risks.  For a crew to be waiting a long time for a second appliance could put 
firefighters and public lives at risk. The stations at Congleton and Knutsford do 
not justify two appliance, or even full time manned appliances, especially if they 
lose their special appliances. This area of the proposals is of particular concern in 
my view. 

 Macclesfield looks very isolated, especially at night if these plans go ahead. What 
happened to day Crewing Plus? 

 MACCLESFIELD IS THE ONLY WHOLE TIME PUMP AT THIS END OF THE 
COUNTY, WHICH PROVIDES SUPPORT TO OTHER ON CALL STATIONS. 
THE FIRE SEVICE CAN NOT ENSURE THESE FIRE ENGINS AVAILABILITY 
SO MACC HAS TO COVER THESE AREAS, BY CHANGING THE STAFFING 
AT MACC YOU WOULD BE UNABLE TO ENSURE COVER 24/7 IN THIS END 
OF THE COUNTY 

 Both Crewe and Macclesfield are isolated stations, where a complete absence of 
a second pump could leave them waiting excessive amounts of time for 
supporting pumps to arrive. If that pump is elsewhere and also an on call pump 
with the associated delay, then times are extended further. For this reason I 
would favour retaining a second pump in some form, even if that be an on call 
pump. 

 Cheshire east is basically going to be covered by 1 wholetime crew at night 
based in Crewe. even our 2 nearest over the border fire stations at kidsgrove and 
biddulph are on call only. the standard of cover in Cheshire east is going to be 
disgraceful. house fires occur mainly at night I fear for residents in Cheshire east 
with this level of proposed cover. Congleton on call cannot provide day cover at 
the moment with 11 on call firefighters how many will it take to get some day time 
cover when this is already provided with 24/7 cover at a lower cost than a regular 
wholetime station? 

 This end of the county already relies too heavily on the on-call establishment, 
how can we justify moving in this direction further? - how is this increasing the 
response, or safety of residents? 

 The Service is proposing Cheshire East to be nearly all on call? This has to be a 
reduction in standards?!! 

 Crewe is surrounded by on-call stations meaning any back up required is delayed 
(this could also increase if 7 minute attendance time on station is brought in for 
on call staff), perhaps Nantwich could be upgraded and staffed from 9 to 5 (or 6) 
Monday to Friday to provide additional cover for Crewe due to it being so isolated 
and with Nantwich having grown in size with further developments planned. 

 Cheshire East residents will be short changed especially at night when the On 
call appliances could be off the run perhaps we would be better off paying our 
increased council tax to GMC !!! as their appliances will no doubt reach us first! 

 I can't agree with the reduction in the 10 minute response time in southern parts 
of Knutsford to enable a better response in Lymm 

 
Comments related to proposed changes to crewing systems 
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 Why remove the second appliance at Nantwich when it is an extra resource for 
the area and it is only costing the service when it turns out. Surely it is more 
beneficial economical to have one appliance in Crewe and two on call appliances 
at Nantwich as your only paying the On call ones when they are actually required 
rather than pay for two appliances to cover Crewe even if there are no incidents 
needing to be dealt with. 

 Nantwich fire station currently has two appliances and is retained. In the new 
proposal there is planned to have only one appliance, yet Nantwich is forever 
growing and with another new housing estate being built and yet more plans for 
further housing estates of up to another 1000 homes and several thousand more 
people does this not make it a greater life risk area? Also with Crewe down to 
one appliance on the proposal and Audlem being not available a lot of the time, 
does this not put greater pressure on the station? Keeping the current two 
appliances would be a greater benefit to the community surely with it becoming a 
larger town by the month? 

 As stated previously, with the geography of Crewe, and its primary support 
coming from on call stations, make it impossible to believe that the proposals 
would do anything other than decrease the standards of emergency response for 
the community. If these proposals were to go ahead, you could end up with a fire 
engine responding to a persons reported house fire, with 4 firefighters, unable to 
safely effect any rescues, and the next appliance not arriving for 7-10 minutes 

 Knutsford is a very busy station and should remain as it is because it is always 
busy on the m6 motorway and has best and quick access to it because junction 
18 and 19 is an accident hot spot. 

 why not leave one pump at Crewe with a 8 man cab as it personnel that are 
needed at a house fire? 

 I believe that there is a need for two wholetime pumps at Crewe, due to its 
growing size and the fact is it surrounded by on-call stations.  I feel the need for 
the two pumps is there, maybe have them at two new smaller stations on 
different sides of the town however keeping them both wholetime. 

 I understand, that changing shift systems will give operational staff more options, 
and by moving quite appliances at night time periods may work. Changing the 
current arrangement at Congleton is a good move, but Crewe has a history of 
incidents requiring the attendance of 2 appliances asap. 

 If the appliances are called out at Lymm and the incidents can be protracted how 
will Knutsford be covered taking into account the shrinkage in other appliance 
availability 

 The IRMP and Annual Report both state that turn out times would improve under 
the new proposals, this is not so at Macclesfield as staffing the Fire Engine at 
night under Nucleus crewing with On Call Staff would Increase turn out times. 
This was highlighted on the Roadshow when an incorrect slide was displayed 
showing how the Macclesfield turn out times would improve at night. 

 The new station at Lymm is a good idea you just have to make sure that the 
original Knutsford staff are not just brushed aside to save money. 

 Being based at Congleton I think the proposals to have no wholetime FFs here at 
all to do continue all the fire safety and community work is a disgrace. I think as a 
Congleton resident and council tax payer that I would expect at least a 
guaranteed response from the fire service which I know will not be assured with 
on call. The nearest wholetime pumps will be at Macclesfield or Crewe which is 
nowhere near enough for an adequate response. If this was to be then for sure at 
least 3 deaths would have occurred in the last 2 years without our current 
response standards. 

 Ensure Congleton has wholetime representation 

 Macclesfield needs one wholetime pump. 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 206 of 260 

 
General comments 

 As previously stated this is a massive waste of money and time, there is already 
a fire station a few miles down the main road into Stockton heath. 

 Lymm staffing should depend on the number of RTA as it is on the main section 
for the M6 and M56.  Just 21 and 17 have created a number of RTA. 

 These plans need to be considered holistically as opposed to in isolation; what 
happens when there is a house fire at a given point and the next pump is not 
available, the next pump is out at a job etc 

 Again. This is about saving money not people 

 Crewe is a very big town, with a major hospital on in its area, Yet again another 
casualty of statistics it seems. 

 Just looking at the map it seems like Macc need more support 

 I cannot pass opinion on places I know very little about and have no underlying 
knowledge 

 Don‟t know if this is a mistake but on the diagram above a pump from Congleton 
day manning when it changes to on call with a 7 min delay can still get the same 
place. 

 This questionnaire is quite difficult to answer properly as it doesn't specify what 
type of on-call fire cover is to be used i.e. at Congleton would it be Whole Time 
on call from service houses or On-Call(retained) coming from up to 7 minutes 
away??????? 

 
Comments regarding the proposed building of new stations 

 A base at Alsager could work, depending on current coverage from Over The 
Border Appliances. Knutsford and Lymm I'm unsure of 

 I support the additional station at Lymm but do not support the changing of 
staffing at Knutsford 

 Would support the removal of On Call at Congleton, not sure if new station at 
Alsager necessary. 

 QU.27 is two questions. Yes a new station at Lymm but no to Knutsford being on-
call 

 I support the building of new fire stations on the whole, but not at cost of reducing 
manning levels on appliances or exchanging wholetime for retained. There are 
other ways to make savings, which need to be explored by CFS. 

 Concerned at the reduction in 10 minute response standards to the East of 
Knutsford if Lymm station is built. I wouldn't support plans to remove a pump at 
night, though would support plans to change the staffing of them. 

 
Comments regarding the use of the on-call duty system 

 Knutsford Fire Station has not been able to maintain on call crewing and has 
been propped up with whole-time staff 

 Can we really get and maintain the amount of 'on call' ff's the service needs? 

 Whilst I support the proposals I have do have some concerns regarding utilisation 
of on-call fire fighters in busy towns such as Crewe. Crewe, in particular, is a 
challenge to drive in and the station is not easy to travel to and I question 
whether the Service would be able to recruit sufficient numbers of on-call fire 
fighters able to respond quickly to incidents. 

 I support the new fire station in Lymm unsure about staffing with on call. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the whole time 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 
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 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing, NO COVER AT WILMSLOW 7/12/12 1900HRS 
ONWARDS RESULTING IN A PUMP OFF THE RUN 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing 

 On call fire fighters will give an equal cover. 

 My only concern is the greater reliance on the On Call personnel and their 
unpredictable availability 

 "I strongly oppose changing Macclesfield to Nucleus Crewing for the reason of 
losing the 90 second turn out at night, I feel would put the lives of fire-fighters and 
the public at a greater heightened risk of injury or worse death. Macclesfield fire 
Station is a crucial strategically placed station which is surrounded by On- call 
Stations which as recently proved and demonstrated is off the run a lot at key 
times of the week i.e. Friday, Sat nights, key festive times of the year Christmas 
etc. At present Macclesfield offers the best value for money since its recent 
staffing arrangements and I feel we are the most efficient station in Cheshire 

 Too much on-call not reliable to be available 

 You can not guarantee on call availability without contracts and salary - in which 
case is the financial saving really there? 

 Same problem at Knutsford as Wilmslow in recruiting on call staff. 

 Concern about whether sufficient On call firefighters will be recruited 

 The on call recruitment will struggle in Knutsford and will increase to 7 min alert 
times and leave 3 mins to meet our attendance times. likely to fail 

 
Cheshire West and Chester area 
 
This section of the survey asks staff for their opinion on proposals relating to the 
Cheshire West and Chester area. 
 

Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire West and Chester? Where possible give details of why you 
support or oppose particular proposals: 

 
Concern about on-call cover 

 As with any On Call system it is not guaranteed 24/7 cover. 

 Need some way to keep a 24/7 capability amongst Winsford, Middlewich and 
Northwich. The potential exists for all cover to be unavailable 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing, NO COVER AT WILMSLOW 7/12/12 1900HRS 
ONWARDS RESULTING IN A PUMP OFF THE RUN 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing 

 My only concern is the greater reliance on the On Call personnel and their 
unpredictable availability 

 You can not guarantee fire cover with on call, the public pay for and expect a fire 
service when it is required, you have agreed this doesn‟t guarantee an appliance, 
if you are attempting to make the majority of the stations in Cheshire on call 
during the evening then this is a major flaw in your plan. 

 If you take the Wilmslow system as an example this shows how the system does 
not work despite CFRS insisting it does. Wilmslow is constantly being supported 
by wholetime staff at night just to keep the appliance available. Wilmslow is also 
constantly staffed by on call staff from other on call stations. They sleep on 
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station and are paid at an hourly rate. If that is a system that works then you will 
do as you please anyway and tell the fire authority what you want them to hear. 

 It would be better to leave Winsford and Northwich as they are - day crewed. 
Northwich have a vast area to cover so relying on on call staff with the possibility 
that 1. They are not available or 2. Time taken to turn in 3. Extra 2/3 minutes 
means that you will not meet the 10 minutes response time especially for 
incidents occurring in Barnton. Winsford on call availability is extremely poor.  

 If you look to recruit more people you are looking at increased training costs. If 
you put the on call on salary, is there a financial benefit for the service?  The on-
call are not trained on the OSU or the Control Unit. Therefore the training that the 
WT have just received on HGV RTC extrications cannot be used outside of the 8 
hour shifts). It makes more sense to remove the on call capacity at both stations 
and to remain with the current day crewed arrangement. As a resident of 
Winsford, I would not be happy to pay extra council tax for a lesser service. 

 The proposals for the Chester/Ellesmere Port area make sense as there is no 
loss of fire engines and the new proposals provide a robust service for more 
areas or that particular region. The Winsford/Northwich proposals tie in with my 
concerns for the Cheshire East proposals in that it is a large are to be manned 
solely by on call personnel, even just at night.  There are again, a lot of risks in 
the area, and I am aware of work going on in these areas to increase housing, 
businesses and also at least one additional COMAH site.   

 The on call appliances can not provide guaranteed cover, despite managements 
claims that this can be managed.  The current on call appliances are only 
available approximately 30% of the time.  The idea that they new contracts and 
Gartan system will combat this are good in theory, but in practice I feel will not 
improve the situation.  I cannot see many people being willing to give up their 
evenings and weekends every week for the salary that will be in place.   

 To begin with I would expect there to be interest, but over time I can see the 
numbers dwindling, as we have seen at Birchwood and Wilmslow.  Also, with the 
decrease in community safety work that would be inevitable if the stations were 
top become solely on-call I can see an increase in incidents in the area, which 
again supports keeping at least one of these two stations as a full time crew 24 x 
7. 

 Change to On Call would place too much reliance on an unreliable workforce 

 Again, there is far to much emphasis on On-call 

 Concern that a high proportion of on call staff will result in a shortage of staff for 
protracted large incidents. Employers are also suffering in the recession and may 
not be able to release staff for on call 

 I believe with all these plans Cheshire will become far to reliant on On-Call which 
will increase turn out times massively and logistically will it even be possible to 
keep the skill sets up on all of these On Call firefighters with training. 

 The over reliance of on call in this and other areas is scary!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
 
Comments of concern regarding the potential reduction in fire cover 

 All the proposals involve removing appliances and firefighters, and increasing risk 
to the population. Why? 

 The plan is trying to spread the resources too thinly. In an attempt to achieve a 
10 minute standard, more densely populated areas will receive worse response 
times.  High risk areas will not have a quick enough attendance endangering the 
community and firefighters. 

 I oppose any change that will increase response times and decrease our 
response capabilities 

 I doubt you‟ll get staff at Neston and if Chester‟s/m56 stations at an rtc or 2 pump 
afa, then at an incident you‟ll be down to just two men to do everything at an 
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incident anyway, so does that mean rapid deployment at ALL BA jobs??? Until a 
baeco arrives from Runcorn or Warrington? Is policy going to be changed on two 
pumps for within Chester city walls afa's? BA policy would have to changed as 
crews could easily be left with just two FFs doing EVERYTHING 

 having worked at 08 for a number of years the option of OC at Neston has never 
got off the ground and is unlikely to in the future changing the way the second is 
crewed is a worsening of response to a town that has its fair share of RTCs and 
house fires - an area of major deprivation 

 Previously I expressed my concern removing an appliance from the centre of 
Chester city; please refer back to beginning of survey. I believe Ellesmere Port's 
2nd appliance should stay in Ellesmere Port but maybe looking at it going to on 
call. I disagree with relocating the 2nd appliance to Neston as compared to 
Ellesmere Port the risk is minimal. I strongly disagree with Northwich going to on 
call. Northwich consistently fails to achieve a 10 min standard currently in the 
day, regardless of during the night. Northwich is one of the largest station areas 
and Northwich town centre itself is not very compact. Villages and parishes on 
the extremities of the area such as Weaverham, Barnton, Lostock Gralam, 
Cuddington already experience delayed response times, downgrading to on call 
(especially 1 pump) could not be justified in this area. If any changes were made 
it would have to be the Nucleus option. Winsford is more a more compact area 
then Northwich and so the response time's would not be as detrimental. But I 
would say is Winsford do experience a significant volume of calls similar to 
Northwich and so the Nucleus option would be suitable here also. 

 Chester is a heritage site, if the Chester rows where lost because only one 
appliance was available in Chester, this would have a massive financial loss to 
the community. Ellesmere Port is still surrounded by a large petro-chemical risk. 
The on-call at both Northwich and Winsford cannot provide cover 24/7, weekend 
cover is always short. 

 Consider the lack of fire appliance cover 

 These plans need to be considered holistically as opposed to in isolation; what 
happens when there is a house fire at a given point and the next pump is not 
available, the next pump is out at a job etc 

 reducing fire cover is not a positive 

 Change is fine, as long as it doesn't endanger the lives of the firefighters or the 
public , I see nowhere in the IRMP  where this can be assured . 

 I live in Northwich. I see there was a recent house fire in Kelsall that was 
attended by Northwich and Winsford (presume Tarporley was OTR). So now we 
will have retained covering Northwich and the massive surrounding area. If they 
bring in the 7 minute travel time to attract recruits there, the attendance times are 
going to be over 15 minutes and beyond. There are umpteen red routes and 
accident black spots, not to mention the numerous chemical facilities in 
Northwich and I do not think retained is an appropriate way to provide fire cover 
for this town. 

 ARE WE REALLY SURE THAT LESS COVER IS REQUIRED IN NORTHWICH 
AND WINSFORD AT THE WEEKEND? THIS DOES NOT SEEM RIGHT AND 
GIVES OUT A NEGATIVE MESSAGE THAT WE ONLY OPPERATE DURING 
OFFICE HOURS. 

 Chester requires 2 whole time pumps, because of the heritage risk and the time it 
take navigate the city, also a greater number of staff who can use the specials 

 City centre Chester & petro-chemical industry around Ellesmere Port, to remove 
any resources from these areas seems reckless. 

 
Comments raising concerns about the level of risk versus level of investment 
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 Ellesmere Port is a growing town and CWAC currently has plans for an additional 
200 homes in the Little Sutton area, this coupled with the growing industry in the 
area is increasing the risk not lessening it. It makes not sense to relocate a fire 
appliance to Neston, it could take up to 25 minutes for an appliance to get in 
attendance to a house fire in Ellesmere Port should these plans go ahead taking 
into account the increased recruitment zone for on-call. The risk profile for Neston 
does not warrant a new station and the plans take no account of MFRS plans for 
Heswall LLAR station which only costs Cheshire somewhere in the region of £8k 
per year. A new station at the M53/M56 area does not make sense either as 
currently the locations of Chester and Ellesmere Port enable the Service to cover 
all junctions of both motorways whilst maintaining cover for other incidents in 
CWAC. Can the service really justify the expense of building a new station for the 
sake of 49 RTC's per year that Ellesmere Port and Chester respond to in their 
own areas? 

 The proposed M53 station seems to offer very little benefit to the service for a 
large cost and effort by it. I believe that simply housing the special appliances in 
the current and more than adequate facilities at Chester, along with two pumps 
and crews offers a more flexible, versatile and more resilient coverage than 
separating the pumps and crews. The heritage of the city would be better 
protected but also more vehicles would be able to be kept available by having the 
crews at a single location. Training on all the various appliances would also be 
much more manageable and therefore higher standards would be maintained. 

 I am not convinced about the need to build a station at Neston. It would be a 
second Audlem. Can't see the sense in paying to build a new station when the 
Service pays so little to cover a small number of over the border incidents. 

 The level of resources required in Ellesmere Port and those in Neston do not 
seem to me to make the case for a new station at Neston clearly enough. If 
Neston is already covered by the ten minute response, why build a new station? 

 
Other comments 

 The station at the m56 junction won't work no access!! 

 To remove Ellesmere's Port's second pump is ridiculous, recent history has 
shown that On-call staff on quiet stations cannot keep their line up and this will 
endanger the crew left at Ellesmere Port. If the Neston pump is being used as a 
second pump into Ellesmere Port why not just leave it as it is as the second 
pump at E Port will get to Neston just as quick as it is permanently staffed. A 
station based at the M56/M53 interchange would not work due to the 
configuration of the junction and slip roads. The current station best serves the 
motorway network as appliances can access any direction of the motorway 
network, something the proposed station would not be able to do. 

 I would advocate removing all retained from Northwich and Winsford and keeping 
the current cost effective system. This would provide almost identical cover to 
now. 

 As I have said previously it would be better to remove the on call at Winsford and 
Northwich and maintain a guaranteed cover 24/7 with one appliance at each 
possibly with two watches of six 

 Earlier there is talk of a 12 Hr shift. Moving to 8 hr shifts takes away the mutual 
support/reserve across the service. The longer shift stations would be lean and 
do all the reliefs - if moving to 12Hr shifts do it across all stations to create as 
much mutual support (in staffing and appliances etc) as possible 

 Again, I cannot pass opinion, as I do not have enough knowledge of the systems 
in place and the feedback from staff and residents 

 Monday to Friday day shift does not cover the peaks in activity. 
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Your Overall Opinion 
 
This section asks for any final comments and opinions from those responding to the 
survey. 
 
Q. Please tell us any further comments you have regarding what we are 

proposing in our plans for 2013/14? 
 
Comments relating to the budget and financial environment 

 I realise we have to make changes.  This is inevitable due to financial 
implications and ensuring a resilient Service.  I'm just not sure we're looking at 
the best options. 

 Stop wasting tax payers money on building new fire stations. And don't put up the 
council tax for tax payers of Cheshire if you want support from the public on 
government tax cuts then putting up the council tax is the wrong way around 
because the public would loose faith in the fire service like they have in the 
police. 

 Not sure about the CRM model - looks like a bid to increase reliance on analysts. 
The real value of that needs to be assessed fully given the size of the 
organisation and the volumes of incidents at a local level. The key is to improve 
how we evaluate interventions and activities. The SARA model is useful for 
certain types of problems and is mainly used for addressing crime hotspots. I'm 
not sure we have enough volume to warrant constant intensive analysis. 

 As previously stated, I do understand we are in troubled times and cuts have to 
be made, but where in the consultation survey does it say about cuts to support 
services, because if you keep cutting the frontline, you're cutting the Services 
reputation of being the best Service in the Country. 

 I understand that CFRS is in difficult times and government cuts are behind these 
changes however it needs to publicise that the service will not be as effective as 
it is now and that while there are some good ideas around covering building new 
stations, how these fire engines are staffed will undo any benefits gained 

 Judgements have been made based upon a theoretical budget but no-one knows 
what the budget will be and as these plans may take many years to carry out why 
not wait until the budget settlement comes through. Many senior officers seem to 
be getting pay rises for a streamlined structure, this is appalling and they should 
be taking the lead on financial restraint and this includes buying their own 
vehicles like frontline firefighters have to. 

 
Comments raising concern at riding with four firefighters on appliances 

 Response times will increase and standards are being lowered with Emergency 
Response being cut too much.  More lives will be put at risk and less lives will be 
saved by the slower response times.  Firefighters will be compromised, riding 
with 4 riders, it will either delay operations or firefighters  will be exposed to 
greater risk. 

 I fully understand that changes have to be made to allow for the budget and that 
choices have to be made but I do disagree with some of the changes and that 
safety could be put at risk. EG manning the pumps with 4. 

 Parts of the plan I support fully, reducing station staffing by 50% I fully disagree 
with as I feel the question what jobs will there be in the future if we are reducing 
numbers now by 50%. 

 In a time of financial scrutiny is it a good public image for the service to be driving 
around in expensive 4 x 4's when a Mondeo estate will do just a good a job. I can 
not agree with riding 4 on appliances for the reason of ff 's safety and the moral 
pressures put on us at an incident to do something on arrival. 
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 Please see previous comments. Smaller numbers on appliances is not the way 
forward. 

 My main concern is with dropping to four's on two pump stations. it's a twp pumps 
station because its busy and while I agree you can't expect the worst case 
scenario all the time, I think we should be looking at making other efficiencies 
elsewhere and losing the five man should be the last option, not the easiest and 
first. It‟s just too risky. 

 
General comments 

 Simply to use the On call staff at flat rate to cover wholetime appliances when the 
numbers are low. 

 This is a time where management should stick up for our Service not just roll over 
and change for the sake of it 

 I agree with some of the plans for staffing some stations and disagree for others. 

 I would propose a 2nd OC pump top be stationed at Chester 

 day crewing needs a closer look at savings can be made, ensure day crewing 
housing is used by day crewing staff and account for the rent money better the 
system almost self funds 

 It would make a pleasant change to see a genuine consultation carried out 
between operational staff and management. I believe management are struggling 
alone unnecessarily to have to come up with ideas for savings and efficiencies 
when there are fresh and innovative ideas within the operational workforce. 
Management just need to be humble enough to ask for help. 

 I have a mixed response as outlined. So I cannot answer agree or disagree. 

 The boxing gym at Warrington is possible the biggest partnership and most 
successful programme the fire service has been involved in with over seven 
thousand boxers going through the door every year. Can this be taken into 
account when considering moving Warrington station that a facility for the gym to 
continue at a new station would be available thanks. 

 
Comments concerned at the perceived increase in risk to the public 

 I have not read a single proposal which reduces risks to the population of 
Cheshire east, Cheshire west, and Halton. They are attempts at moneysaving by 
risking lives. I can not support this in ANY WAY! 

 Whilst the current proposals may save money initially, I believe that ultimately, it 
will cost lives. I am certain that some of the savings can be made elsewhere, 
especially when you consider that there are more support staff working on a 
normal day, than the maximum number of firefighters that could possibly be on 
duty. 

 I know that significant savings are required but this is going to come at the cost of 
lives lost due to time delays and delays in response to incidents as you enhance 
the response times for appliances turning out. 

 More information required as to staff cuts and shortages and how we can 
respond with less staff to larger incidents 

 These plans need to be considered holistically as opposed to in isolation; what 
happens when there is a house fire at a given point and the next pump is not 
available, the next pump is out at a job etc. The change to a twelve hour shift 
system would be detrimental for me as it is not family friendly. 

 I don't think the public should be lied to, and informed they are going to receive 
better cover and a better level of service. Saying we are moving a pump from 
Widnes and Warrington to put two in Penketh is ridiculous. Why don't we invest in 
an extra 15 pumps that can be bought cheaply, maybe 25 years old, and put 
them at stations around the county. Then we could go to the public and tell them 
there will be 6 fire engines in Penketh for extra cover. I understand the need to 
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make cuts, I just don't think it should be sugar coated to the public, and I don't 
think they should be told they will get a better level of service, being backed up by 
statistics which are transparent to people who work within the fire service but not 
for those who don't. 

 Will not be able to do as much as quick as is being proposed. No track record at 
all from anyone in the service of ever undertaking such a massive task. 

 The fire control centre would be hard to maintain with the small amount of staff 
operating it. I've heard if there busy you will be placed in a call queue? 

 Why doesn‟t somebody stand up and just say the plans are about saving money 
and not response times. Or as other counties have done say to the government 
we CANNOT cut anymore. Don‟t hide behind response times, more stations, 
better service etc when everyone knows it‟s about money. It‟s well and good 
when the map turns green to see where we can get too but we only need a 5 
pump incident and all the green goes away and there is no cover at all. One 
pump to everything means slower responses and wait around for the next pump 
to come before we do anything and that‟s the truth. Once these plans are done 
there is no going back it cannot be changed back 

 I understand that we need to save money; I haven't got my head in the sand 
when it comes to the state the country is in at the moment. But there is no 
guarantees that lives will not be put at risk by your proposed changes, statistics 
are fine, but cannot be used entirely to make whole sale changes to the service 
we provide, but that seems to be the way these decisions have been made, 
explaining to the public that their fire and rescue service will take longer and have 
less personnel to deal with an incident, big or small, will take some convincing, 
unless you only tell them what you want them to hear !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

 The thinking seems to be forget safety for the public and serving staff because 
we have to save money, this I understand save money, but without the fire 
fighters you don‟t have a service so why get rid of the heart of your team and 
upscale those who would not have a job unless you have fire fighters and pumps 
on stations. 

 I understand that the service needs to make significant savings, but I think the 
proposals may be going a bit too far too quickly.  The service needs to balance 
the finances with public and firefighter safety which, with the current proposals 
may become compromised. Overall I am in favour of making changes for 
efficiency but not at the cost of safety. 

 I don‟t see the financial saving, the detriment to some communities is too great 

 Proposals are all to do with money and put people within the community at risk 
and also firefighters with greater response times etc. Other cuts should be looked 
at other than the operational side. 

 Longer turnout times, fewer firefighters and overall the public will have to wait 
longer for a Fire engine to arrive and when it gets to an incident may not have 
enough crew or suitably trained or experienced crew to do anything safely. Also 
ten minutes is not achievable in large areas of Cheshire i.e. Disley some on call 
stations are ten minutes to turn out. Crews will attend more serious, developed 
incidents and people will get hurt. But it does indeed look cheap !!! 

 
Comments supporting the proposals, with caveats 

 My main concerns have been raised in previous comments - however to maintain 
the best level of 'fire' cover whilst having a large financial cut then the on call is 
probably the best option. 

 Overall a very good set of proposals - CFRS has long had an overprovision in 
terms of WDS appliances and it is good to see some changes going forward 
which will reduce the number of unnecessary staff. I do feel that the increased 
use of On-Call personnel will need to be supported by an improved management 
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structure and understanding of the duty system. At present when OC appliances 
go off the run this is far from ideal but can be just about mitigated through WDS 
resources - if all of the changes proposed are accepted the concept of OC 
appliances going off the run will not be sustainable as they will form a greater 
majority of resources and resilience for the organisation. My only major concern 
with the IRMP is writer‟s lack of attention to technical accuracies. On page 17 
Nucleus Crewing is described as 12 hour shifts with on call outside these hours 
(in reference to Wilmslow and Birchwood). Then on Pages 20 and 23 Nucleus 
Crewing is defined as Mon-Fri 8 hour day shifts with night and weekend cover by 
on call personnel. The latter is what I understand nationally to be defined as a 
nucleus crewing system and not the Wilmslow/Birchwood model as it is called 
elsewhere in the document. How can we expect staff, let alone members of the 
public who will have a limited understanding of crewing arrangements to be fairly 
consulted on such changes when the document confusingly lists two different 
definitions? I would hope this is clarified by the end of the consultation period and 
is a mistake which could have easily been removed through thorough 
proofreading. My other concern is in relation to the station profiles which I believe 
are misleading. The total 'Incidents Attended by Station Resources 2011/12 
details E17P1 from Holmes Chapel having attended 168 incidents in the reporting 
period - a quick search on BOSS and an audit of the station incident summary 
book indicates this to be 230 mobilisations. Similarly E13P1 at Audlem is listed as 
attending 24 incidents in the 2011/12 financial year yet a search on BOSS lists 34 
incidents. I therefore presume that the totals presented in this document do not 
include standby duties, reliefs or incidents where an appliance is returned before 
arrival? Once again this is disappointing in that the public and staff who are being 
consulted over these changes cannot be expected to make informed feedback if 
the information is not correct or is altered for statistical purposes. 

 I agree with most of the proposed changes to make Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service a better service and be more cost efficient and effective.  However, if 
these proposals go ahead and in one particular area its proving to fail then further 
changes must be made to that particular area and fire station. 

 I understand that the service has to make saving to ensure that jobs can be kept 
and the service can continue providing a service. 

 I understand that big savings need to be made. I think some FRSs have done 
their analysis purely with a calculator (i.e. cut Stns and staff in direct proportion to 
the amount they need to save). This plan is more flexible and less permanent in 
terms of cuts - with a wider base plate of stns staffed in a different way to make 
the savings, there is always the chance it can be put back or modified again if 1) 
we get it wrong or 2) more money becomes available in the future. 

 
Comments regarding the use of the on-call system 

 I really cannot see a time where the service could maintain the levels of cover 
using so many on call staff. 

 My main concern with the plans is that the Service is proposing to increase its 
contingent of on-call fire fighters. Whilst I can see the financial benefit of this 
approach, and agree it should result in resources being better matched to 
demand, I am aware of the robust management required to effectively manage 
on-call staff. 

 I support some but have reservations about some about the number of on call 
firefighters required. 

 On Call cover is not guaranteed, just review Wilmslow and Birchwood. 

 The plans do not contain enough detail for informed judgements to be made but 
from what little detail there is, the plans seem centred around cutting what is 
there and works well rather looking for greater output. If money is tight why spend 
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on building more stations? Make more incidents chargeable and generate 
income, the service appears to struggle with large incidents and an over- reliance 
on On-call staff to cover as supporting pumps, these On-call staff have other jobs 
and cannot be expected to paper over the cracks. 

 Wilmslow on call pump off the run again 8/12/12, Birchwood on-call pump needs 
jo cover from the wholetime 8/12/12, the system isn‟t working 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing, NO COVER AT WILMSLOW 7/12/12 1900HRS 
ONWARDS RESULTING IN A PUMP OFF THE RUN 

 on call shift at Wilmslow and Birchwood needs regular cover from whole time 
firefighters to stop it from failing 

 My only concern is the greater reliance on the On Call personnel and their 
unpredictable availability 

 A key element is experienced staff being able to deliver the service. On-call need 
to be fully trained to deal with any situation.  Full time staff have added 
experience as this whole time post.  The key will be to ensure that people feel 
confidence with on- call staff. 

 I oppose any reduction in fire cover by removing appliances and changing cover 
to on call. 

 I support some of the station changes- what is important is a rapid deployment of 
the required resources. I think there is a need to re-evaluate the on-call 
proposals. I have worked in a Service which is predominantly on-call and it does 
work in some places, but these are rural areas. Winsford town plans indicate an 
increase of 1000 more homes - increased risk. There will be a reduction of fire 
safety delivery which will result in a gradual increase in the number of incidents.  
The service needs to bear in mind its primary function - emergency response. 
Cuts should be made in the very many departments in HQ and stop investing 
money in smart land rovers etc. and glass walls and other luxuries. I appreciate 
that the majority of the budget is spent on operational wages, and some of the 
station changes will result in reduced personnel (hopefully lost through natural 
wastage) but relying on on-call is in my opinion never going to work. 

 It would appear from these proposals that Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service are 
prepared to be more reliant on on-call cover which in my opinion reduces the 
efficiency of the brigade. 

 I understand that there are currently financial problems within the public sector 
but I believe that by allowing economic pressure to force change onto the fire and 
rescue service and more specifically Cheshire, who are already a modern 
service, is short-sighted.  We need to maintain our robust service which may well 
have some inefficiency during quiet periods but we are prepared to provide help 
and resources to people where and when they need them.  This is supposedly 
the reason for the current changes and it is conceivably  a point open for debate, 
the one thing that these changes does not account for, although it is claimed that 
they do, is the safety of the crews.  This is jeopardised by all moves away from a 
wholetime service. 

 It‟s a shame we have to please the accountants more than the public who we 
serve. Joe public wants a fire engine when they call it 24/7. That level of 
response can‟t be met with making such massive changes hoping to get on call 
cover. The last recruitment drive for on call at a day crewing station resulted in 3 
being asked to interview and 1 being taken on as suitable, a current wholetime 
firefighter in another service. I fear the government cuts will result in increased 
life lost 

 This is playing Russian roulette with the lives of our communities, running our 
appliances, resilience and people on a hope and a prayer. We have already seen 
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from the changes at Wilmslow that the service cannot guarantee on call pump 
availability, so to adopt this approach further is just wrong. 

 Just because there are more fire appliances does not mean better cover as on 
call appliances take longer to mobilise and are not available 100% of the time, 
they are probably only available 50% of the time, a lot worse than this in some 
instances, less inflatable fire engines and more full staffed real ones! 

 To change most of the county to retained of a night will restrict the ability to have 
appliances available for relief duties and at what time , if the appliance goes off 
the run at 4am due to work commitments then that appliance will need relieving 
but if the next one goes off at 5am it will become a problem 

 Overall some of the proposed changes will not compromise the safety of fire-
fighters, but if all the stations were to be downgraded, this would leave Cheshire 
exposed to areas with minimum, less experienced fire cover during busy periods. 

 The relief crews at large incidents are going to be fun when you are relying on a 
lot of on call pumps at night! But I‟m sure we will manage it! 
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Appendix 6 – Partners comments received via the 
consultation survey 

 
The following section details the responses that partners submitted via the 
consultation survey for partners. 
 
Council Tax 
 
This section of the survey sought views on the proposal to increase the Authority‟s 
share of the council tax precept. 
 
Q. Do you have any further comments about our plans to increase the Council 
Tax? 
 

 It's not clear to us how this money will really be spent, or whether the value meets 
our needs in Stockton Heath. It feels like we are being asked to accept a cut in 
service levels for an increase in costs 

 Increases should be generally in line with inflation, unless justified 

 No further comments 

 You must show you are using the money well and that it is part of the true cost of 
funding the fire services to lay people or it will just create a bad press and more 
strikes by the fire service.  It's a downward spiral that the general public and 
charities cannot afford when their homes are at risk of fire or their loved ones at 
risk of dying in a car accident because help was not there. 

 Other Government services are not increasing tax but making savings instead! 

 Due to the Governments recent announcement on capping CT the Authority's 
ability to increase CT is limited and no doubt financial planning assumptions will 
now have to be revisited 

 I suppose it‟s necessary in the current economic climate. 

 Forward plan to maximise future increases to counter the reduction in subsidy 
until you are not reliant on it 
 

Staffing and response 
 
This section of the survey asks for views relating to proposals to change the 
arrangements of the Service‟s hazardous materials and foam tanker units. 
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to add about our specialist appliances: 
 

 From meeting with the FBU rep, there would appear to be a discrepancy in the 
statistical analysis of incidents, and what constitutes and incident or a service 
call. This appeared very large (42%), we felt we needed reassurance about how 
the two sets of data were arrived at, and there was not enough clarity on this 
matter. 

 We are unable to find any information on this on the website 

 Don't know enough about the issue to comment 
 
Responding to Incidents 
 
The questions in this section seek comment on proposals to introduce a blanket ten 
minute response time and increase the on-call travel time by up to two minutes, as 
well as seek views on the overall plans to change how some fire stations are staffed 
and the proposed building of new stations. 
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Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the proposals in this 
section? Where possible give details why you support or oppose particular 
proposals: 
 

 Short response is a requirement in real emergencies?  The fire service is 
required when it is needed, no matter how infrequent, so should be diluted with 
caution. 

 Lymm station is long overdue to deal with motorway incidences 

 You need the best and they do not necessarily live in such a radius. 

 Once the authority has agreed their options the impact on current mutual 
assistance arrangements will need to be reviewed 

 I'm not sure that I support all the changes, but I realise they many be necessary 
and the only option to keep the service within the budget. 

 I would prefer you to provide additional employment linked housing to encourage 
local recruitment 
 

Warrington area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Warrington area  
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Warrington? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 
 

 See previous comments, we are unsure about the stats and what this really 
means for us 

 Stockton Heath serves a large area of houses and should not lose its ability to 
respond rapidly.  The proposed new station is more likely to be of service to the 
motorway, not community.  If a passenger is trapped in a car that ignites - will 
they not be killed before a rescue vehicle arrives? 

 Out of our area 

 It might make it easier to get to some areas because of reduced traffic 
congestion, not having to negotiate Warrington. Lynn seems a good option to 
cover motorway network. 
 

Halton area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Halton area  
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Halton? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose particular 
proposals 
 

 Out of our area, needs unknown 
 

Cheshire East area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Cheshire East area. 
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Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire East? Where possible give details of why you support or oppose 
particular proposals: 
 

 There are issues that suggest, that although most fires occur in working hours, 
the fires that occur at night can be either big industrial ones, or also domestic 
fires which take greater hold before anyone is alerted because people are asleep. 
In domestic situations at night the potential for death and injury is increased 
whilst the frequency is reduced. 

 We still have concerns about night-time incidents and 10 min response time to 
major incidents. 
 

Cheshire West and Chester area 
 
This section of the survey asks for views and comments relating to the proposals and 
packages within the Cheshire West and Chester area. 
 
Q. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about what is planned for 
Cheshire West and Chester? Where possible give details of why you support 
or oppose particular proposals: 
 

 Out of our area, needs unknown 
 

Your Overall Opinion 
 
This section asks for any final views or comments from those responding to the 
survey. 
 
Q. Please tell us any further comments you have regarding what we are 
proposing in our plans for 2013/14? 
 

 Stockton Heath PC supports the overall vision of the CFO and the Cheshire Fire 
Service and fully understands the challenges this plan seeks to address; however 
we are concerned about the detailed issues that fall-out of the implementation, 
and feel there are nuances to it's application that need to be better thought out. 

 The claim to be an EMERGENCY service should not be dismissed 

 Our main concerns are about night-time and major incidences, AstraZeneca is in 
the Macclesfield area. 

 You need to carry your staff with you 

 The proposals seem to concentrate on JUST the fire & rescue service, 
consideration should be given to having all 3 emergency services co-located with 
a single delivery plan and management structure 

 Not really sure of all the details regarding the questions. This survey has made 
me think I should investigate further. 
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Appendix 7 – Written responses received from partners and 
stakeholders 

 
In addition to the use of the online survey, partners and external stakeholders 
were encouraged to provide written responses and comments.  
 
Submissions from Members of Parliament and Councillors 
 
Stephen Mosley MP, Member of Parliament for City of Chester 
 
I am broadly supportive of the measures proposed in the Cheshire Fire & Rescue 
Service consultation. 
 
The proposed new fire station for the North of Chester will help to reduce call-out 
times for some Chester residents, and is to be looked on positively. 
Whilst changes to staffing levels, shifts and the relocation of some fire engines will 
directly affect services at the Chester Northgate station, the fact that this station is to 
be retained, along with the required equipment, means that these changes will have 
a minimal impact on service provision within the City of Chester. 
 
The proposals for a new fire station M56/M53 are, I believe, positive for Chester and 
its residents. I hope that this will ensure that road-accidents see a quicker response 
time, ensuring less disruption for commuters and a better service for Chester‟s road 
users. 
 
The shifts in call-out patterns seem to back-up the proposed changes, and I am 
confident that there will be no negative impact for Chester residents. 
I would urge that the Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service maintain their commitments to 
Chester City centre, especially its historic core, and take into account the large 
number of wooden structures in the area contained within Chester‟s city walls. If this 
specialist element is considered within the plans, then I would happily add my 
support to the proposals. 
 
Councillor David Newton, Cheshire East Council 
 
Dear Paul 
 
I am writing to thank you for the opportunity to meet you and hear about the plans for 
the Fire Service over the next four years. Apart from the pleasure at meeting you for 
the first time, it was an interesting and informative couple of hours. I am impressed 
with the businesslike and realistic approach which you have adopted to meet the 
future challenges to the service, and look forward to being updated as progress is 
made. 
 
With very best wishes 
David 
 
Councillor Ian Marks, Warrington Borough Council 
 
 Thanks for your email and the offer of a briefing.   
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By coincidence I met Paul and Alex in the foyer at the Town Hall last night and we 
had a chat.  As a Lymm Parish Councillor, we had a presentation last week on the 
proposals so I feel I have been sufficiently briefed.   
  
We were all very happy with the plans in so far as they affect Warrington and they 
have my support.  We were most impressed that you can increase provision, improve 
service and save costs!  Surely a model for other parts of public service! 
  
So I will decline the offer with thanks.   
  
Regards 
  
Ian  
Councillor Ian Marks  
Lymm Councillor  
 
Councillor John Stockton, Halton Borough Council 
 
I am on the Executive Board of Halton BC and have seen the presentation. 
My only concern at this stage is that Cheshire does not suffer a diminution (e.g. 
Slower response times) of service in the reconfiguration of the fire service. If that can 
be guaranteed under these proposals then I am happy with your plans. 
 
Best wishes, 
John Stockton 
 
Councillor Kay Loch, Cheshire West and Chester Council 
 
The position of this proposed station is critical and the suggested site off Brook 
Street, Neston would give very poor access given the traffic congestion. A site on the 
Clayhill Estate off Liverpool Road would give very speedy access to both the town 
and the A540. 
 
Councillor Michael Jones, Leader Cheshire East Council and Councillor David 
Brown, Deputy Leader Cheshire East Council 
 
Dear Paul 
  
As you are aware, there was a major incident on the M6 on Monday.  I would like you 
to consider bringing forward your proposals for a new rapid response, via police and 
ambulance, at Lymn motorway junction. 
  
As you know, I entirely support your plan for the upgrade of the fire service, including 
a new fire station at Alsager and a super fire station at Lymm. 
  
Cheshire East Fire needs to provide greater cover on the M6 and we fully support 
your plans at Lymm and have identified the adjacent aerodrome site as being of 
interest.  We would happily support your plans if they were brought forward sooner 
rather than later. 
  
May I take this opportunity to thank your attendees who did a very good job in difficult 
conditions. 
  
I wish all your officers a Very Happy Christmas and a Peaceful New Year. 
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Yours 
  
Cllr Michael Jones                       Cllr David Brown 
Leader                                    Deputy Leader 
Cheshire East Council                   Cheshire East Council 
 
Councillor Sheila Woodyatt, Warrington Borough Council 
 
Many thanks, very interesting and we have also had a presentation at Lymm parish 
Council. I am interested to know where the Lymm Fire engine will be based. I 
assume it will be at Poplar 2,000. 
 
Cllr Sheila Woodyatt 
 
Councillor Ted Finnegan, Warrington Borough Council 
 
Hello John 
 
I have read up on the issue. You are a good thinker so I reckon that the plans you 
have come up with will do the job. A matter of wait and see. 
 
Wishing you and Betty all the best. 
 
Ted Finnegan 
 
Submissions from unitary authorities 
 
Cheshire East Council 
 
Your Fire and Rescue Service 
1. How strongly do you value Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service as a partner 

organisation? 

 Strongly value 

Council Tax 
2. Do you support Cheshire Fire Authority‟s proposal to increase its council tax in 

2013/14? 

3. Do you have any further comments about our plans to increase the Council Tax? 

 All members of the Cheshire Fire Authority (including the 8 CE Members) have 
been consulted on the proposed changes. 

Specialist Response 

4. Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to change the way in which we store and 

mobilise foam to incidents? 

 Strongly support 

 CFRS currently have 2 foam tankers based in Ellesmere Port and Warrington 

that act as back-up to normal fire appliances (each carries its own foam supply) 

during major fires. The vehicles are used infrequently, the foam can damage the 

tank lining and the way in which they are staffed is inefficient.  
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 CFRS propose, in line with regional good practice, to purchase a new mobile 

foam tank that is safer and more efficient. This will be located in Ellesmere Port in 

the first instance and then moved to the new station at the M53/ M56 interchange 

from 2016 – the location choice is based on risk analysis showing where its 

greatest need is. 

 This is a sound proposal – Cheshire East will be suitably covered in the fact that 

all appliances already carry their own stocks, and if back-up stocks are required 

CFRS will have good access to the motorway networks to ensure an appropriate 

response.  

5. Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to remove the two Hazardous Materials 

Units and use the Incident Response Unit in their place? 

 Strongly support 

 CFRS currently have 2 Haz-Mat Units based in Chester and Winsford. The 

vehicles are old and carry equipment that is not considered to be the most up-to-

date in that field.   

 CFRS are proposing to replace the existing kit with two Incident Response Units, 

which carries the latest technology, equipment and ICT, thus providing a capacity 

that provides the most effective response to the current risk scenarios. 

 The two IRUs will for the time being be based in the same locations but from 

2016 they will be based at the new stations based at the M53/ M56 interchange 

and Lymm M56/ M6 interchange. 

 This is a sound proposal – Cheshire East will be suitably covered by both location 

scenarios, and by the latest equipment for dealing with incidents involving 

hazardous materials.  

Responding to Incidents 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service currently varies its response standards according 
to local risks. It is proposing to change this so that it aims to get to all incidents within 
the same timeframe. 
6. Do you support Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s plans to introduce a blanket 

10 minute response standard for house fires and road traffic collisions?  

 From an emergency management perspective, this is a sound proposal.  

 CFRS are moving closer to the communities in Cheshire rather than the risks. 
Their future response centres on 29 stations (5 more than current) geographically 
positioned to enable them to provide the proposed 10 minute blanket response. 
By closing some stations down and building new stations they will be in a better 
position to provide this new response. 

 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service is proposing to change how and when some fire 
stations have fire-fighters available to reflect changes in the number of incidents and 
risks. 
7. Do you support our proposals to change how and when some of our fire stations 

are staffed?  
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 From an emergency management perspective, this appears to be a sound 
proposal – it puts the right level of resource at the right location and at the right 
time for the risk presented. 

 You have analysed the activities for each station and the area that they cover 
both from day-time and night-time perspectives. This analysis looked at a number 
of factors including risk, operational activities, incidents responded to per year, 
and community engagement activities, e.g. fire safety assessments. 

 Where operational activities, such as call-outs, are low at night-time it makes 
more sense to have an on-call capability than a full-time one.  

Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service is proposing to build some new fire stations to 
improve its emergency response standards and provide a more flexible support for 
surrounding areas. 

8. Do you support our plans to build some additional fire stations?  

 From an emergency management perspective, this is a sound proposal.  

 As discussed at (7) above, the new stations will enable a greater geographical 
spread and provide CFRS with the capability to be at any incident within 10 
minutes anywhere across both Cheshire East and the rest of the CFRS area.   

Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service would like to expand its use of on-call fire-fighters. 
Currently on-call fire-fighters have to live within 5 minutes of the fire station. We are 
proposing increasing this by 1 or 2 minutes to improve recruitment. 
9. Do you support our plans to increase the maximum travel time by up to two 

minutes?  

 This appears to be both a sound and sensible proposal.  

 Changes in Your Local Area 

Questions 19 to 25 cover the proposed changes to individual fire stations, their 
appliances and staff cover. CFRS state that the proposals will save significant 
amounts of money, while aiming to improve overall fire cover. 

The following gives details of the proposed changes in Cheshire East: 

 In Cheshire East a new on-call station is being proposed in Alsager to improve 
the emergency response for local communities. It involves transferring one of the 
two fire engines currently based in Congleton, where there are also proposals to 
change how the remaining fire engine is crewed. 

Other proposals include:  

 Crewe - stop crewing the second fire engine completely, have it available just 
during busy periods or crew it either by staff that are on-call or on a day shift.  

 Macclesfield - changing how the main fire engine is crewed and consider having 
the second fire engine just available at night.  

 Knutsford - changing how the station is crewed. 
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All of the above proposals are based on in depth analysis of the activities performed 
by each station and the area that they cover both from day-time and night-time 
perspectives. This analysis looked at a number of factors including risk, operational 
activities, incidents responded to per year, and community engagement activities, 
e.g. fire safety assessments. 
 
From an emergency management perspective the above proposals sound eminently 
sensible, well researched and thought through - they improve overall cover 
geographically across Cheshire East to ensure a blanket 10 minute response time, it 
puts the right level of resource at the right location and at the right time for the risks 
present, and allows CFRS to provide their service in an effective and efficient 
manner. 
 
Overall Response 
 
32. Do you support our overall plans for the year ahead as set out in our Integrated 
Risk Management Plan 2013/14? 
 
From an emergency management perspective, it is my view that overall the 
proposals package commented on above is sound, well researched and thought 
through, ensuring overall fire response cover is improved across the authority. 
 
Halton Borough Council 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Further to the consultation document Cheshire Fire Authority Making Cheshire Safer 
– Integrated Risk Management Plan 2013-14, I would like to make the following 
comments on behalf of Halton Borough Council. Can I also apologise for the late 
submission. 
 
The Council recognises the financial pressures facing the Fire Authority and the 
difficult decisions it is presented with. The Council finds itself in a similar position. In 
view of that, the Council supports the proposals put forward for Widnes and Runcorn 
and will leave it to the fire authority to come to a decision on a preferred option, from 
those put forward in the consultation. 
 
The council is also keen for the Fire Service to continue to support the work which 
adds value to the work of the Safer Halton Partnership, such as the Home Safety 
Checks, fire prevention work and  support  of  diversionary activities  for young 
people e.g. Phoenix Project . 
 
I trust these comments are helpful. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 
 
Ian Leivesley 
Strategic Director Policy and Resources 
 
Warrington Borough Council 
 
Dear John, 
 
Re: Warrington Borough Council Response to the Cheshire Fire Authority; 

Making Cheshire Safer Proposals 2013-14 and beyond   
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I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above proposals.  
They are comprehensive and in my view and that of my officers, the approach taken 
to determine the future priorities for the service against the backdrop of efficiency and 
budget reduction are well-considered. 
The new Community Risk Model provides a thorough approach to risk management, 
importantly analysing previous achievements and improvements to determine future 
priorities in order to better target resource for the future.  
 
The proposals appear to provide a wider spread of resilience without reducing or 
removing services, and importantly concentrate on delivering services more flexibly 
to meet the future demands.  We are supportive of your approach and concur that  it 
is extremely important to ensure that  task based risk analysis is undertaken before 
changes are made to the number of fire fighters deployed per engine.   
 
The proposal to move to 12 hour day shifts and introducing “on call” fire fighter posts 
is also seen to offer a modern and more flexible service within available resource. 
 
The proposals to build new fire stations within the area offer greater benefits in terms 
of geographical cover are welcome.  I am also sure the Operational hubs near key 
motorway junctions will undoubtedly benefit Warrington, particularly as some of the 
specialist resource would move to the new station at Lymm. 
As mentioned at our recent meeting, we did have a few detailed questions regarding 
standards and targeting methodology major incident response.  These are attached 
and I‟d be obliged if a response could be sent to Katherine Fairclough, Assistant 
Chief Executive, Warrington Borough Council. 
Please pass on my thanks to Paul and Alex for the recent presentation. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Councillor Terry O‟Neill 
Leader, Warrington Borough Council 
 
Questions from Warrington Borough Council 
Cheshire Fire Authority; Making Cheshire Safer Proposals 2013-14 and beyond 
Response Standards (page 5) 
Analysis demonstrates that 97% of homes are classified as medium or low risk, 
meaning that within the current response time bands, response time could be 
anything between 11- 20 minutes. Therefore, the proposal to introduce a blanket 10 
minute response standard offers an increased / better level of service.  
 
Questions: 

 Does the blanket response time include response to Major Incidents, particularly 
COMAH (Control of Major Accident Hazards) sites or Major Accident Hazard 
Pipelines Emergency situations?  

 Presumably COMAH sites are currently classified as Very High or possibly High 
risk which means response times of 0 – 5 minutes (V high) and 6-10 (High). If 
extended to a blanket 10 minute response, does this represent any risk to the 
response or the community?  

Community Safety Targeting Methodology (page 6) 
It would be useful to have an understanding of what CFRS classifies as “highest risk 
communities” 
 
Emergency Response Review – options (page 18) 
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Questions: 
Would reduced appliances at the Warrington station have any impact in response to 
Major Incidents?  Our assumptions are: 

 COMAH sites (Solvay Interox, off Chester Road probably currently serviced by 
the Warrington station, Norbert Dentrassangle at Moore, possibly by Stockton 
Heath station) 

 If the specialist appliances such as the Hazardous Materials Unit (HAZMAT) is 
based in Lymm and the road network becoming quickly congested, would this 
have an impact on response? 

The Penketh Fire Station will support Widnes; are there any implications for 
Warrington if the appliances are responding in Widnes due to:   

 due to Warrington station having only 1 appliance;  

 time delay in travelling from Lymm, Birchwood stations in addition to the on call 
arrangements if introduced for Stockton Heath. 

 
Submissions from Town and Parish Councils 
 
Alsager Town Council 
 
Further to Alsager Town Councils Planning and Community Services Committee 
Meeting held on 20th November 2012, please find below the Committees response to 
the proposals for 2013-14 and beyond:- 
 
1. Alsager Town Council welcome and support proposals to establish a fire station 

in Alsager and to improve response times in the Town.  
2. Alsager Town Councils preferred site would be the Town Yard Brookhouse Road 

as this site is currently available and is in a central location for on call fire fighters. 
3. Alsager Town Council hope that no compulsory redundancies would be made as 

a result of reducing the number of full time fire fighters and recruiting part-time „on 
call‟ staff. 

4. Alsager Town Council is concerned that the establishment of a Regional Control 
Centre could adversely impact on call out times. 

5. Alsager Town Council supports the proposal to increase the range of recruitment 
to 6 or 7 minutes from the proposed Fire Station.  

6. The proposed Fire Station is seen by the Town Council as a vital development for 
the Town Centre and expect the Fire Service to play their part in the Town Centre 
regeneration plans now being prepared by Cheshire East Council. 

Kind regards  
 
Mrs Carol Jennings 
Assistant Town Clerk 
Alsager Town Council 
 
Great Boughton Parish Council 
 
Dear Sir,   
 
RESPONSE TO CFRS IRMP CONSULTATION 
 
The south east quarter of Chester consists of the parish areas of Great Boughton, 
Vicars Cross and Littleton. It is a fantastic place to live, with a rich community spirit.  
Our community of 10000 residents and 4000 households, is supported by many 
small industries.  
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Geographically the area is serviced by the A56, A51, A41 and A55. To the West the 
parish sits on the banks of the River Dee, the Shropshire Union Canal cuts through 
our community alongside the London/Holyhead main Railway Line. 
 
The Bishops‟ High School, Boughton Heath Primary, Oldfield Primary and Dee Banks 
Special School serve our community. We are proud of our multi-cultural community 
that has few youth problems and has a very low crime rate. 
 
Our views on the Cheshire Fire & Rescue IRMP proposals: 
 
The Council understand that Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service are required to make 
significant savings over the next 5 years, a figure of £5m was given that will be 
challenging. It also recognises that there is a need to invest to save if significant 
revenue savings are to be made. The IRMP presentation clearly identified that your 
people hold the key to achieving the required savings and the operational provision 
need review. 
 
GBPC have concerns that major incidents particularly those in the industrial North of 
Cheshire may deplete fire cover within our historic City of Chester. The City holds 
employment for many of or residents, so we must express worry about future fire 
cover. 
 
Although the logic may work within many of the other IRMP packages, the Chester 
and Ellesmere Port areas cause concern. Assistant Chief Officer Ost indicated that 
the proposal for a new fire station in Neston was due to a reduction in similar service 
reduction proposals in Merseyside. The down sizing to three wholetime fire 
appliances in this area must take cognisance of our bordering Counties. The 
consultation did not fully explain the control measures that are to be employed to 
safeguard the three pump provision at all times within this package area. 
 
GBPC hold Cheshire Fire and Rescue in the highest regard, over the past 10 years 
since the industrial action the service have modernised reaching deep into our 
community. The consultation did not indicate how the Service will continue to use a 
diminishing numbers of wholetime operational personnel to deliver Community Safety 
activities. GBPC believe that the ability to reduce the numbers of Wholetime Fire 
Appliances is underpinned through risk reduction and our community‟s safety is 
dependent upon this.  
 
GBPC recognise that Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service are forward thinking and 
have invested in their Winsford Training Centre wisely. The consultation did not 
explain how the Service will seek to optimise working time to train the firefighters at 
Winsford. Will fire appliances be moved from Chester and Ellesmere Port during the 
"quiet" periods that Mr Ost identified? Will our local firefighters be training through the 
night in the City? Will fire cover be reduced to below three Wholetime Appliances 
supported by the Part Time appliances of Tarporley, Malpas and Frodsham? 
(Stations not mentioned in the Consultation packages). 
 
The positioning of the second Chester fire appliance on the motorway junction may 
improve attendance times within our community, therefore we are supportive. 
 
It is evident that much effort and planning has been put into the proposals within the 
consultation. Our Council recognises the need to present a budget that creates 
savings and is in general support provided that when required our Fire Service is 
able to respond quickly and effectively into our community. GBPC also would wish to 
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see that our Emergency Service has the capacity to respond to the ever more 
frequent "once in a life time" peak event. 
 
Councillors understand the tight financial constraints the Fire and Rescue Service are 
operating under and the need to set a budget that does not break the precept cap. 
Our community would not respond well to the Service within a Precept Referendum 
that may advocate imposing significant increases that further reduce family 
disposable income. However, they will also react to any reduction in frontline services 
whilst nonessential support staff remain or whilst shared services have not been 
considered.  
 
The proposals give a measured degree of financial flexibility, and whilst public safety 
can be assured we will support the plans. 
 
We thank you both for your Excellence in Service and time given to present your 
proposals.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Carol Clark 
Clerk to the Council 
 
Helsby Parish Council 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
Summary of proposals for 2013 – 14 and beyond 
 
Please be advised that the members of Helsby Parish Council fully support the 
proposed modernisation of the Cheshire Fire Brigade.  Thank you for including us in 
your consultation process. 
 
Wishing you well 
 
Jeanette Hughes 
Helsby Parish Clerk 
 
Holmes Chapel Parish Council 
 
I have been instructed by my Council to express support for your proposals and for 
the continued service in Holmes Chapel. 
 
In particular I have been asked to comment on the M6 corridor which is very close to 
Holmes Chapel and which accounts for a large number of calls in this area.  It is 
considered important to maintain a high standard of service to deal with the 
consequences of incidents, but also to try and ensure that there is minimum impact 
on surrounding roads which suffer when the M6 is closed or congested. 
 
Regards 
 
David Cowgill 
Clerk of the Council 
Holmes Chapel Parish Council 
 
Lymm Parish Council 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Consultation on Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
On behalf of Lymm Parish Council I would like to thank you for the presentation you 
gave at our November meeting and to offer our full support for the future plans 
proposed. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
Peter Powell, 
Chairman 
Lymm Parish Council 
 
Mere Parish Council 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
CONSULTATION ON FUTURE PLANS FOR CHESHIRE FIRE AND RESCUE 
SERVICES 
 
I write on behalf of Mere Parish Council to express our concern on the manning 
change proposed for Knutsford Fire Station to move from a Day Crewing system to 
an On Call system. 
 
Whilst we appreciate this means a significant saving of some £500,000, we also 
believe that the longer time to react to an emergency call, from our domestic and 
farming parishioners, could potentially cost our community more in the loss of 
property by fire and, worst of all, the potential loss if life because the emergency 
services took that little longer to respond to a call. 
 
I hope you understand our concern especially as parts of Mere are some two to five 
miles the other side Knutsford so it already takes emergency services based in 
Knutsford extra time to get to us. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Kathryn J Whitlow 
Clerk To Mere Parish Council 
 
Sandymoor Parish Council 
 
Further to our recent communication regarding the consultation process into the 
proposals for the future of Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service, Sandymoor Parish 
Council would like to make the following comments: 
 
"Sandymoor Parish Council are particularly concerned that both stations within 
Halton are proposed to have reduced levels of service as well as Stockton Heath 
suffering a reduction to on call (this is the next nearest station to Sandymoor 
and would like to strongly object to such a reduction." 
I hope the above is helpful. 
 
Regards 
Frances 
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Frances Street 
Clerk to Sandymoor Parish Council 
 
Stockton Heath Parish Council 
 
Stockton Heath submission to Cheshire FB IRMP10 Jan 2013 
 
In the IRMP, there is mention of reducing levels of crewing on pumps from 5 to 4; we 
would have concerns about this, because of the fire fighting ability and flexibility this 
gives each crew whilst engaging a house fire, or attending a road traffic accident. 
There may be a compromise here between HSW for fire-fighters and the efficacy with 
which they deal with the incident. It may in itself lead to a false increased staffing 
level at fires, because lead officers may engage more appliances than currently, so 
that they can ensure a perceived appropriate level of safe staffing. We wonder 
whether consideration has been given to an on call system, whereby the lead fire-
fighter, on arrival at an incident, could request the urgent attendance of an additional 
fire-fighter if necessary. 
 
Although a 10 minute blanket response may seem like an improvement, we note 
there is a clause included in the arrangement that allows for dispensation on this 
standard, with making Stockton Heath a retained unit, then it is likely that attending 
house fires in south Warrington will increase beyond the 10 minute standard, it is our 
understanding that the first 10 minutes are critical, after that time, every minute 
places and ever increasing complexity on fighting the fire. 
 
There was much debate in our meeting about placing a manned station at Lymm, we 
found it difficult to assess whether whilst it might be good for dealing with RTA's on 
the motorways, and also getting to north Warrington quickly, there may also be a 
potential service reduction for the southern residential areas; alternatively, it could 
improve the service to the South, particularly when back up is needed for the SH 
appliance.  Lymm support is likely to be quicker and more reliable than support from 
the North (less congestion and no canal bridge problems see later comment). Much 
of the impact would hinge on what making Stockton Heath a retained unit might 
mean. 
 
There are a large number of restaurants in Stockton Heath, with an ever growing 
potential to have a major kitchen fire, we feel this risk element has not been factored 
into the thinking in the plan.  
 
The Parish Council also have concerns over how the plan seeks to manage the 
proposed changing pattern of usage on the Manchester Ship Canal, and how 
appliances will negotiate extra bridge closures across the canal for rapid north south 
transfer.  
 
We are also concerned about the reduction in fire prevention activity that has already 
occurred, it seems that it is this valuable work that has allowed for the aspects of the 
plan to be proposed that show a reduction in staffing levels and appliances needed to 
attend a reduced number of domestic incidents, although, we think we did hear that 
the short-fall may be covered by more volunteers in the area of the work?  
 
On the whole, the Parish Council in Stockton Heath welcomed the opportunity to 
hear about the plan from the Chief Fire Officer and also the FBU rep; whilst we fully 
understand the challenges for the brigade and the chief, we also rightly have 
concerns about the changes and the direct effects embedded in the nuances of the 
report, we also are concerned about the pace of what is a very long-term plan and 
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feel that although the CFO needs to have such a vision, it was not clear to us over 
what sort of timescale each aspect would be applied.  
 
We felt that the plan would benefit in implementation, from some phasing and step-
wise approach embedded within it. A series of goals which can be met and tested, 
before moving to the next phase, the plan is very long-term in light of current political 
volatility. We also felt that the overall business case, because of this lack of 
transparency was questionable, and the balance between capital spend and revenue 
was not necessarily one that was made effectively. It appears right, that revenue is 
where the big savings need to be made, and could be made by reducing staffing 
levels, they also offer the biggest savings, this is where the Parish Council would 
urge caution, and without fully understanding whether such reductions bring the 
correct answer, the rush/desire to spend capital monies may be wrongly placed as 
planned. We suggest that reduced staffing levels need modelling and testing before 
the next steps are acted upon; if reduced staffing proves to be unworkable at the 
level envisaged, then we suspect a different capital option may be appropriate; what 
that might be we have no idea, but it may not be what the current plan eludes to. 
 
Once again, the SHPC thanks the CFO and FBU rep for their presentations and 
information, both parties presented in an understandable and professional manner, 
and whilst they are two sides of the coin, all agree that something has to change; we 
believe that with proper consultation on-going dialogue, a reasonable approach can 
be achieved that take cognisance of the issue we have raised on behalf of our 
residents. To reiterate, our main concerns would be the downgrading of Stockton 
Heath station, and the time increase this will undoubtedly bring to the service in the 
village; this is further added to by the reduced appliance manning levels from 4 to 5. 
Doing both at once leads to a greater leap into the unknown than needs be, and 
when set against the discrepancy in the statistics presented to us, does raise alarm 
bells for us!  
 
Overall, we felt we needed to see a more joined up approach between CFO and 
FBU, which would give us a greater level of confidence in the resultant application of 
the IRMP 10. 
 
S H Taylor 
SHPC Chair on behalf of the parish Council 
9/1/13 
 
Tarporley Parish Council 
 
Thank you for requesting the Parish Council's view on the proposed changes. 
The Parish Council is grateful that the necessary rural service provided by Tarporley 
Fire Station is to be maintained. The Council supports the move to the tighter 10 
minute target response time and hopes this can be achieved despite the proposed 
budget cuts. The Council does not feel that it has the necessary knowledge to 
comment on the proposed rather significant changes planned for other parts of the 
county but would suggest that any such changes be phased in over a number of 
years depending upon the mutuality of the changes. The need to respond quickly to 
any adverse changes in service as the changes are rolled out would be essential. 
 
Best Regards 
 
John Macdonald 
Clerk to Tarporley Parish Council 
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Walton Parish Council 
 
Effects on Walton Residents and the other Parishes south of Warrington 
 
As an emergency service, residents look to the fire brigade to respond with the 
utmost alacrity on the rare occasions when lives are at risk.  Most call-outs do not fall 
into this category and could be dealt with by your proposals.  However, when life is at 
risk, the extra time to man an appliance at an On-call station could be unfortunate. 
The expectation for a response time for "life at risk" incidents should not be relaxed 
to 10 minutes. 
 
We are concerned that downgrading the Stockton Heath station to "On-call" will be 
disastrous one day. The fire station used to be "on-call" but was upgraded and then 
enlarged when moved to its present location.  There must have been a reason for the 
changes and we question what has changed that allows a reversal?  The real reason 
for the station's location is EMERGENCY RESPONSE - or we could have relied on 
Warrington.  To further accept a slower response from part-time fire fighters (they 
used to live in East Avenue, Stockton Heath) will increase the risk of failure to save a 
life.  Whilst the risk of disastrous house fires has been reduced, the consequences 
can remain as a very severe event.  Would an (optimistic) call-out time of 5 minutes 
and a response time of 10 minutes really constitute "an emergency service"? 
 
We are worried that because real emergencies in the Parish are so infrequent, if a 
new station is built at Lymm, then another cost-cutting exercise in the future could 
result in the closure of Stockton Heath.  We do not want more deaths to justify its 
manning, but safety systems are there - not to be used - but in case they have to be 
used.  You do right by engaging the full-time firemen in helping the public to prevent 
fires. 
 
When the driver for change is "cost-cutting", we are apprehensive of money being 
borrowed to finance changes.  The Health Service has encountered difficulties with 
the loans they took out to finance some of their new facilities.  Should changes in 
circumstances have a similar effect on the Fire Service loans, then the older "on-call" 
stations like Stockton Heath might well be vulnerable to closure. 
 
There is no justification given for a new station at Lymm, so that the benefits to 
Walton, or the local community, cannot be weighed against the disadvantage of 
downgrading Stockton Heath. 
 
With the huge increase in housing in the south Warrington Parishes, we would much 
prefer to have a manned station close to hand. 
 
Regards, 
 
Ray Hallam 
Clerk to Walton Parish Council 
 
Submissions from other Fire and Rescue Services 
 
Derbyshire Fire and Rescue Service 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Please find enclosed Derbyshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s response to the 
„Summary of Proposals for 2013-14 and beyond‟ from Cheshire Fire Authority. 
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As a neighbouring Fire and Rescue Service, Derbyshire shares a single border with 
Cheshire and in the financial year of 2011-2012 Derbyshire attended 14 over-border 
incidents within Cheshire under Section 13 arrangements of the Fire and Rescue 
Services Act 2004. Attendances in to Cheshire are primarily from the Chapel en le 
Frith, Buxton, Whaley Bridge and New Mills fire stations with Buxton fire station also 
providing the facility of an Aerial Ladder Platform (ALP) to over-border incidents. 
 
The proposals within the „Making Cheshire Safer‟ document, have the potential to 
impact the service delivery arrangements of Derbyshire Fire and Rescue Service 
(DFRS). These potential impacts are outlined below with a number of questions that 
we would request to be answered in the consultation process. 
 
Firstly, is the general question regarding Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s (CFRS) 
future Response strategy and its reliance on the resources of DFRS. DFRS are 
under the same financial pressures and as consequence is constantly reviewing the 
type, location and number of its resources. 2013 will see a commencement of a 
Service wide refresh of the Emergency Cover Review. If CFRS‟s future Response 
Strategy is based (partly) on the current location and type of DFRS assets then 
CFRS will need to be cognisant of the outcomes of this review. 
 
The second general question is regarding the Section 13 arrangement between 
DFRS and CFRS. Are the proposed changes likely to impact or alter the current 
Section 13 arrangement and if so will further consultation be instigated in light of 
this? 
 
The third area are questions relating to specific stations: 
 
Macclesfield 
 
Option 1. 
If the current Macclesfield establishment is change from one Wholetime appliance 
and one on-call appliance to a Nucleus Crewing system whereby the cover during 
the 12 hours outside of „peak activity‟ is staffed by on-call firefighters, will this impact 
on the availability of the two appliances during these „off-peak‟ times thereby 
increasing the frequency of requests of over-border support from Derbsyhire 
appliances? 
 
If the attendance time is increased to „6 or 7 minutes‟ at the Nucleus Crewing system 
stations, including the potential at Macclesfield, will this increase the frequency of 
over-border support from Derbyshire appliances? 
 
Option 2. 
If the current Macclesfield establishment is changed from 2 appliances to 1 appliance 
during the ‟12 hour night time period‟ does the response strategy of Cheshire Fire 
Authority factor in the over-border attendance of DFRS appliances and if so is it 
envisaged that the number of over-border attendances for DFRS will increase? 
 
Equally, does the response strategy for this option allow for requests for assistance 
from DFSR to incidents within Derbyshire from Cheshire appliances, potentially 
removing fire cover from the Macclesfield area? 
 
Option 3. 
If the current Macclesfield establishment is changed from Wholetime crewing for the 
aerial appliance to on-call staffing will this impact on the availability of the appliance 
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and therefore increase the frequency and number of requests for attendance of the 
aerial appliance from the Derbyshire Buxton station? 
If the availability of the Buxton aerial appliance is factored in to the response strategy 
for the proposals, then it should be considered that the Buxton aerial appliance is 
now crewed by a single crew that also maintains availability for the Wholetime 
appliance and the Water Rescue capability. This will reduce the availability of the 
aerial appliance when the crew is already committed to an incident and may increase 
the attendance time of the aerial appliance if the crew are off station. The same 
should be noted for all the capabilities within that crew. 
 
Equally, we would seek assurances through your consultation process that if the 
aerial appliance from Buxton was mobilised to an over-border incident within 
Cheshire, then all reasonable steps would be taken to relieve the aerial appliance 
from the incident at the earliest opportunity through replacement with alternative 
resources as this removes the Wholetime appliance and response from the Buxton 
station area. 
 
Congleton and Knutsford 
Altough these stations are not directly on the border between our two Services, they 
are currently providing resilience to the east of Cheshire. A potential outcome of this 
consultation process is that at outside „peak activity‟ times the whole of the east of 
Cheshire will be staffed by on-call personnel, with the nearest wholetime staffed 
station at Holmes Chapel. What availability levels do these stations currently 
maintain? Will this increase the frequency of requests of over-border support from 
Derbyshire appliances? 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals of Cheshire Fire and 
Rescue Service. I hope that the above are given due consideration and I look forward 
to your response and further close working. 
 
Should further information be required then please do not hesitate to contact Group 
Manager Rick Roberts within Executive Support, Derbsyhire Fire and Rescue 
Service. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
Rick Roberts 
Executive Support 
 
Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
We have considered the range of proposals laid out in your communication 
document; and in particular how they may impact upon our own current and future 
plans and more specifically, cross-border mobilisations and reinforcement activities, 
etc. 
 
Obviously the outcome of your proposals may have a range of variations; relating to 
placement, configuration and numbers of resources and again, more specifically, 
about response times and weight of resource response. 
 
At this time and considering the above, there are no significant considerations from 
our perspective, which I need to inform you of or which I need to comment on at this 
time. 
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Yours Sincerely, 
 
Paul Argyle 
Assistant Chief Fire Officer 
Director of Emergency Response 
 
Merseyside Fire and Rescue Service 
 
Merseyside Fire and Rescue Authority Response to Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Authority Integrated Risk Management Plan consultation  
 
1. How strongly do you value Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service as a partner 
organisation?  
Very Strongly - this will become even more important in the future – when FRS‟s will 
need to fully consider the IRMP changes in staffing and resourcing adopted in each 
of its neighbouring FRS‟s.  
Cheshire is a nearby Authority and therefore it is important to ensure strong 
partnership working particularly in view of the need for Section 13/16 Agreements for 
cross border co operation as times become more difficult for everyone financially. 
2. Do you support Cheshire Fire Authority‟s proposal to increase its council tax in 
2013/14?  
Recent announcements may limit FRA‟s to 2% Council Tax increase. As a result, 
plans would need to reflect the realities of this.  
Merseyside FRA recognises the very difficult financial challenges faced by all 
Authorities and that increasing precept is one of the few means by which to mitigate 
the impact of grant reductions from Central Government.  
3. Do you have any further comments about our plans to increase the Council Tax?  
As above  
4. Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to change the way in which we store and 
mobilise foam to incidents?  
Yes. It is important Cheshire work closely with NW partners to agree a 
comprehensive regional foam strategy in response to our significant COMAH risks  
5. Do you agree with the Service‟s plans to remove the two Hazardous Materials 
Units and use the Incident Response Unit in their place  
Yes. Operationally it makes absolute sense to utilise the IRU for local Hazmat 
response.  
6. Is there anything else you would like to add about our specialist appliances:  
Merseyside and Cheshire FRA have comprehensive mutual aid agreements in 
relation to specialist appliance provision and whilst not explicitly stated in the 
Cheshire IRMP we very much value these arrangements.  
7. Do you support Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s plans to introduce a blanket 
10 minute response standard for house fires and road traffic collisions?  
Yes – from an operational perspective this is a logical proposal and the consistent 
standard is easier for the public to understand CFO/159/12 Appendix C  
8. Do you support our proposals to change how and when some of our fire stations 
are staffed?  
From an operational perspective these are logical proposals. MFRA are committed to 
working with Cheshire to ensure mutual aid arrangements are maximised to deliver 
the best possible operational response cover in particular on the Wirral and Halton 
borders  
9. Do you support our plans to build some additional fire stations?  
From an operational perspective these are logical proposals. MFRA are committed to 
working with Cheshire to ensure mutual aid arrangements are maximised to deliver 
the best possible operational response cover in particular on the Wirral and Halton 
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borders. In addition, it reflects the change to a 10 min response standard – which 
would only be achievable through the creation of additional Fire Stations.  
10. Do you support our plans to increase the maximum travel time by up to two 
minutes?  
From an operational perspective these are logical proposals. They enable an 
operational response to be maintained when it is difficult to recruit and retain 
Retained Duty System firefighters from within the traditional 5 minute distance from 
the fire station. To have an extra two minutes (maximum) on the recruitment pool and 
thus response standard is better than having no response at all.  
11. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the proposals in this section? 
Where possible give details why you support or oppose particular proposals  
No  
 
The online survey then contains questions that reflect the detailed proposals for each 
area of Cheshire as set out in their IRMP and summary document, for which MFRA 
has no specific response.  
 
The final questions on the survey are as follows:  
32. Do you support our overall plans for the year ahead as set out in our Integrated 
Risk Management Plan 2013/14?  
The plans outlined within the Cheshire IRMP are logical from an operational 
perspective.  
33. Please tell us any further comments you have regarding what we are proposing 
in our plans for 2013/14?  
As above 
 
North Wales Fire and Rescue Service 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Thank you for sending me Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service‟s Draft IRMP 2013-14 
and for providing an opportunity to comment. 
I note the proposals for changes to operational response resources with particular 
reference to the Cheshire West and Chester area. I would appreciate further 
information concerning your impact assessment on the existing arrangements 
established for joint working between our Fire and Rescue Services. 
 
With reference to arrangements formally required under Sections 13/16 of the Fire 
and Rescue Services Act 2004 it would be helpful to have information on not only 
how the proposals will impact on initial mobilisations to incidents but also the 
mobilisation required for dealing with large scale incidents at high risk sites in the 
Cheshire and North Wales areas. 
 
I should be grateful if you would provide details of the impact assessment made for 
the proposal to replace the existing fire appliance and aerial appliance with a 
Combined Aerial Rescue Pump (CARP) as there may be a potential for increased 
demand for the Wrexham aerial appliance (which is one of three dedicated ALPs in 
NWFRS) to incidents in Cheshire in the absence of Chester‟s appliance. 
 
You will be aware that existing arrangements including alignment of servicing 
programmes for the aerial appliances to avoid conflicts at Wrexham and Chester to 
ensure maximum availability of an aerial appliance in our respective areas. I would 
appreciate reassurance on the reliability of the CARP appliance in light of the 
potential impact on this Service of its unavailability. 
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Perhaps our officers could discuss these aspects further prior to any finalisation and 
publication of your plans? 
 
Assistant Chief Fire Officer Paul Claydon is leading on this issue for North Wales. His 
contact details are paul.claydon@nwales-fireservice.org.uk or 01745 535255. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Simon A Smith 
Chief Fire Officer 
 
Submissions from public sector partners and organisations 
 
Cheshire Police 
 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service is a vital organisation for making the public safe.  
Historically this has been through attending emergencies but increasingly the Fire 
and Rescue Service has been at the forefront of doing preventative work to reduce 
the number of emergencies that happen.   
 
Cheshire Constabulary have clearly seen the success that has been achieved for 
members of the public, with reductions in incidents that threaten people‟s lives and 
safety.  This has been done in a way that has ensured the professionalism of fire and 
rescue officers to deal safely and effectively when emergencies do happen alongside 
police colleagues.   
 
From the personal briefings I have had, and the consultation documents I have read, 
I am confident that the Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service plans to meet the 
challenges and opportunities in the future are well thought through and will allow 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue to continue to protect the public  and businesses in the 
coming years. 
 
David Whatton 
Chief Constable 
 
 
Mid-Cheshire Hospitals NHS Trust 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
MCHFT Response to Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service – IRMP Consultation  
Mid Cheshire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust (MCHFT) wish to express our 
concerns regarding any proposed withdrawal of the second fire engine at Crewe.  We 
can accept historically that, in excess of half of the incidents attended did not warrant 
a second pump/ladder attendance, however we also note from your own information 
that there are no surrounding whole-time crewed stations in the immediate vicinity of 
Crewe.  
 
We firstly would need to understand what CF&R would „commit to‟ when they came 
to the site having a single and as we understand a reduced crew on board. We 
believe that little would be achieved until the second tender arrived as back-up, 
hence in a real fire situation we believe that having a single crew attendance could 
compromise public safety. 
 

mailto:paul.claydon@nwales-fireservice.org.uk
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There are then emerging council plans to build several thousand new houses in this 
area over the coming years and we believe that this may impact on your attendance 
rates, however our immediate area already features a major railway interchange, a 
large acute hospital and a high profile vehicle manufacturing operation. We are 
therefore concerned that a major incident in any of the above areas could ultimately 
require the timely attendance of more than one fire crew in order to avoid loss of life 
and accelerate evacuation.  
 
In addition we refer to your plans to change the day crewing to On-call for our 
surrounding areas of Winsford, Northwich and Alsager. We would be concerned that, 
should the hospital have a fire call whilst your crew were dealing with another call-out 
this would ultimately mean a delay in getting the hospital‟s second and third 
appliances in an acceptable time even if the first appliance (i.e. the Crewe one) was 
in attendance.  
 
We would therefore suggest that you retain the flexibility of a second engine and in 
this regard our preferred option would be for Crewe to remain unchanged, or that you 
move to a Nucleus crewing model, such that the second engine would still be 
available during the day and then as a back-up or in support. From your own figures 
we note that a second engine is required for a significant 37% of the time. 
 
We hope that you will take our concerns into account and many thanks for giving us 
the opportunity to respond to your consultation. 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
Mike Babb 
Divisional Director – Estates and Facilities 
Mid Cheshire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust 
 
Submissions from private sector organisations 
 
Warrington Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
 
Dear Sir, 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service Draft IRMP 2013-14 
Thank you for details of your annual plan and the draft Integrated Risk Management 
Plan for 2013-14 and the years beyond. 
Having read the draft plan we would acknowledge that it is both significant and far 
reaching in order that you can maintain and improve the service. 
We would support your proposals both from a service efficiency and a budget point of 
view. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Colin Daniels 
Chief Executive 
 
 
West Cheshire and North Wales Chamber of Commerce 
 
West Cheshire & North Wales Chamber of Commerce appreciates the need for 
Cheshire Fire & Rescue to carry out a review due to the substantial cuts in budgets 
over the next four years. It is essential, however, that the outcome is one which does 
not detract from the great service already provided by Cheshire Fire & Rescue. The 
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Chamber has concerns around the decrease in numbers of full time fire fighters 
needed in the future and would hope that there will not be a need for compulsory 
redundancies across the service. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
Colin Brew 
Executive Director 
West Cheshire & North Wales Chamber of Commerce 
 
Submissions from representative bodies and staff networks 
 
Firepride - Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service’s LGBT Staff Network 
 
IRMP10 Consultation – Network Response – December 2012 
Firepride, the Service‟s LGBT Staff Network, was established in 2010 to support 
LGBT staff, managers and „straight‟ colleagues. The Network has developed from a 
small informal group to a more meaningful network, enabling LGBT staff and 
colleagues to contribute more meaningfully to the development of the organisation. 
 
The Network is pleased to be able to provide feedback as part of the staff 
consultation on the draft Integrated Risk Management Plan 2013-14 (IRMP10). This 
feedback was assembled directly through the feedback of Firepride Members 
through the Service‟s LGBT Champion.   
 
We have tried to keep our response limited to the issues and experiences of LGBT 
staff and communities, rather than to duplicate individual responses, which will be 
delivered through other channels. 
 
Overall view 
The Network welcomes the proposals overall, including a focus on improving the 
spread of emergency resources across Cheshire and building more fire stations. We 
also welcome the timescale of the plans, which provide staff with a clear scenario for 
change, over a number of years.  
 
We are somewhat disappointed not to see a specific mention of equality and diversity 
in the draft plan, but we recognise that the commitment remains one of the 
organisation‟s Key Values in the Four Year Strategy.  
 
Following the achievement of the „Excellent‟ status under the FRS Equality Standard 
we would like to see a clearer indication of how the organisation will maintain the 
award at both a community and organisational level. 
 
We would also like to use this opportunity to put on the record our appreciation of the 
Fire Authority‟s and Service Management Team‟s support for LGBT issues in the last 
few years.  
 
We would like to see this continue and be strengthened – particularly through overt 
actions such as attendance at and support for Pride events, becoming Straight Allies 
and meeting Network members. 
 
With the certainty of further reviews, restructuring and change, we hope the 
organisation maintains its commitment to staff wellbeing, particularly when LGBT 
employees are likely to be under greater mental strain than heterosexual colleagues. 
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Community risk model 
The community risk model presents a comprehensive methodology for assessing 
and responding to community risks. However, it seems to focus almost exclusively on 
the over 65s.  
 
While we acknowledge that the risks for this group are high, we would like to see a 
willingness to look at and address other community risks, such as those related to 
drugs, alcohol, mental health and isolation, including among those age groups below 
65.  
 
Many of these risks are associated with LGBT communities/individuals – with 
(Stonewall) research regularly showing higher occurrences than among heterosexual 
communities/individuals.  
 
We would also like to see some recognition of the latest research by Age UK and 
Stonewall, which highlights the numbers of LGBT people aged over 65 who are living 
alone in the methodology. 
 
While the numbers of openly LGBT individuals are small, they are not insignificant 
and we would hope that these communities would be included within the model along 
with other protected characteristics, where a clear risk is identified. 
 
Working and duty systems 
The draft plan presents a number of duty systems/options for implementation. There 
are a number of LGBT-related issues related to the options that we would like to take 
the opportunity to highlight below. 
 
On-call duty systems 
A key element of the plans is an increased emphasis on the on-call system. This 
system offers a limited amount of time for engaging on-call LGBT staff into the wider 
organisational culture, potentially leaving staff more isolated. 
 
The organisation should continue to find improved ways of incorporating the on-call 
workforce into the wider workplace culture and ensure that heterosexual on-call staff 
fully understand the Service‟s commitment to equality and LGBT issues through 
equality training and awareness – in order to better support LGBT colleagues.  
 
Many private sector organisations have excellent workplace cultures and world-class 
policies in place for LGBT employees, thanks to the work of bodies like Stonewall.  
 
The Service needs to ensure it matches or exceed the policies of other organisations 
employing on-call staff, so that LGBT individuals do not have to negotiate potentially 
living three different lives (work1-home-work2), where they can be open (or not) or 
out to different degrees about their sexual orientation.  
 
On a more positive note, the increase in on-call recruitment should be embraced as 
an opportunity to widen the demographic base of the operational workforce.  
 
Positive action campaigns should engage more with LGBT and other diverse 
communities to deliver increased numbers of applicants from these backgrounds. 
  
2-2-4 shift system  
The 2-2-4 shift system has proven effective in building strong bonds between 
operational employees, but left unchecked it can also create negative cultural issues 
and exacerbate the „masculine‟ culture of the organisation.  
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Work must continue around opening up the culture of the organisation, through 
schemes like Straight Allies, to enable those LGBT staff working the 2-2-4 shift 
systems to be themselves and the focus on equality and workplace culture should 
continue to be a high priority. 
 
12 hour shifts and Day-Crewing 
As previous staff consultations have shown, a move towards 12-hour shift systems 
poses specific issues for those with caring responsibilities and families. This includes 
LGBT individuals, who might not always be willing to disclose the nature of those 
commitments.  
 
In addition, Day Crewing systems can, at times, feel like living in a goldfish bowl for 
LGBT staff and can add to the stress of staff who are not „out‟, or who wish to retain 
their privacy. This has also been captured in the past during the previous review of 
shift systems and also in the Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) for the Day Crewing 
Plus duty system.  
 
New-build stations 
Finally, we would expect that all new stations are designed and built with robust 
equality and diversity considerations in mind. 
 
Fire Brigades Union 
 
Cheshire FBU – Response to IRMP 10 (2013/2014).  
 
Introduction  
The FBU welcomes the opportunity to respond to IRMP 10 consultation.   
 
The IRMP is the most ambitious plan so far and certainly will prove to be the most 
controversial.  The proposals have massive implications to Cheshire Fire & Rescue 
Service and the standard of service provided to the Communities of Cheshire. 
 
The FBU recognises the financial situation, however questions the evidence provided 
within the IRMP document, to base such radical and far reaching proposals in 
particular to the wholesale cuts to the emergency response capabilities.  
 
The FBU questions the implementation dates of a number of the proposals and the 
speed with which wholesale changes are to be made.  CF&RS has always prided 
itself of being in a good position compared to other Fire & Rescue Services due to 
efficiency gains already achieved and in consideration of the best Government Grant 
Settlement in 2011and with reserves totalling in excess of £9 million. 
 
The IRMP claims that Cheshire is a safer place to live than a decade ago, yet this 
document provides little evidence to support such a statement.  The IRMP is silent 
with regard to fire deaths and injuries or deaths and injuries on Cheshire roads. The 
IRMP does not provide any performance evidence regarding the cost of fires, other 
emergency incidents and the increased insurance costs associated with these 
incidents. 
 
Nationally, emergency response standards have risen since the abolishment of the 
National Standards. The IRMP does not provide any performance criteria regarding 
average response times or performance criteria regarding response standards within 
Cheshire.  What are the average response times, how often are CF&RS achieving 
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the current standards and how does this compare with 5 years ago and 10 years 
ago?  
 
Using the nationally approved FSEC model; what prediction will the changes have to 
the risk of life?  The FBU were sceptical of the introduction some the sophisticated 
modelling that CF&RS introduced to base changes to its emergency response and 
now, it is suggested that these models are too sophisticated and changes will in 
future be based more on a professional view. 
 
It is noted that a number of Chief Officers are warning that with fewer firefighters and 
fewer appliances the quality of service is likely to worsen, yet within IRMP 10 it is 
claimed that the proposals will continue to make Cheshire safer.  The FBU have 
repeatedly raised concerns that all proposals are put forward as positives.  Plans to 
downgrade all 14 wholetime stations and reduce the number of firefighters on each 
fire appliance will not improve public safety and this document should make this clear 
to the reader. 
 
In an effort to assist in this process we make the following preliminary observations to 
the points raised in the draft IRMP 10 document  
 
IRMP Scoping  
We wish to reiterate our previous observations that the national IRMP guidance 
advocates FBU and staff involvement in the early stages of the IRMP process and 
currently the only national guidance on how to construct an IRMP is provided by the 
FBU (Copies are available if required).  
 
The opportunity to involve ourselves and staff to a greater extent has always been 
missed in most circumstances, other than when the „draft‟ IRMP is available for 
consultation.  The main focus last year were the fundamental reviews in preparation 
of proposals that can realise savings that may be needed in the years 2014/15. 
These reviews were an ideal opportunity for greater participation from staff and other 
stakeholders. 
 
IRMP 10 does not include any performance information. How have CF&RS 
performed not only against the key performance indicators but against our own 
locally set Cheshire Standards i.e. response standards? 
 
We have seen little evidence in previous IRMPs that proposals have been brought 
about in the purest form of integrated risk planning.  CF&RS profess to possessing a 
number of sophisticated tools and computer programmes to assist the process, 
however we do not see any demonstration how proposals will reduce the risk in a 
given area or how proposals can be introduced as the risk has been effectively 
reduced.  At best we simply resort to activity levels as the benchmark.  For example 
response standards have been lowered and response times increased without 
demonstration that risk has been reduced. 
 
The activity levels highlighted in IRMP 10 are based purely on emergency calls within 
each particular station area and this is misleading and does not reflect the total 
number of incidents that crews from these stations attended.  For example; Chester 
had a total of 1550 attendances in 2011/2012, however the figures and frequency of 
calls within the IRMP document only reflect incidents within their own station area; 
totalling 1092 (42% lower than the total attendances).  This obviously does not tell 
the full picture. 
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It is also a case of not comparing like for like, if the risk is being simply based on call 
activity and numerous changes have been introduced that would alter activity levels 
i.e. AFA policy, call filtering, changes to pre-determined attendances, non attendance 
to certain types of incidents.  This therefore can not be relied on to demonstrate the 
level of risk has been reduced. 
 
Within IRMP 9 there was a proposal to measure outcomes from the community 
safety work undertaken, however the only evidence again is based on volume of 
activity. 
 
It is not acceptable that outcomes are measured in pure volume of activity, there 
needs to be clear evidence of reduced risk and increased public safety.  Figures 
obtained through Freedom of Information requests of 54 fire services revealed that 
more than 80% of buildings now have smoke alarms, but nearly half of fire deaths in 
2010 occurred in property that had a working smoke alarm. 
 
It must also be recognised that initiatives can make a difference whilst they are being 
resourced, however their effectiveness is reduced over a period of time and once the 
resources are reduced or removed, it leads to a reverse trend. 
 
Budget  
The FBU accept that should savings in the region of £5 million need to be realised 
then staffing costs will have to be reduced, however we take issue with the scale of 
the cuts to the front line staff and particular to the wholesale cut in the number of 
firefighters in proportion to elsewhere.   
 
Staffing costs in proportion to the overall budget have reduced.  There has already 
been in excess of a 15% reduction in the number of wholetime firefighter posts and 
we take issue with the graph on page 4, as this does not reflect this.  If the graph is 
truly reflective in the reduction in the number of firefighters, then this is only because 
wholetime positions have being replaced with On-call positions. 
 
Not only have we seen a reduction in firefighter posts, staffing costs have fallen 
significantly as a proportion of overall budget.  The budget in 2004 was £33 million 
and has risen by 34% to £44.1 million whilst firefighter pay has only risen by 14% 
over the same period. 
 
Over the same period and as CF&RS reduced the budget for operational staff, there 
was a significant increase in the number of support staff jobs.  Whilst the FBU and 
our members recognise the value of the support services that were provided, „value 
for money‟ reviews have highlighted that a number of these positions were 
unnecessary.  Non operational posts have now been reduced but a number of costs 
such as redundancy, redeployment travel costs and pay protection now need to be 
paid.  
 
The estimated savings necessary are also questionable, in view of statements from 
Cheshire MPs such as “The Government has protected frontline uniformed services 
as much as possible. Fire and rescue authorities only need to make savings of 2.2 
per cent of their spending in 2011-12 and just 0.5 per cent in 2012-13”. 
 
Emergency Response Review  
The FBU note that within the IRMP presentation „Fit for the Future‟ the current 
locations within the 10 minute attendance time, do not reflect the change in status for 
the periods 07:00-19:00 and 19:00-07:00, in the Wilmslow and Birchwood areas.   
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Equally concerning, the locations within the proposed 10 minute attendance time do 
not reflect the proposed change of status at Macclesfield, Congleton, Northwich and 
Winsford.  The areas that it will be covered by a 10 minute response, are only 
reflective of occasions when an appliance is available and times it is crewed by 
wholetime firefighters. 
 
It is noted in the Knutsford area this proposed change of status has been captured, 
however we are concerned with the large area that will receive a reduced emergency 
response. 
 
Accepting that CF&RS are basing these attendance times on the 1st appliance in 
attendance only and on the availability of this appliance, the FBU are interested to 
ascertain exact population sizes, dwellings and incidents that will experience a 
quicker or slower response. 
 
In recognising the above, the FBU contend the proposed changes will greatly reduce 
the attendance times of the full resources required at the different types of incidents, 
and would wish to see the overlays demonstrating the before and after predictions. 
 
The FBU requests copies of the associated documents that have been used to 
review the effectiveness of the emergency response and the evidence that has 
resulted in the proposed changes to emergency response.  
  
We also request copies of any „Task Analysis‟ undertaken to underpin the proposal to 
reduce crewing levels on fire appliances.  Current analysis is based on evidence 
produced nationally from the „Pathfinder Trials‟ and work undertaken by the FBU and 
included in the FBU‟s document „Cast Scenarios (Copies are available if required).   
This analysis has stood up to scrutiny and has formed the basis of emergency 
response adopted by Fire & Rescue Services for many years.  In advance of CF&RS 
publishing any variation to this task analysis, the FBU remain sceptical and have 
serious concerns regarding firefighter safety.  The FBU have repeatedly made our 
concerns known regarding current crewing levels and the impact of the recruitment 
freeze.   
 
Crewing levels are already below the CF&RS‟s own agreed minimum and below 
levels that in the past would have instigated CF&RS‟s degradation plan with some 
pumping appliances and specials being taken off the run do to insufficient staffing. 
 
Response Standards  
The FBU have always campaigned for National Emergency Response Standards 
and have been concerned since the introduction of local standards, which have led to 
what is best described as a post code lottery.  Changes to emergency response 
standards, locally within Cheshire have allowed a reduction in emergency response.  
It is a known fact that fires double in size every minute.    
 
The 10 minute blanket response standard, although on the face of it offers an 
improvement in some of the more rural parts of Cheshire, in reality this will not be the 
case as a clause is included that it is impractical to achieve this response standard in 
a number of areas.   
 
The removal or the replacement of wholetime appliances in the larger, more 
populated towns within Cheshire, will undoubtedly increase attendance times to a 
greater proportion of life risk incidents.  Achieving the standard is only one aspect, 
the reality is that these proposals will result in slower responses than those achieved 
currently and for many decades.   
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The FBU have long argued that response standards should include times in 
attendance for the full resources required to effectively deal with a particular incident 
and CF&RS have no standard for the attendance of second appliances even though 
it is recognised that for life risk and property fires a minimum of 2 fire appliances are 
required.  Most Fire & Rescue Services still maintain attendance times for 2nd 
appliances although this standard was dropped by CF&RS following the abolishment 
of the National Standards.  
 
The FBU were given assurances that this matter would be considered in previous 
reviews to the Cheshire Standards, but again this important issue has not been 
addressed.  The FBU suggest this needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency, as 
staffing levels have resulted in an increased frequency, appliances crewed with less 
than 5 riders are 1st in attendance and waiting for back up.  With the proposals 
considering options to downgrade the status of the 2nd appliance on 2 pump stations, 
an investigation into lag times is required, for the safety of firefighters. 
 
The FBU also question what work has been undertaken into the impact of slower 
response times for first appliances and the lag time for back up appliances where it is 
proposed to change wholetime appliances or day crewed appliances to on-call or 
replaced altogether.  The FBU request copies of reports that demonstrate how 
quickly the full resources are expected to arrive at incidents. 
 
The FBU note that no minimum standard has been proposed for large scale incidents 
and how quickly appliances will be expected to attend such incidents. 
 
The FBU report, „It‟s about time‟ explains the importance of response times.   
It can be downloaded from the FBU website:   
http://www.fbu.org.uk/?page_id=102 
 
Duty Systems and riding 4 and 4. 
The FBU can not agree to proposed duty systems that do not provide a guaranteed 
minimum crewing level inline with approved task analysis.   
 
The FBU are concerned that establishment proposals can not guarantee minimum 
crewing levels consistent with nationally recognised crewing levels to ensure safe 
systems of work and compliance with standard operating procedures, technical 
bulletins and training modules.   
 
Increasingly with the current establishment shortfall and within the proposals, a crew 
of less than 5 riders will be the 1st pump in attendance at life risk incidents. The 
FBU‟s concerns were shared by the HSE within its report following the inspection of a 
number of Fire & Rescue Services that the use of Rapid Deployment Breathing 
Apparatus procedures was becoming the normal as opposed to the exception.   
 
The reduction in the number of riders on appliances, does bring into question the 
ability to implement safe system of work.  The level of command and control of the 
incident by the officer in charge of the 1st appliance in attendance is compromised 
with a reduced crewing level.  This goes against all standard operating procedures, 
task analysis and how crews and crew commanders have been trained.  
Development has been required for instances when it has been determined that 
managers have not followed command and control guidance and in some cases the 
issues have been addressed through discipline procedures.  Increasingly it will be 
difficult and in some situations impossible for the crew commander to not get 
involved directly in operational tasks. 

http://www.fbu.org.uk/?page_id=102
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The FBU is concerned with the already increased use of overtime and the additional 
associated costs.  Recognising CF&RS‟s desire to use overtime to cover shortfalls in 
establishment, we contend overtime should not be used to cover known deficiencies 
and should only be used to cover unpredicted gaps.   Overtime is voluntary; however 
some of the overtime required will question compliance with working time regulations 
and agreed maximum levels for overtime under the NJC conditions of service (Grey 
Book). 
 
Loss of 2nd pumps 
The FBU repeat our observations above in the introduction and observations made 
regarding the location of proposed new stations with regard to lag times to incidents.  
We would welcome evidence through the FSEC modelling of the predicted increase 
to life risk this proposal will have in each of the 6 station areas involved.  Using the 
available software, how often will the response times be affected when a second 
emergency call in received in these areas. 
 
The FBU contend that the lag times will increase significantly and will increase for a 
far greater proportion of incidents should 2nd appliances be removed or their status 
changed even with the introduction of the new stations. 
 
Macclesfield Fire Station 
The FBU is opposed to the downgrading of Macclesfield Fire Station and does not 
believe the activity levels and risk within the Macclesfield area justify this 
downgrading. Again the acivity levels within the IRMP document do not capture the 
total number of incidents attended by Macclesfield crews. The IRMP provided no 
justification to increase response times in Macclesfied at night and needs to be 
considered that Macclesfield is the only shift related wholetime appliance covering a  
large area. Therefore the FBU re-iterates our previous observations. 
 
No evidence has been presented to demonstrate a reduction in the risk to the 
community of Macclesfield, to support this proposal. 
 
Macclesfield borough was the largest borough in Cheshire with a population in the 
town alone of over 50,000 residents and the remaining outlying parishes (54 in total 2 
of which are un-parished areas[Macclesfield & Wilmslow]) having a total population in 
the borough of in excess of 140,000 residents covering a total area of over 52,000 
hectares. This changed in 2009 when Cheshire East formed which is now the 3rd 
largest council in the North-West. 
 
Macclesfield has and still is a very prosperous market town it was once a very 
important mill town producing silk for the world market, today it again is in the world 
market with the chemicals industry of pharmaceutical drugs produced by 
AstraZeneca (a large COMAH site). Many other large companies are situated in 
Macclesfield creating a variety to all industries.  
 
Macclesfield has many tourist attractions attracting thousands of people to the town 
these include Macclesfield Forrest, Capesthorne Hall, Peak District, Gawsworth Hall, 
Silk Museum plus many others. To add to the numbers of people who regularly visit 
the town are home and away supporters of Macclesfield Town FC (6,000+ capacity 
with a new stadium approved) in NPower League Division Two and Macclesfield 
Rugby Club (1000+ capacity) in National Division 1. Macclesfield‟s nightlife is 
extremely popular with over a hundred restaurants and pubs including several night-
clubs open through out the night.  
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Macclesfield District General Hospital provides a vital 24/7 Accident & Emergency 
ward, as well as provides care and treatment to several hundred out-patients per 
week. 
 
Macclesfield town centre is under review and plans are for a multi million pound 
overhaul hoping to attract thousands of shoppers to the area. 
 
Macclesfield also has two of the most notorious roads in the country in 2010 the 
A536 “Cat & Fiddle Road” was named the UK‟s most dangerous road in a survey 
carried out by the Road Safety Foundation and the A54 from Bosley to Buxton was 
also quoted as one of the highest risk roads in Great Britain by EuroRAP (European 
Road Assessment Program).The other at risk transport links that pass through 
Macclesfield are the main London to Manchester Rail link and the main stacking and 
flight paths into Manchester International Airport. 
 
Macclesfield„s old mills are part of the many heritage sites as well as been converted 
to residential and commercial places some converted to both. 
 
Downgrading of Day Crewed stations  
The FBU oppose the downgrading these stations and has not been convinced that 
the proposals are truly risk based and within the IRMP consultation evidence 
provided are more akin to options for savings than the correct status of emergency 
response with regard to risk. 
 
The document is somewhat misleading in that indicates there is  a saving of £300K 
by changing to nucleus crewing at each station, however on page 17 this details the 
cost of day crewing as £700K and nucleus as £740K. 
 
The proposals do not demonstrate the value wholetime firefighters working on day 
crewed stations, bring in terms of fire prevention and community safety, nor do they 
demonstrate the 100% availability of the pumps during the night time compared to 
the current 63% of on-call appliances and the speedier response times than on-call. 
 
What are the average response times for Day Crewed appliances compared with On-
call? 
 
The FBU are surprised and astonished that CF&RS are proposing to cease the day 
crewing duty system across Cheshire, as it has always be recognised as extremely 
cost effective and CF&RS‟s day crewing was championed  nationally as best practise 
by the Audit Commission recently. Day crewing also provides the benefits of day 
crewing plus without the same impact on families and working time restrictions. 
 
Each Day Crewed Station provides 100% availability of Special Appliances and the 
specialist skills required, which will be lost once these stations are downgraded. 
 
Stockton Heath Fire Station 
Stockton Heath Fire Station‟s current location on Ackers Road, is of major 
importance to the community which it serves. It was only opened in October 1999 at 
great expense to the taxpayer, but was deemed necessary at that time, in order to 
replace unsuitable and out of date facilities at the Station on the A49 London Road. 
 
It was also felt at that time, that the continued Whole-Time establishment be 
maintained in the form of a Day-staffing system providing 24/7 cover for 1 pumping 
appliance along with an Aerial capability; and a 2nd pumping appliance staffed on a 
part-time, on-call basis.  



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 249 of 260 

 
The Station‟s position was and still is of major importance for the area due to 
Stockton Heath and its neighbouring Parishes being located next-to the major 
shipping route of the Manchester Ship Canal and the potential for routes being cut-off 
due to Swing Bridge movements. 
 
Since that time the population and potential risks within the area have significantly 
increased, along with, the stations location to become of greater significance, with 
shipping likely to increase by at least 200% (thus impacting on Swing Bridge 
movements) in the next few years, with the opening of Port Warrington. 
 
The proposal to make Stockton Heath a Part-time, On-Call only station is also fraught 
with logistical problems. The recruiting and retaining of part-time, on-call staff has 
been an ongoing problem for the service over a number of years, with various 
recruitment campaigns being unsuccessful. Recently, the service has had to rely on 
Whole-time personnel on secondary contracts in order to maintain minimum 
availability for the 2nd Part-time Appliance.  
 
The idea to build another station, at a rural location away from the 2 majorly 
populated areas (Stockton Heath/Knutsford) they currently serve, seems ludicrous; 
especially when you take into account the size, potential risks and population, of both 
of these vast areas that the 1 proposed station would be serving. We believe that the 
Lymm proposal has potential for becoming a „White Elephant‟ for the service, 
providing little if any long term savings. 
 
Further, that 03 Stockton Heath should maintain its current Whole-time Day Crewed 
aspect of the station, which provides a guaranteed high standard of fire cover for the 
local community 24/7, 365 days a year. 
 
Knutsford Fire Station 
Knutsford is a huge tourist attraction in Cheshire. The town itself is a historic site with 
many listed buildings including Tatton Hall, Tabley House, Toft Hall and Booths Hall.  
Tatton Park alone attracts over 750.000 people per year. (Tatton Park hosts many 
big events annually including RHS Flower Show which attracted 83.000 people in 
2012.Cheshire Classic Car Show which including over 2000 event cars coming into 
Knutsford.) 
 
Knutsford is quite rural area, this attracts events such as The Cheshire Show (over 
80000 visitors in two days) and Cheshire County and Game Fair (attracts over 20000 
people) 
 
Cheshire East Council is planning to build 1200 new homes in Knutsford. This 
increases our community by 25%. In our ever growing community 29% of our 
population are pensioners living alone. This is the highest number of pensioners age 
75 and over living alone in any ward in Macclesfield PDG area. This group has been 
identified by CFRS as the highest risk group. 
 
Radbroke Hall is the largest employer for the financial sector in North West England. 
There are over 2000 employees utilising our transport system everyday such as A50 
(Red Route). Knutsford Station already covers the biggest part of A556 and the 
busiest stretches of motorways including the M6 and M56. Knutsford had the highest 
numbers of RTCs last year in Cheshire. 
 
Another large risk for Knutsford is Manchester Airport. It is the third busiest airport in 
Britain with 18.9 million passengers and nearly 160.000 aircraft movements in 2011. 
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The Second Runway extends to the Mobberley, with both Knutsford and Mobberley 
being on the flight path and crash gate number 9 is in Mobberley itself which means 
Knutsford will be in attendance in the event of any aircraft incidents at this crash gate 
or indeed Mobberley. 
 
Northwich Fire Station 
Northwich Fire Station covers one of the largest areas in the county. A lot of this 
Station Area is rural & due to its location, attendance times for incidents may be 
considered quite high, will be increased more by Down Grading the Station. We are 
already surrounded by large areas of Cheshire covered by On-Call Stations and are 
regularly called out to these areas when these Stations are not available. With the 
new proposals from the IRMP 10, this will be increased, especially with the Knutsford 
& Stockton Heath proposal being one of the initial changes.  
 
A massive Re-development plan has already started for Northwich Town Centre, 
which is on-going for the next 3 years. This Re-development includes new Shopping 
areas, Restaurants, Cinema, Marina developments & approximately 5000 new 
homes being built throughout the whole station area-including Hartford, Winnington, 
Wincham, and Sandiway & Blakemere. Also, Oakmere Quarry is being developed 
into a Water Recreational Park. 
 
Northwich has a population of around 75,000 people & along with Weaverham, it has 
one of the largest over 65 year old population in the County. There are also Park 
home areas that are predominantly resided by the over 65 age range including 
Delamere Park, Bartington, Whitegate, Wincham, Pickmere & Sandiway- historical 
data shows the risks associated with this type of accommodation complexes & 
indeed fire deaths have occurred in our area in recent years. As part of the Re-
Development, a new Retirement Village is to be built in the Witton Ward of 
Northwich. 
 
Many visitors are attracted to the Northwich area each year. Major events like the 
Cheshire Show & Thundersprint are merged in with the all year round attractions of 
Delamere Forest (Which also hosts concerts & special events) & the Anderton Boat 
Lift. Also, with the Trent & Mersey Canal & Weaver Navigation running through the 
area, there is a constant amount of flowing & resident traffic on the waterways. 
Northwich has many listed buildings in its area- including Arley Hall & Nunsmere Hall; 
With the Station also on the PDA for Tabley House & Tatton Hall. The Town Centre 
itself is classed as a Conservation Area. 
 
Being geographically sited in the centre of the Cheshire, Northwich is surrounded by 
many Red Routes, The M6 & M56 Motorways, with a significant number of calls 
being RTC related over the years. Along with the traffic on the Canal network, there 
is also the flow of traffic/incidents from the River Dane and where this meets with the 
Weaver Navigation, is considered a Major Flood risk- which includes the Town 
Centre, as it is classed as a Navigation Basin. 
 
Northwich has some significant risks throughout its area including 5 Top Tier Comah 
Sites, 1 Low Tier Comah Site & a Hospital. It also has Business & Retail Parks which 
provide extensive employment & Business to the Community. We have 78 SSRI & 
Rap1 Premises as part of the Station Workload. Along with 33 Schools as part of the 
Key Stage 2 Smoke busters Programme. 
 
Northwich Fire Station works as part of the Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service Day 
Crewing System- which has been recognised nationally, as a Cheap, Cost Effective 
but, above all, guaranteed system of work, which provides Whole time Cover of an 
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Appliance as well as Command Unit Skill based Special Appliance. It has an On-Call 
Appliance with 13 Personnel & it has been shown that over the last 12 months that 
this Appliance was only available for Fire Calls for around 45% of the time & is rarely 
covered during the day time or weekends.  
 
If the proposals for this station are to go through & it goes exclusively On-Call or 
Nucleus Crewed, the Establishment of the On-Call Personnel will have to be 
increased to provide better cover for Fire Calls- which has Financial implications, 
along with other issues of providing extra kit, more training & Initial costs for 
recruiting etc. Then, this is still not a Guaranteed, Stand Alone Service, which will not 
show much of a Financial saving in this difficult Economic climate we are in, 
compared to the Guaranteed service that is provided now & All the Fire Safety & 
Community work will have to be out sourced to other areas/departments, at an 
increased cost 
 
Winsford Fire Station 
Winsford station area along with Northwich cover a large area of central Cheshire.  
Therefore if the proposals go ahead & these stations become „On Call‟ or part „On 
Call‟ this could have a detrimental affect on fire cover at certain times of the day.   
 
At present Winsford‟s On Call are only available 25% of the time, leaving no 
guaranteed cover for Cheshire West.  The Day Crewed system provides 100% 
guaranteed cover 24 hours a day and 365 days per year.  If proposals proceed then 
Crewe would be the nearest Wholetime appliance within this area. 
 
There are plans for 800 new homes along Oakmere Drive, Winsford but also 3 large 
estates within central Winsford which have the Stramit design construction & which 
has a very high fire loading & fire develops extremely fast which if these changes 
happen would be surrounded by On Call stations only, such as Middlewich & 
Tarporley, therefore increasing response times dramatically even if they are 
available. 
 
There are also Management issues with the Winsford On Call system as there is 
currently only 1 Crew Manager available.  There is high turnover of On Call & 
therefore experience can be limited.  Issues have arisen with attendance of clusters 
& training.  
 
Winsford also has a COMAH site & has a large industrial estate on Road One. 
 
Congleton Fire Station 
The Cheshire East area is divided into 7 Local Area Partnerships (LAP‟s). The 
current population of Congleton‟s LAP is 92,100. The Congleton LAP has the largest 
population total in Cheshire East; it makes up 25.3% of the Cheshire East population. 
A population this size surly warrants a whole time fire station. Figures taken from 
Cheshire East population facts and figures document.  
 
The Congleton town community is planned to grow by 3500 houses over the next few 
years. This figure was taken from Cheshire East Local Plan (previously the local 
Development Framework) The Congleton Town strategy document. As of January 
2012, 553 houses were given planning permission to be constructed during 2012. 
This increased population will require assured fire cover. The current On Call watch, 
are unable to provide assured cover. Their appliance is rarely available during offices 
hours and weekends. During 2011 the On Call appliance was only available to attend 
23 mobilisations.  
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Congleton has one of the highest populations of high fire risk households (over 65s) 
in Cheshire and the number is growing year on year above the national average. 
Currently approximately 24,000 people in the Congleton LAP area are over 65. The 
Cheshire East population forecast predicts that the over 65 population will increase 
by over 50% by 2029 and those age over 85 will double in the same time scale. 
These members of the Cheshire community will need assured fire cover to meet their 
fire safety needs. This growing need can only currently be met by whole time crews. 
The local council are currently developing a plan to expand 2 existing business parks 
to allow manufacturing business to expand. 
 
The new planned Congleton Northern Link Road (Bypass) will aid the expansion of 
the business parks. This is expected to increase employment by 3000 jobs and with 
this growth a larger work population will need assured fire cover. 
 
The High Volume Pump is based at Congleton and requires a great deal of additional 
training to achieve the required competencies. Currently there are ongoing issues 
regarding the Services Proficiency System regarding On-call firefighters and this will 
place a large additional burden on their available time to train. Whereas Wholetime 
firefighters have developed these specialist skills and the Day Crew System ensure 
the vehicle is always available. 
 
The geographical lay out of Congleton determines that prompt turn out times are vital 
to ensure we attend incidents with in an effective time frame to save saveable life 
and property without putting Firefighters at risk.  
 
Due to regular traffic congestion in Congleton the response times of On Call will be 
greatly effected in daytime hours. Increasing response times leading to greater risk to 
the public and firefighters. 
 
In IRMP1 90 second turn outs where introduced to help prevent crews arriving at an 
incident at the point of Flash over / back draft, this practice reduces this risk, but the 
increased turn out times of On Call crews will greatly increase this risk to crews.  
The proposed increase in turn out times to 300 seconds for the On Call response will 
result in greatly increased attendance times, this will be magnified in outlying rural 
areas of Congleton, and it will reduce the chance to save lives and property 
increasing the risk of fire for the local population. 
 
A recent example of the effectiveness of the current attendance times was 
demonstrated during August 2011, 2 teenage girls were rescued from a bedroom fire. 
If the attendance time for this incident had been increased to an On Call response 
time the girls may not have survived. This particular incident was attended by the On 
Call crew from Congleton, by the time the On Call watch had booked in attendance 
the Day Crewed watch had carried out the 2 rescues and were extinguishing the fire. 
Cheshire conforms to national and best value performance indicators as well as a 
vision of zero preventable deaths. Any fire related death would have implications to 
the promises made to the community. This is not an isolated example of potential fire 
related deaths in Congleton if a wholetime appliance had not been available to effect 
rescues. 
 
If Congleton station was an On Call station the nearest whole time appliance would 
need to travel from Macclesfield, Crewe or Staffordshire. If the Macclesfield proposal 
comes to fruition every night from 7pm to 7am the Macclesfield appliance would be 
On Call as well. This will reduce the whole time appliances to 1 in Cheshire East at 
night. This is surely a reduction in cover and service to the community.  
Congleton is surrounded by On Call stations. 
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The IRMP 10 proposal document is misleading in areas, one example of this is; the 
number of incidents the first line appliance at Congleton was mobilised to, the current 
IRMP proposal document states we attended 220 incidents within our station area. 
All mobilisations should be included in this figure. During 2011-12 this figure was 
394; 2010-11 was 376 and 2009-10 351. This shows an increase trend in the use of 
fire service resources over the last three years in Congleton. 
 
Congleton is currently listed as a key station area; the first line appliance is never 
used to standby at other stations while planed courses are attended. If the first line 
appliance and crew from Congleton are due to attend a training course or undertake 
off site training a standby appliance is always required at Congleton. This decision 
was taken by senior management because Congleton station is surrounded by On 
Call stations and boarders Derbyshire and Staffordshire which also have remote 
isolated stations. Whole time Firefighters are the only way to assure cover at 
Congleton and the current Day Crewed system is a cost effective way to achieve this. 
Community engagement will be reduced, but the reduced delivery in this area will still 
need to be carried out by other departments at an increased cost. 
 
The community room at Congleton is used weekly by several educational groups i.e. 
Princes trust, Respect courses, Reach etc… All leaders from these groups mention 
how much they enjoy working with the Day Crew Watches. The level of enthusiasm 
and engagement from the station staff is second to none. If the station status is 
changed to On Call, this support will end. 
 
The Congleton Fire Cadet Unit is heavily supported by both whole time watches. 
Without this support the unit will close.  
 
Community Fire Protection delivery will be greatly reduced i.e. SSRI‟s Thematic‟s. 
These tasks will need completing by other departments at an increased cost. 
 
Even with Congleton‟s busy day to day schedule the stations whole time personnel 
work load could be increased. The High Volume Pump (HVP) has been stationed at 
Congleton since 2006. The team at Congleton have, and continue to develop and 
hone their skills in this area. This was demonstrated during 2012 when the National 
Resilience Audit team scrutinized the station. Congleton‟s practises were identified 
as best practice in many areas. In the future as second appliances are removed from 
stations the role of the HVP will become more prominent. The whole time staff at 
Congleton station will be perfectly placed to provide fire ground water relays and 
pumping at flooding incidents. This will release first line appliances from incidents 
restoring fire cover at their home stations. 
During the 2012 IRMP consultation period, all members of the Congleton community 
spoken to by Firefighters expressed a strong will to have a whole time appliance in 
their town.  

In summary the only way to assure a high level of professional fire cover is whole 
time crews based at Congleton station. Currently the most cost effective way to 
achieve this is the Day Crewed system.  

New Stations  
Whilst the FBU would welcome the investment into new stations that can bring about 
improvements to emergency response and accept most CF&RS stations have 
remained in their current locations since the 1960‟s, we do question the 
ability/resources to build these stations at a time when CF&RS are proposing huge 
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cuts to expenditure.  There may be evidence that the proposed stations will help 
achieve a better response standard near to these stations, however the FBU require 
evidence that the investment in these stations through reductions elsewhere will not 
in fact worsen the emergency response for a greater proportion of the population and 
for a higher number of incidents.  Therefore the FBU are sceptical these proposals 
are more about the achieving the 10 minute response standard whilst reducing 
appliances and increasing response times in other areas. 
 
The information provided does demonstrate that the proposed stations at Neston and 
Alsager will improve response to these areas, however this is not the case for Lymm 
and M53/M56 stations.  A station located at Lymm will increase response times to a 
greater proportion dwelling fires in Warrington, compared to the current 
arrangements at Warrington and compared to the current arrangements at Stockton 
Heath.  The evidence provided it demonstrates that the current arrangements at 
Knutsford have quicker response times to more dwelling fires than downgrading 
Knutsford and introducing a new station at Lymm. The M53/M56 station will increase 
response times to dwelling fires in both Ellesmere Port and Chester compared to the 
current arrangements.  A station at Penketh will be closer to dwelling fires in the 
Penketh area, but it is questionable that a new station will improve or worsen 
response times to a greater number of dwelling fires than the current arrangements 
in the Warrington area.  
 
The FBU accepts that RTC are also a factor in the introduction of new stations, 
however these are more difficult to plot and have a far greater spread than dwelling 
fires, so the FBU would wish to see further evidence that the new stations would 
improve response times compared to the current arrangements.  Increasing the area 
that can receive a 10 minute response, will obviously improve responses to a number 
of RTCs, but this should be balanced to proposed slower response times at certain 
times of the day from Macclesfield and all the day crewed stations. 
 
Extend flexible crewing across On-call stations  
The FBU maintains the minimum crewing level for a pumping appliance is 4 and for 
1st pumps in attendance it should be 5, based on task analysis as previously stated.  
Crewing levels below this can not fulfil the necessary tasks required, without 
compromising Breathing Apparatus and Command & Control procedures.  Invariably 
smaller incidents can not be confirmed until an initial attendance has been made. 
 
The FBU believe this is the wrong approach and believe far greater effort should be 
made to improve the availability rate of on-call appliances and improve the number of 
riders on these appliances both day and night. 
 
Availailability of firefighters condition to the retained duty system should not be such 
an issue in and around the on-call stations in Cheshire compared to other areas of 
the country.  In accepting this proposal not only will firefighter safety be 
compromised, but it is accepting that the current on-call availability is not adequate. 
 
Increase On-call recruitment to 6 or 7 minutes  
Again this is accepting that On-call availability is such a problem that an additional 
delay in response times have to be accepted.  If it takes 6 or 7 minutes for crews to 
respond to the fire station, then this leave only a small radius that would in fact 
achieve a 10 minute response standard. 
 
Specialist Vehicles 
The FBU wishes to be fully involved in these reviews and consideration, how the 
specials will be staffed.  The IRMP consultation document contains insufficient detail 
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for the consultees to make an informed response i.e. removal of Ellsmere Port‟s foam 
tanker. Again the geographical location and crewing of CF&RS‟s specialist vehicles 
has evolved over many decades and the FBU is concerned with such  fundamental 
changes. 
 
The specials provide an extremely effective emergency response and provide the 
necessary protection of firefighters at fires and other hazardous incidents.  The foam 
tankers are strategically located to provide the most effective and rapid response for 
the known Cheshire risks and other specials are located at different stations to allow 
the necessary commitment and training that ensure a high level of competency of 
specialist crews. 
 
CARPs is not a new proposal and again the FBU advise a high degree of caution, 
following the high profile failures of these vehicles within other Fire & Rescue 
Services.  The FBU remain sceptical that technology has developed sufficiently for 
these vehicles to be effective in the combined role of a pumping appliance and an 
aerial appliance.  Far too often these vehicles have proved to be too large and too 
heavy for general use and access and also lacking in the aerial capabilities.  The 
availability as an aerial appliance is often compromised as it is first on the scene and 
the appliance and crew are required for general firefighting and rescues. 
 
CF&RS has considered the option of Pods, previously and always decided against 
them in favour of the current arrangements of independently crewed specials.   
 
Fire Control  
The FBU wish to take this opportunity to re-iterate our continued opposition to 
Regional Fire Controls and despite the Fire Authority backing for the project we 
would urge further scrutiny of the project.  We remain convinced the NWRC will not 
be; more cost effective, more efficient or provide greater resilience.  The FBU have 
serious concerns regarding the staffing model proposed for the NWRC and if lessons 
are learnt from the Cheshire/Cumbria merger then it will be recognised that the 
proposed staffing model is insufficient to provide the same level of service as the 
existing Emergency Fire Controls. 
 
Should you require further clarification regarding the points raised in this submission, 
please do not hesitate to contact a Brigade Official.  
 
Dave Williams     Stuart Hammond  
Brigade Secretary     Brigade Chair  
Dave.williams@fbu.org.uk   Stuart.hammond@fbu.org.uk  
07834656097      07834656095 
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Appendix 8 – Press cuttings 

 
 

Article on Wilmslow.co.uk website, 30th September 

 
 

Article on Liverpool Wired website, 22nd September 

 
 

 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 257 of 260 

Article in Warrington Guardian, 24th September 

 

 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 258 of 260 

Article in Congleton Chronicle, 6th December 

 
 

 
Article in Knutsford Guardian, 9th January 
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Article in Widnes Weekly News, 29th November 

 
 

Article in Warrington Guardian, 6th December 

 
 

Article in Ellesmere Port Pioneer, 21st November 
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Article in Chester Chronicle, 20th December 

 
 

Article in Knutsford Guardian, 5th December  

 
 

 


