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1. Introduction
This report sets out the results of the programme of public, staff and partner
consultation on Cheshire Fire Authority’s draft Integrated Risk Management
Plan (IRMP) for 2016/17, titled Making Cheshire Safer, between October 3rd
2016 and January 3rd 2017.
The purpose of this report is to enable the Authority to understand the
differing level of opinion among all groups to the proposals set out in the draft
IRMP, in order to assist the Authority in giving consideration to the results of
the consultation in its decision making process. 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 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
Consultation and Engagement Officer
Planning, Performance and Communications,
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service
January 30th 2017
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2. Executive summary
This report details activity undertaken during the consultation on Cheshire Fire
Authority’s draft Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) for 2017/18
between October 3rd 2016 to January 3rd 2017.
Nearly 4,000 members of the public and over 250 stakeholders and partner
agencies were communicated with during the consultation, along with
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service staff at a number of events across
Cheshire. From this, a total of 632 members of the public, 137 members of
staff and eight stakeholders formally responded to the consultation.
Additionally, comment was received from Members of Parliament and local
authority leaders and chief executives during face-to-face briefings.
Views were sought through a range of engagement activities including public
and staff roadshows, online surveys and briefings with key partners. 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.
Additionally, the consultation undertaken this year was used to undertake the
latest public satisfaction survey. Therefore in addition to the IRMP proposals
the consultation questionnaire asked several questions relating to overall
perceptions of the Service, views on future priorities and communications
methods.
A standard 22-question consultation survey was developed to gauge opinion
amongst the public and external stakeholders. A survey was also created for
staff to complete, which contained ten questions primarily related to the
emergency response proposals contained in the draft Plan.
There were 632 responses received from the public consultation in total,
which provides a margin of error of +/- 4% and also enables the Service to
have 95% confidence level that the results fall within this +/- 4% range. 1,365
additional comments were also submitted into the consultation by both public
and staff consultees.
The Consultation Institute has also been engaged throughout this consultation
process to provide advice and assurance against nationally recognised
standards of best practice, as also occurred during the comprehensive
consultation undertaken in 2012 relating to changes to emergency cover.
The commentary on the following pages provide a summary of both the
consultation process and the results emerging from the public and staff
surveys. More detailed analysis of the survey results are provided later in the
document.
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Public and staff responses
Overall
99% of the public value Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service as a local service
provider and 92% are satisfied with the overall performance of Cheshire Fire
and Rescue Service.
55% of public respondents have not had contact with the Service in the past
three years. Only 6% have come into contact with the Service through a fire
incident or road traffic collision.
79% of the public and 49% of staff agree overall with the proposals as set out
in the draft IRMP, while 4% of public and 28% of staff disagree.
119 comments were received from the public, with 12 residents expressing
support for the proposals. 17 comments stated concern over a perceived
reduction in service due to funding cuts, while others outlined their desire for
good emergency cover in their local areas, namely Crewe, Macclesfield,
Runcorn and around South West Cheshire. Others highlighted support for the
cardiac response programme, a growing need to address cycle safety and
statements on trusting the professional judgement of officers when making
plans.
Out of 35 staff comments, 11 raised concern over what they feel is a reduction
in cover across the service area, two felt this was particularly the case in
Cheshire East and around Crewe. Two staff considered the Home Safety
Assessment targets to be too high and two staff were critical of the Blue Light
Collaboration project with Cheshire Constabulary. 13 comments related to the
financial environment and raised issue with a perceived reduction in service
due to the requirement to meet savings targets.
Funding
80% of the public agreed that Cheshire Fire Authority represented value for
money based on the existing level of precept. 5% disagreed with this.
66% of the public and 58% of staff agreed with the proposed increase in the
precept of 1.99%. 12% of the public and 21% of staff disagreed with this
proposal.
298 public additional comments were submitted regarding increasing the
precept. 114 comments indicated respondents support for the increase. Of the
53 comments raising concerns, some highlighted the impact of tax rises on
fixed incomes; others were concerned about what they saw as continuing cuts
on front line services. 15 further comments highlighted areas for
organisational savings that could be made to reduce the need for increasing
tax.
15 of 39 staff comments supported the proposed increase and 9 oppose. 7
comments questioned the way in which the Service used its funds and
prioritised spending.
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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Plans for the future
Reviewing staffing systems
41% of public and 36% of staff agreed with the proposed review of staffing
systems at Birchwood, Macclesfield, Penketh and Wilmslow fire stations. 10%
of the public and 38% of staff disagreed with this.
135 additional comments were made by the public. 42 respondents stated
objections to any reduction in service and 18 also felt that more detail on a
review was needed before they could offer a firm view. 13 respondents
supported a review and 7 felt that this was a matter left to professional
judgment.
38 additional comments were left by staff, 10 of which supported a process of
review. Nine staff questioned the timing of reviewing Penketh before the
availability of incident data and seven noted that operational cover shouldn’t
be reduced as a result of any review.
Removing the third hydraulic platform
19% of the public and 30% of staff agreed with the proposed move from three
to two hydraulic platforms across the Service; compared to 36% of the public
and 42% of staff who disagreed with the proposal.
Of the 138 additional public comments, 44 stated opposition to this proposal
and 23 raised concerns over either the resilience of the service or response
times should the proposal be enacted. 27 respondents stated they would
need more information in order to form a definitive judgement.
Staff comments also reflected some concerns over resilience should one
hydraulic platform be unavailable, as well as the impact on operational cover
from the loss of an appliance.
Introducing an additional engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire
stations
75% of the public and 45% of staff agree with the proposed introduction of
additional day-staffed engines at Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire stations. 4%
of the public and 31% staff disagree.
17 public comments expressed support for the plan, while another 17
comments highlighted a perceived loss of fire cover at weekends should the
proposal be enacted. 9 respondents commented that they felt the proposal
was a reduction in current service levels.
16 of 46 comments provided by staff questioned whether the proposal would
work in practice as explained in the consultation documents. 17 comments
expressed concern over a reduced resilience or a reduction in service in
Cheshire East over present staffing systems. 6 comments questioned whether
there would be sufficient on-call availability at the stations.
It should also be noted that between 23rd and 31st December, the Crewe
Chronicle ran a poll asking its readers the question “Do you think it is
essential for Crewe to have its second fire engine manned by full-time
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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firefighters 24/7?” This received over 200 responses, however these have not
been passed on to the Service.
While the issue within the poll was not the subject of this particular
consultation (the issue was the subject of the draft IRMP 10 consultation in
2012), the poll did arise from this consultation process and is therefore
referenced for transparency.
Expanding the cardiac response pilot
89% public and 82% staff agree with rolling out the cardiac response pilot.4%
of the public and 9% of staff disagree.
45 of 105 additional comments supported this proposal. 14 comments relate
to concerns over fire cover or duplicating resources with the ambulance
service when responding to a cardiac incident. 7 comments either oppose the
proposal or feel that it is outside the role of a firefighter. 8 comments are
concerned about this project being used to prop up the ambulance service.
Support for this proposal was also evident in 15 of the 42 staff comments. 6
comments made reference to concerns that the Service should not ‘prop up’
the North West Ambulance Service and 7 comments highlighted some
queries regarding mobilisation issues and the impact on fire cover while
attending a cardiac arrest.
Redeveloping operational training at Winsford HQ
65% public and 70% staff agree with plans to redevelop operational training at
the Service’s Winsford headquarters, with 3% public and 13% of staff
disagreeing.
17 of 57 additional public comments support this proposal, with 6 opposing. 7
comments highlighted the need to collaborate and saw potential benefit in
having the use of the building shared with other partners such as police and
ambulance services.
42 members of staff provided comment; with 14 stating support for the
proposal. 10 comments showed concern at the costs, with some saying that
more use should have been made of the new stations and that money should
be spent on providing additional emergency cover. 9 respondents felt that this
proposal impacted on the projected savings and business case for the Blue
Light Collaboration project with Cheshire Police.
New Automatic Fire Alarms (AFA) policy
The proposed introduction of a new Automatic Fire Alarm (AFA) policy is
agreed to by 68% public and 45% staff. 3% public and 19% staff disagree.
There were 73 public comments regarding this proposal. 12 respondents felt
that they needed more information before coming to a firm judgement. 9
respondents suggested that companies with faulty alarms systems or those
leading to repeated turn-outs by the Service should be charged. 8 comments
stated a preference to continue responding to AFAs.

IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report

Page 8 of 153

11 out of 25 staff comments expressed a desire to continue with the current
response to AFAs and not scale down the existing arrangements. 6
respondents stated that they would need to see more detail on the policy
before commenting.
Campaign to keep requirements for sprinklers in schools
96% public and 92% staff agree with the Service’s campaign to ensure that
requirements for sprinkler systems in schools remain in place. Only 1% public
and 4% staff disagree.
24 of 41 public comments expressed support this proposal, with a further 11
general comments. One comment highlighted the need for proper training on
operating a sprinkler system and 1 comment expressed a concern that such a
system may be at risk of deliberate activation by someone.
There were 11 comments from staff. Two respondents felt that the issue
should form part of a wider sprinkler campaign and another two felt that this
issue was one best left to legislators. One comment suggested that as Safety
Central comes into operation that the campaign should make use of the
centre and incorporate school safety into the campaign.

Public Satisfaction Survey
Service priorities
Virtually all respondents feel that responding to fires (100%) and road traffic
collisions (99%) are an important priority for the service. Responding to major
incidents and rescuing people from water were also seen as important by
99% and 98% of people respectively. Responding to some medical
emergencies is viewed as important by 92% of respondents.
95% felt the service’s prevention work in the local community was important
and 94% saw it as important to provide fire and health advice. 92% thought it
was important to work with young people to prevent fires and anti-social
behavior.
92% of people felt that providing fire safety advice to businesses was
important and 94% felt that it was important that the Service prosecute
business who do not comply with fire safety regulations.
79% of people felt providing road safety education was an important priority,
while 77% of people felt it was an important priority to rescue trapped animals.
Smoke alarms
97% of respondents have a smoke alarm on at least one floor of their property
(80% have one on all floors). 50% of respondents test their alarms at least
monthly, with 13% stating they never test their alarm. 63% of respondents
have battery powered alarms, with 27% having mains-powered alarms.
Communication
73% of respondents felt informed about what to do in the event of a major
emergency.
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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Contacting family, friends or neighbours was the most frequently cited way of
finding out local information with 52% of respondents doing this. Local
television channels and local newapapers were the most used media
channels to find out local information, with 48% often or always using these
methods.
44% of people always or often use internet websites to find out local
information, while 39% used Facebook. 18% used the Cheshire Fire and
Rescue Service website.
Of those that follow the Service on social media, 72% used Facebook and
39% used Twitter to do so. 10% used YouTube.
13% of respondents are signed up to the Neighbourhood Alert System
operated by Cheshire Police and Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service. 76%
were unaware of the system.

Stakeholder responses
Regarding stakeholders, a comprehensive response was submitted by the
Fire Brigades Union (FBU) which made six recommendations to the Authority.
Specifically in relation to the proposals within this consultation, there were
objections to the proposed removal of the third hydraulic platform and the
introduction of the third engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port – with a
preference for these stations to maintain two wholetime engines. There were
also wider points regarding call handling, the staffing of wholetime appliances
and operational equipment and welfare. The full submission from the FBU, as
well as other stakeholders can be found in appendix seven to this report.
A response was also received from West Cheshire Trades Union Council
which supported the position taken by the FBU within its own submission to
the consultation.
Other responses, including those from local authorities and neighbouring fire
and rescue services in Staffordshire and Shropshire, primarily expressed
agreement with the Plan overall. Comments highlighted the benefits of using a
risk-based methodology in which to direct and evaluate activity and supported
collaborating with other local partners to improve outcomes for local people.
Warrington Borough Council also expressed support for the use of prevention
work and the work the Authority has undertaken with young people to prevent
anti-social behavior. Further, the Council welcomed the Authority’s support for
their Integrated Front Door Initiative and highlighted the wish to continue
sharing information to help deliver services effectively.
Support was also expressed for the proposed expansion of the cardiac
response trial. A response from Antrobus Parish Council highlighted the
importance of the availability of sufficient fire hydrants in rural areas.
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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 13-week period.
Underpinning the entire approach was a survey, which posed 22 questions
relating to the various proposals set out within the draft IRMP and also more
general public satisfaction surveys. These standardised questions enable
easy comparison of differences in opinion between groups, as shown in
Section 8.
Group

Methods of engagement


Eleven date consultation roadshow in major centres of
population across Cheshire, Halton and Warrington over
the course of six weeks.



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



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



Letters and surveys sent to members of the Service’s
Response consultation panel.



Engaging with local residents at various events held by
community groups, such as:
o Attendance at Chester Pride on Saturday October 1st
2016
o Attending the multi-faith open day at CHAWREC’s Unity
Centre on Saturday November 5th 2016
o Visiting the Mulberry Care centre in Chester on
Wednesday 26th October 2016.

Public


Postal surveys sent to members of the Cheshire, Halton
and Warrington Race and Equality Centre’s 276-stong
consultation panel.



Emails raising awareness of the consultation sent to
various black, asian and minority ethnic (BAME) and
disability groups, including:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Vale Royal Disability Services
Cheshire Centre for Independent Living
Warrington Disability Partnership
Halton Disability Partnership
Macclesfield Eye Society
Deafness Support Network
Warrington Islamic Association
Warrington Ethnic Communities Association
Cheshire Asian and Minority Community Council
South Cheshire Multi Cultural Forum
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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Group

Methods of engagement
o
o
o
o
o
o


Seven ‘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 Management Team



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 and reminders in The Green
(weekly staff bulletin).



Meetings with Fire Brigades Union (FBU) representatives
and regular meetings with trade union representatives
through the Joint Consultation Negotiation Panel (JCNP)
process.



Email to over 200 key individuals, business groups and
organisations on whom the IRMP proposals may have an
impact, including neighbouring fire and rescue services,
local partner agencies such as NHS Trusts; Clinical
Commissioning Groups; Cheshire Constabulary; Police and
Crime Commissioner, and representative bodies.



Copies of the draft Plan and summary to all Members of
Parliament and Peers.



Electronic copies of the summary draft Plan and summary
to all unitary councillors and town/parish councils.



Face to face briefings arranged for six Members of
Parliament whose constituencies could be impacted by the
proposals and briefings to council leaders and chief
executives via existing sub-regional structures.

Staff

Stakeholders

Irish Community Care
Age UK Cheshire
Crewe Older People’s Network
Body Positive
Unique Transgender
Chester Pride committee

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
The Service undertakes a programme of public ‘roadshow’ style events to
support the consultation. This involves going to locations across Cheshire with
high foot-fall (e.g. supermarkets) to engage with as many people as possible
from a wide demographic profile.
The roadshows took place between 7th October and 16th November 2016 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 up to three hours, with the aim of
distributing 250 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



Safety information promoting the Service’s ‘Dirty Grills Kill’ cooking
safety campaign and winter driving campaigns.



Campaign materials such as a ‘Dirty Grills Kill’ branded tea towel, a
corporate branded ice scraper.

A total of eleven roadshows were held across Cheshire, which saw 2,750
consultation packs distributed to residents.

The table on page 15 provides greater detail on levels of response.
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IRMP ROADSHOWS:
Staff and Fire Authority Members
engaging residents in (clockwise from
top left) Widnes, Crewe, Chester,
Northwich and Wilmslow
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Safety advice
Safety literature was distributed with the survey packs at each of the
roadshows. For this IRMP consultation, it was decided to promote the
Service’s ‘Dirty Grills Kill’ cooking safety campaign and the Service’s winter
driving campaign.

STAYING SAFE: Cooking safety information distributed with the IRMP
consultation surveys. Branded tea towels that carried the ‘Dirty Grills Kill’
message and ice scrapers were also distributed.
Surveys, IRMP summaries, freepost return envelopes and giveaways carrying
the relevant safety messages were distributed in branded paper bags.
Although the aim of the roadshows was to engage people regarding the
proposals within the draft Integrated Risk Management Plan, staff inevitably
took enquiries from residents on other issues such as replacement smoke
alarms, on-call recruitment and carbon monoxide detectors.
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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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
Returned

250

28

250

50

250

21

250

33

250

38

250

47

250

38

250

39

250

32

250

35

250

23

2,750

361

Widnes
Widnes Market
Chester
Sainsburys
Crewe
ASDA
Knutsford
Booths
Macclesfield
Tesco
Northwich
Tesco
Warrington
Sainsburys
Birchwood
ASDA
Ellesmere Port
ASDA
Runcorn
ASDA
Wilmslow
Sainsburys
2017/18 Draft IRMP Consultation Roadshow
Total

4.2 Annual Report
The Service featured prominent articles and information in its ‘Annual Report’,
an annual newsletter which is distributed to all 488,000 households across
Cheshire, Halton and Warrington.
4.3 Response Panel
The Service has established a Response Panel, which is a standing database
of residents from each of the four unitary areas across Cheshire, Halton and
Warrington who are contacted for consultation purposes. For the IRMP
consultation, the Service distributed copies of the IRMP summary, a survey
and a freepost return envelope to each of the 220 members of the panel.
A total of 32 forms were returned, giving an overall response rate of 14.5%.

IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report

Page 16 of 153

4.4 Cheshire, Halton and Warrington Race and Equality Centre
As with previous IRMP consultations, the Service contracted the Cheshire,
Halton and Warrington Race and Equality Centre (CHAWREC) to distribute a
copy of the IRMP summary and survey amongst their own 276-member
strong consultation panel. Membership of the panel is drawn from ethnic
minority communities from across Cheshire.
A total of 72 responses were returned from CHAWREC, which provides for an
overall response rate of 26.1% - well above average for postal returns.
4.5 Service Cadets
The Service engaged with its cohort of cadets through the consultation
process, with over 200 consultation packs and surveys sent out to cadet units
across the Service.
4.6 Information requests
Throughout the course of the consultation there was the opportunity for
consultees to request further information on the Service’s proposals.
Requests for further information and the responses provided were placed on
the Service’s website. One further information request was made by a
resident and another by David Rutley MP following a meeting. Both requests
related to the proposed removal of the third hydraulic platform based at
Macclesfield.
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5. Consulting with staff and internal stakeholders
5.1 Internal Roadshows
Senior managers held seven well-attended roadshows to brief staff from
across the service on the proposed changes during the consultation period.
These took place as follows:
Date
Tuesday 11th
October
Tuesday 25th
October
Tuesday 1st
November
Wednesday
2nd November
Tuesday 8th
November
Tuesday 15th
November
Tuesday 22nd
November

Venue
Ellesmere Port Fire Station. Staff from Ellesmere Port,
Chester, Widnes and Warrington attended.
Headquarters. Staff from Northwich and Runcorn attended,
along with staff based at HQ.
Macclesfield Fire Station. Staff from Macclesfield,
Congleton, Wilmslow and Birchwood attended.
Ellesmere Port Fire Station. Staff from Ellesmere Port and
Crewe attended.
Headquarters. Staff from Runcorn, Crewe and Winsford
attended along with staff based at HQ.
Ellesmere Port Fire Station. Staff from Ellesmere Port,
Chester, Widnes and Warrington attended.
Macclesfield Fire Station. Staff from Macclesfield, Crewe
and Wilmslow attended.

Each roadshow on station lasted for approximately 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 regarding the IRMP proposals
and other issues.
Line managers in both operational and support roles were also invited to
attend the Service’s annual management briefing that was held at
Headquarters on Monday 10th October. The briefing ran through a range of
issues including the proposals within the IRMP and other updates from across
the Service.
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.
A breakdown of responses to these questions is provided in the following
section. A total of 137 members of staff submitted a response into the survey,
which is an increase on the 75 responses received during last year’s
consultation.
Responses were received from staff based at locations 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.
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5.3 Internal communications channels
The full range of internal communications channels were used to raise
awareness of the consultation throughout the 13-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 Green’, the Service’s weekly newsletter.
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.
Service roadshows for staff (as mentioned above)

RAISING AWARENESS: Some of the methods used to promote the
consultation internally; (previous page, clockwise from top left) staff
roadshows, reminder email to the staff LGBT network , articles in the weekly
newsletter The Green and all-user emails.

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.
Representative bodies were also written to directly and asked to comment on
the proposals within the IRMP. Included within the correspondence was a
summary copy of the draft IRMP.
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6. Consulting with stakeholders
6.1 Approach to stakeholders
Through the course of several IRMP consultations, the Authority has adopted
and refined 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.
In general, partners were communicated with via an email message which set
out the proposals that were being consulted on and provided contact details
for those wishing to respond. A summary of the IRMP document was also
included to enable recipients to learn about the proposals being consulted on.
6.2 Stakeholder email
One of the key methods of engagement with stakeholders was the use of an
electronic mailout.
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.
The 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 Councillors,
I am writing to let you know that the Fire Authority has signed off the draft Integrated
Risk Management Plan (IRMP) for the financial year 2017/18, and the consultation
process, which will run until 3 January 2017, is underway.
As part of the consultation, we are keen to obtain the feedback of our key partners
and stakeholders, particularly our local elected representatives. As you will be aware,
the draft annual plan sets out how Cheshire Fire Authority, the publically accountable
body which oversees the fire and rescue service, proposes to deliver the most
efficient and effective service, while continuing to face reductions in the level of
funding it receives.
Following a major consultation exercise in 2012, during the last few years the
Authority has implemented a major review of its emergency response services, which
has included the construction of four new fire stations to spread fire cover across
Cheshire, while changing the way many other stations were staffed.
One of the four new stations, Alsager, is now fully operational, while the stations at
Lymm, Penketh and Powey Lane (near Chester) will be opened early in the New
Year.
This latest draft plan sets out a series new proposals, emerging from a second
review of the Authority’s emergency response capabilities, undertaken over the last
year. If agreed, these proposals, which include further changes to vehicles, stations
and duty systems, will be implemented over the next four years, up to 2020.
The draft plan provides further detail on the major Bluelight Collaboration between
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report
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Cheshire Fire Authority and Cheshire’s Police and Crime Commissioner, which will
create a number of shared support functions and reduce costs by moving them to a
joint headquarters site at Clemonds Hey – the current Cheshire Constabulary
headquarters.
The plan also sets out how the Authority will respond to and address the themes set
out in the Government’s Fire Reform Programme, announced by the Prime Minister,
when she was Home Secretary, back in May 2016. The programme aims to increase
national coordination and resilience, reduce duplication, improve workforce diversity,
and increase overall transparency and assurance.
Attached to this email is a full copy of the draft plan and a shorter summary
document. I would very much welcome your thoughts and comments on the
proposals contained in the draft Plan and encourage you to email any comments to
consultation@cheshirefire.gov.uk.
Once the consultation has closed, Members of the Authority will consider any
feedback and make any changes before approving a final version of the Plan and
Budget in February 2017. The Plan will run from 1 April 2017.
I look forward to hearing from you and receiving your comments.
Yours sincerely,

Paul Hancock
Chief Fire Officer and Chief Executive
Cheshire Fire Authority

6.3 Stakeholder responses
Copies of written responses from stakeholders are included in an appendix to
this report. So too is a list of organisations that were communicated with.
6.4 Members of Parliament (MPs)
The Service wrote directly to all 11 Cheshire Members of Parliament (MPs)
and provided copies of both the summary draft IRMP and the full draft
document. A schedule of meetings were arranged between the Service and
MPs, which are detailed below.
Date
16th August 2016
21st October 2016
21st October 2016
28th October 2016
9th November 2016
11th November 2016
9th December 2016

Meeting
David Rutley MP for Macclesfield
Derek Twigg MP for Halton
David Rutley MP (follow up meeting)
David Mowat MP for Warrington South
Roz Buchanan, Office Manager for Edward Timpson
MP for Crewe and Nantwich
Justin Madders MP for Ellesmere Port and Neston
Chris Matheson MP for City of Chester

In addition the Service also emailed Cheshire Members of the House of
Lords, encouraging Peers to provide their views through a written response.
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6.5 Unitary authorities
The Service wrote directly to the Leader and Chief Executive of each of the
four unitary authorities; Cheshire East, Cheshire West and Chester, Halton
and Warrington.
Additionally, officers from the Service briefed the Halton Borough Council
Safer Policy and Performance Board on Tuesday 8th November and, upon
request, a meeting of Labour group councillors of Warrington Borough Council
on 24th November.
6.6 Local Town and Parish Councils
An email message was sent to the clerks of all town and parish councils within
Cheshire. This message mirrored the text contained in the message attached
on pages 18 and 19 and encouraged local councils to respond either via the
online survey or through submitting a written response.
A list of all town and parish councils that were sent consultation material is
included as an Appendix to this report.
6.7 Local partner agencies
An email message was circulated to local partner agencies encouraging them
to respond to the consultation. A summary IRMP document was also
distributed with the email.
In addition the Chief Constable of Cheshire Constabulary and the Police and
Crime Commissioner for Cheshire were written to and provided with a copy of
both the full draft Plan and the summary document to comment on.
Correspondence was also sent to the various equality and diversity teams at
local authority partners with a request to cascade the message to their
relevant contacts within local community, faith and voluntary groups.
6.8 Other stakeholders
The Service contacted Cheshire representatives of the UK Youth Parliament
(UKYP) and the local contact for Youth United, encouraging members and
service users to submit their views and comments.
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7. Feedback, evaluation and communicating outcomes
The following section outlines the proposed methods to communicate the
outcomes of the consultation and provides details on the review and
evaluation of consultation activity. As with other consultation programmes,
each IRMP consultation will be reviewed to ensure continued improvement
and that the Service can continue to engage effectively with a wide and
representative range of communities across Cheshire.
7.1 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
 Internal email messages
Stakeholders
 Articles in Service newsletters to elected councillors and local partners.
 Responses to written statements submitted
 Email messages to the stakeholders who participated plus all town and
parish councils and local stakeholders communicated with.
7.2 Evaluation
It was decided to continue with providing safety giveaways with the
consultation packs. The main giveaways were a tea towel featuring the ‘Dirty
Grills Kill’ safety message and an ice scraper which were given out to
members of the public at roadshow events.
Following evaluation of previous consultation programmes, it was decided to
continue to focus the roadshows on areas of high population and high footfall;
with roadshows situated at supermarkets wherever possible so that staff could
engage with a high number and wide demographic range of residents.
A further evaluation will be held following this consultation which will consider
the effectiveness of partner, staff and stakeholder consultation; as well as an
evaluation of media and social media engagement; and also any potential
opportunities for joint working with partner organisations, where appropriate.
This year’s overall postal response rate of 13.2% is lower than the return rate
from the consultation last year (19.3%), which may be attributable to the
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longer survey which also included public satisfaction questions. However, the
rate is still above the national average return rate for postal surveys (10%).
Ahead of the next IRMP consultation thought will be given to using techniques
and methods to improve upon this year’s response rate.
7.3 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. The Macclesfield Eye Society requested 20 copies of
the draft IRMP survey and summary in large print format and these were
provided.
Additionally, one resident from Macclesfield contacted the Service just after
the closing date of the consultation. The resident gave a response by
telephone as they were unable to access email and did not feel able to write
in. The response was recorded and written down before being relayed back to
the consultee to confirm and verify its accuracy. The response is included
later within this report.
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8. Detailed results
The number of responses received from the public consultation totaled 632.
This level of response means that the results displayed give a confidence rate
(margin of error) of +/- 4%. This level of response also enables the Service to
have 95% confidence that the results fall within the +/- 4% range.
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?

Public n=616
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: How important is it that Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service carry
out each of the following?

Public n=623
Question 4: Taking everything into account that you know about the Service,
how satisfied are you with the overall performance of Cheshire Fire and
Rescue Service?

Public n=614
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8.2 Funding
Question 5: Cheshire Fire Authority currently collects £71.86 per year (£1.38
per week) in Council Tax for a Band D property to provide a fire and rescue
service to the communities of Cheshire, Halton and Warrington. To what
extent do you agree that this represents value for money?

Public n=614
Question 6: Do you agree with Cheshire Fire Authority’s proposal to increase
its share of Council Tax by 1.99% in 2017/18?

Public n=610

Staff n=136

IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report

Page 27 of 153

Additional public comments regarding proposed council tax increase
(298 comments)

Most supportive comments noted the value for money the Service provides its
importance to the public, as well as the need for funding to maintain services.
Comments raising concerns highlighted possible impacts on living standards (no
increases in incomes, council tax already high). Comments focusing on possible
savings mentioned that non-emergency services could be reduced and that there
would be merit in considering a lighter response for small fires (e.g. a smaller
appliance responding instead of a fully staffed engine for a small bin fire)

Additional staff comments regarding proposed council tax increase
(39 comments)

Staff comments supporting the increase felt it was necessary to maintain operational
cover. Comments on use of funds highlighted the increase in the level of reserves
over the past four years, which should be used before tax is increased. Other
comments suggested that an increase would be acceptable providing the extra
revenue was directed to front-line resources and cover was maintained. Three
comments criticised some spending decisions made to purchase items that were
considered to be unnecessary or frivolous.
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8.3 Our Plans for the Future
Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal to review the staffing systems at
Birchwood, Macclesfield, Penketh and Wilmslow fire stations?

Public n=594

Staff n=135

Additional public comments on reviewing staffing systems
(135 comments)

A number of comments stated that reviews should not lead to a reduced service,
particularly in relation to the numbers of firefighting personnel. Seven comments
thought that this was an issue best left to the professional judgement of the Authority
and 18 thought that they weren’t qualified to provide an answer or didn’t have
sufficient knowledge to comment. Seven comments referred to impacts on response
times, with some noting that current response times need to be maintained –
especially in rural areas. 13 respondents felt that a review was a sensible approach,
taking into account changing circumstances and improvements in technology.
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Additional staff comments on reviewing staffing systems
(38 comments)

Ten respondents supported the fact that regular reviews were undertaken. Nine
respondents commented on reviewing Penketh and questioning why it was proposed
for review before sufficient data could be analysed. Seven comments indicated that
there should be no reduction in operational cover arising from such reviews, while
three respondents stated that they felt the current systems worked. An additional
three staff said that they felt there had been enough reviews recently and time was
needed for the organisation to adjust. Two respondents felt that staffing reviews
should look to address issues with leave entitlements and the availability of certain
periods of leave.

Question 8: Do you agree with our plans to move from three hydraulic
platforms to two across the Service?

Public n=596

Staff n=135
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Additional public comments on removing third hydraulic platform
(138 comments)

44 respondents stated their opposition to removing the third hydraulic platform, with a
further 14 expressing concern over an increase in response times and 23 comments
suggesting that there would be less resilience should one of the two remaining
appliances be unavailable. Four comments expressed support for the proposal and
seven thought the matter was best left to professional judgement. 27 respondents felt
that they would need more information in order to form a firm decision either way.

Additional staff comments on removing third hydraulic platform
(35 comments)

Five comments stated support for the proposal, given the number of incidents
attended by the appliance. Eleven comments opposed the removal of the third
platform, with some stating that benefit of keeping the appliance outweighs the cost
of maintenance. A further 11 comments highlighted the potential impact on
operational cover, particularly in relation to the Cheshire East area should the two
remaining appliances be stationed in Chester and Lymm.
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Question 9: Do you agree with our proposals to introduce an additional fire
engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire stations, staffed during weekdays?

Public n=605

Staff n=131

Additional public comments on introducing a third fire engine at Crewe
and Ellesmere Port fire stations
(88 comments)

17 respondents supported the proposal. Nine comments stated that this would be a
reduction in current staffing levels and 11 respondents questioned what cover would
be in place at weekends and evenings if the third engine was operated on a weekday
day-time basis. Nine respondents either didn’t have a firm view or stated they had no
further comment. Eleven responses noted the potential impact on fire cover under
the proposal.
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Additional staff comments on introducing a third fire engine at Crewe
and Ellesmere Port fire stations
(46 comments)

Two members of staff expressed support for the proposal, with five leaving more
general comments. Six comments highlighted concerns with the availability of on-call
staff in relation to the second engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port and 12 comments
made reference to an impact on cover and resilience in evenings and weekends.
Five respondents felt this was a reduction in service over current levels and 16
comments questioned whether the proposal would in fact operate as suggested with
three engines operating.

Question 10: Do you agree with our plans to roll out the cardiac response
project with the North West Ambulance Service to all Cheshire fire stations?

Public n=613

Staff n=135
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Additional public comments regarding rolling out the cardiac response
pilot scheme
(105 comments)

45 respondents felt this was a good idea that would help save lives. 14 comments
referenced queries over duplication of resources or impacting on operational fire
cover (i.e. what happens should a fire crew get a call for a house fire while at a
cardiac incident). Nine comments highlighted the benefits of locally available
defibrillators or community first responders. Two respondents disagree with the
proposal while five consider it to be outside the role of a firefighter and should be left
to paramedics. Eight respondents expressed concern that the cardiac response
scheme would be used as a way of ‘propping up’ the ambulance service.

Additional staff comments regarding rolling out the cardiac response
pilot scheme
(42 comments)

Fifteen respondents expressed support for the cardiac response proposal. Five
comments reflected some concern over the impact on fire cover (similar to concerns
in the public section above) while six respondents commented on the impact on the
ambulance service of it being ‘propped up’. Four staff stated that taking on this role
would require thorough training, particularly in relation to the mental health of crews.
Three members of staff felt that undertaking cardiac response should result in extra
pay due to extra responsibilities. Three staff felt this was outside the role of a
firefighter and two opposed the proposal. Two comments highlighted the need to
ensure proper mobilisation of fire resources and making appropriate use of on-call
crews when required.
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Question 11: Do you agree with our plans to redevelop the operational
training facilities at the Service’s Winsford headquarters?

Public n=606

Staff n=134

Additional public comments regarding expanding training at HQ
(57 comments)

17 respondents expressed support for the proposal, with 5 stating they were unsure
or didn’t know and a further 28 members of the public making general comments
which were unable to be categorised, or stating they had no further comment. Six
respondents oppose the proposal, mostly critical of the cost of the redevelopment or
feeling that enough money has already been spent on headquarters. One
respondent felt it was a luxury to have both a redeveloped HQ site and the site at
Lymm. Seven respondents suggested increasing collaboration through sharing the
site with other local agencies or entering into agreements with neighbouring fire and
rescue services like Greater Manchester.
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Additional staff comments regarding expanding training at HQ
(42 comments)

14 members of staff expressed support for the proposal, with some indicating they
felt existing facilities were in need of an upgrade and that doing so would enhance
the organisation. Two respondents suggested improving station based training as a
way of enhancing the organisation and reducing travel time to the HQ site. Three
comments suggested that the focus for scenarios be on frequent incidents (house
fires) instead of rare occurrences. Nine staff questioned what impact this would have
on the Blue Light Collaboration project and associated savings, with some feeling
collaboration therefore becomes redundant. Ten staff oppose the proposal, largely
due to the indicative costs proposed.

Question 12: Do you agree with our plans to introduce a new policy around
how we respond to automatic fire alarms?

Public n=603

Staff n=134
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Additional public comments regarding new Automatic Fire Alarm policy
(73 comments)

12 respondents felt that they needed more information before forming a definitive
opinion. Eight felt that the current model should be maintained, primarily to safeguard
against a false alarm call that is in fact a genuine fire. Eight further responses also
commented on how it was possible to ensure the alarm was indeed false. Nine
respondents felt a charging/fine policy could be used for those who continually have
false alarms. 11 comments related to ensuring that the relevant responsible person
was properly trained or that fire and business sectors should work to develop
technology could be used to help. Six comments made suggestions for changing an
operational response, such as sending only one engine, or a small team or lone
officer in a car/van or motorbike.

Additional staff comments regarding new Automatic Fire Alarm policy
(25 comments)

11 staff members stated that they wanted to maintain current response
arrangements, while six staff felt that they needed more detail on a proposed policy
before offering final comment. Two comments indicated respondents felt a new
policy would primarily be focused on reporting lower statistics.
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Question 13: Do you agree with our campaign to ensure that the requirements
for sprinklers in schools remain in place?

Public n=611

Staff n=135

Additional public comments regarding sprinkler campaign
(41 comments)

The majority of public comments expressed support for the proposal. Some
suggested linking in at an early stage with new school builds to ensure the
installation of sprinklers, others stated that sprinklers in schools should be a
mandatory planning requirement. Three respondents raised concerns including the
effectiveness of the policy considering the cost of a sprinkler system and the risk that
such a system would be a target for deliberate nuisance activation. Three comments
highlighted the need to ensure proper training of the use of systems and also the
need for fire prevention advice in older school buildings. 19 comments were general
in nature or offered no further comment, though one comment suggested that
sprinklers be mandatory for all buildings housing groups of children (community
centres and youth groups etc).
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Additional staff comments regarding sprinkler campaign
(11 comments)

3 comments expressed support for this proposal and one comment suggested that
sprinklers should be designed in to new schools along with other fire control
equipment – though there could be risks to retrofitting in older schools. Two staff felt
that this campaign could be incorporated into prevention work in schools or Safety
Central and two felt this could form part of a wider sprinkler installation campaign.
Three comments indicated that only legislation would spur action on this subject, with
one staff member stating this should be a matter left to central government to deal
with.

Question 14: Overall, to what extent do you agree or disagree with our plans
as set out in Making Cheshire Safer: Our Plans for 2017/18?

Public n=603

Staff n=134
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Question 15: Do you have any further comments to make about the plans set
out in Making Cheshire Safer: Our Plans for 2017/18?
Public comments
(119 comments)

35 comments were general in nature, primarily comments of praise for the Service
and staff. 12 residents expressed support for the proposals overall. 17 comments
stated concern over a perceived reduction in service due to funding cuts, while
others outlined their desire for good emergency cover in their local areas, namely
Crewe, Macclesfield, Runcorn and the South West Cheshire area. Other comments
highlighted support for the cardiac response programme, a growing need to address
cycle safety and statements on trusting the professional judgement of officers when
making plans.

Staff comments
(35 comments)

11 members of staff raised concern over what they feel is a reduction in cover across
the service area, two respondents felt this was particularly the case in Cheshire East
and around Crewe. Two staff considered the Home Safety Assessment targets to be
too high and two staff were critical of the Blue Light Collaboration project with
Cheshire Constabulary. 13 comments related to the financial environment and raised
issue with a perceived reduction in service due to the requirement to meet savings
targets.
IRMP 14 (2017/18) Consultation Report

Page 40 of 153

8.4 Smoke alarms
Question 16: Do you have a working smoke alarm on each floor of your
home?

Public n=603

Question 17: How often to you test your smoke alarm?

Public n=586
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Question 18: Are your smoke alarms hard-wired (mains powered)?

Public n=594
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8.5 Communicating with you
Question 19: How well informed are you about what you should do in the
event of a major emergency?

Public n=598
Question 20: How often do you use the following to find out information about
your local area or events?

Public n=607
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Question 21: Do you follow Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service on any of the
following?

Public n=134

Question 22: Are you signed up for the Cheshire Alert System?

Public n=598
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Public and staff response data tables
The following section contain tables showing public and staff responses to the draft IRMP survey. Please note that figures are rounded to
the nearest 0.1%.
Your fire and rescue service
How strongly do you value Cheshire Fire
and Rescue Service as a local service
provider?
616 public responses
In the past three years have you had
contact with Cheshire Fire and Rescue
Service in any of the following ways?
616 public responses

How important to you is it that Cheshire
Fire and Rescue Service carry out each of
the following?
623 public responses
Respond to fire incidents
Respond to road traffic collisions
Rescue people from water
Rescue trapped animals
Respond to some medical emergencies in
certain locations

Strongly
value

Value

Not sure

Don’t really
value

Don’t value
at all

555
(90.1%)

55
(8.9%)

3
(0.5%)

2
(0.3%)

1
(0.2%)

26
(4.2%)

Road
traffic
incident
10
(1.7%)

Very
important
614
(98.7%)
560
(90.6%)
519
(84.7%)
263
(43.2%)
383
(62.3%)

Fire
incident

125
(20.3%)

Driver
Engagement
Day
5
(0.8%)

Quite
important

Not very
important

Not at all
important

Don’t know

6
(1%)
50
(8.1%)
82
(13.4%)
204
(33.5%)
180
(29.3%)

0
(0%)
5
(0.8%)
10
(1.6%)
115
(18.9%)
31
(5.0%)

1
(0.2%)
1
(0.2%)
1
(0.2%)
17
(2.8%)
10
(1.6%)

1
(0.2%)
2
(0.3%)
1
(0.2%)
10
(1.6%)
11
(1.8%)
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Station
open day
61
(9.9%)

Community
event / group
meeting
55
(8.9%

Other
57
(9.3%)

No contact
in past 3
years
337
(54.7%)

555
(90%)
394
(63.8%)
260
(42.7%)
375
(61.3%)
392
(63.4%)
326
(52.8%)
443
(71.9%)

53
(8.6%)
190
(30.7%)
221
(36.3%)
189
(30.9%)
198
(32%)
244
(39.5%)
137
(22.2%)

3
(0.5%)
23
(3.7%)
90
(14.8%)
31
(5.1%)
17
(2.8%)
32
(5.2%)
24
(3.9%)

4
(0.7%)
8
(1.3%)
32
(5.3%)
13
(2.1%)
9
(1.5%)
11
(1.8%)
5
(0.8%)

2
(0.3%)
3
(0.5%)
6
(1%)
4
(0.7%)
2
(0.3%)
5
(0.8%)
7
(1.1%)

Taking everything into account that you
know about the service, how satisfied are
you with the overall performance of
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service?

Very
satisfied

Satisfied

Neither

Dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

614 public responses

421
(68.6%)

146
(23.8%)

35
(5.7%)

10
(1.6%)

2
(0.3%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

275
(44.8%)

214
(34.9%)

93
(15.2%)

22
(3.6%)

10
(1.6%)

Help to respond to major incidents
Provide fire safety and health advice and fit
smoke alarms in the local community
Educate people on road safety
Work with young people to prevent fires and
anti-social behaviour
Undertake fire prevention work in the local
community
Provide fire safety advice to local businesses
Prosecute businesses who don’t comply with
fire safety regulations

Funding
Cheshire Fire Authority currently collects
£71.86 per year in council tax for a Band
D property to provide a fire and rescue
service. To what extent do you agree or
disagree that this represents value for
money?
614 public responses
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Do you agree with Cheshire Fire
Authority’s proposal to increase its share
of council tax by 1.99% in 2017/18?
610 public responses
136 staff responses

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

191
(31.3%)
25
(18.4%)

209
(34.3%)
54
(39.7%)

140
(23%)
28
(20.6%)

47
(7.7%)
16
(11.8%)

23
(3.8%)
13
(9.6%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

80
(13.5%)
10
(7.4%)

165
(27.8%)
39
(28.9%)

202
(34%)
32
(23.7%)

38
(6.4%)
24
(17.8%)

22
(3.7%)
27
(20%)

87
(14.7%)
3
(2.2%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

17
(2.9%)
7
(5.2%)

94
(15.8%)
34
(25.2%)

193
(32.4%)
32
(23.7%)

148
(24.8%)
29
(21.5%)

69
(11.6%)
28
(20.7%)

75
(12.6%)
5
(3.7%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

170
(28.1%)

281
(46.5%)

99
(16.4%)

14
(2.3%)

8
(1.3%)

33
(5.5%)

Our Plans For The Future
Do you agree with our proposal to review
the staffing systems at Birchwood,
Macclesfield, Penketh and Wilmslow fire
stations?
594 public responses
135 staff responses
Do you agree with our plan to move from
three hydraulic platforms to two across
the Service?
596 public responses
135 staff responses
Do you agree with our proposals to
introduce an additional fire engine at
Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire stations,
staffed during weekdays?
605 public responses
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131 staff responses
Do you agree with our plans to roll out
the cardiac response project with the
North West Ambulance Service to all
Cheshire fire stations?
613 public responses
135 staff responses
Do you agree with our plans to redevelop
the operational training facilities at the
Service’s Winsford headquarters?
606 public responses
134 staff responses
Do you agree with our plans to introduce
a new policy around how we respond to
Automatic Fire Alarms?
603 public responses
134 staff responses

Do you agree with our campaign to
ensure that the requirements for
sprinklers in schools remain in place?
611 public responses

12
(9.2%)

47
(35.9%)

26
(19.9%)

12
(9.2%)

29
(22.1%)

5
(3.8%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

331
(54%)
62
(45.9%)

214
(34.9%)
48
(35.6%)

33
(5.4%)
11
(8.2%)

14
(2.28%)
6
(4.4%)

11
(1.8%)
6
(4.4%)

10
(1.63%)
2
(1.5%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

131
(21.6%)
35
(26.1%)

263
(43.4%)
59
(44%)

147
(24.3%)
22
(16.4%)

16
(2.6%)
6
(4.5%)

3
(0.5%)
11
(8.2%)

46
(7.6%)
1
(0.8%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

130
(21.6%)
12
(9%)

281
(46.6%)
48
(35.8%)

128
(21.2%)
41
(30.6%)

14
(2.3%)
15
(11.2%)

3
(0.5%)
11
(8.2%)

47
(7.8%)
7
(5.2%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

435
(71.2%)

151
(24.7%)

13
(2.1%)

1
(0.2%)

3
(0.5%)

8
(1.3%)
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72
(53.3%)

52
(38.5%)

6
(4.4%)

3
(2.2%)

2
(1.5%)

0
(0%)

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Don’t know

219
(36.3%)
8
(6%)

259
(43%)
58
(43.3%)

69
(11.4%)
29
(21.6%)

23
(3.8%)
26
(19.4%)

3
(0.5%)
11
(8.2%)

30
(5%)
2
(1.5%)

Yes, on
all floors
480
(79.6%)

No, just on
one floor
106
(17.6%)

Yes but they
don’t work
7
(1.2%)

I don’t have
any alarms
10
(1.7%)

How often do you test your smoke alarm?

Weekly

Monthly

Twice a year

Never

586 public responses

74
(12.6%)

217
(37%)

209
(35.7%)

79
(13.5%)

Yes

No

I don’t know

163
(27.4%)

377
(63.5%)

44
(7.4%)

135 staff responses
Overall, to what extent do you agree or
disagree with our plans as set out in
Making Cheshire Safer: Our Plans for
2017/18?
603 public responses
134 staff responses

Smoke alarms
Do you have a working smoke alarm on
each floor of your home?
603 public responses

Are your smoke alarms hard-wired (mains
powered?)
594 public responses
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I don’t have
any
10
(1.7%)

I don’t have
one
7
(1.2%)

Communicating with you
How well informed are you about what
you should do in the event of a major
emergency?
598 public responses
How often do you use the following to
find out information about your local area
or events?
Local TV channels
543 public responses
Local BBC radio
498 public responses
Local commercial radio
479 public responses
Local newspapers
547 public responses
Facebook
500 public responses
Twitter
475 public responses
YouTube
474 public responses
Snapchat
467 public responses
Instagram
469 public responses
Internet websites
493 public responses

Very well
informed

Quite well
informed

Not sure

Not very
informed

115
(19.2%)

319
(53.3%)

102
(17.1%)

49
(8.2%)

I wouldn’t
know what
to do
13
(2.2%)

Always
use

Often use

Sometimes
use

Rarely use

Never use

129
(23.8%)

134
(24.7%)

123
(22.7%)

66
(12.2%

91
(16.8%)

64
(12.9%)

71
(14.3%)

91
(18.3%)

112
(22.5%)

160
(32%)

54
(11.3%)

59
(12.3%)

89
(18.6%)

105
(21.9%)

172
(35.9%)

130
(23.8%)

130
(23.8%)

125
(22.9%)

90
(16.5%)

72
(13.2%)

89
(17.8%)

106
(21.2%)

55
(11%)

28
(5.6%)

222
(44.4%)

44
(9.3%)

31
(6.5%)

31
(6.5%)

32
(6.7%)

337
(71%)

25
(5.3%)

16
(3.4%)

42
(8.9%)

63
(13.3%)

328
(69.2%)

11
(2.4%)

13
(2.8%)

10
(2.1%)

38
(8.1%)

395
(84.6%)

19
(4.1%)

17
(3.6%)

17
(3.6%)

37
(7.9%)

379
(80.8%)

84
(17%)

133
(27%)

105
(21.3%)

42
(8.5%)

129
(26.2%)
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www.cheshirefire.gov.uk
483 public responses
Local authority websites or noticeboards
498 public responses
Community events
504 public responses
Family, friends or neighbours
536 public responses
Do you follow Cheshire Fire and Rescue
Service on any of the following?
(Respondents can tick all that apply)
134 public responses

Are you signed up for Cheshire Alert
System?
598 public responses

46
(9.5%)

41
(8.5%)

69
(14.3%)

84
(17.4%)

243
(50.3%)

46
(9.2%)

62
(12.5%)

118
(23.7%)

103
(20.7%)

169
(33.9%)

44
(8.7%)

78
(15.5%)

166
(32.9%)

105
(20.8%)

111
(22%)

97
(18.1%)

184
(34.3%)

165
(30.8%)

52
(9.7%)

38
(7.1%)

Twitter

Facebook

Instagram

YouTube

52
(38.8%)

97
(72.4%)

7
(5.2%)

14
(10.5%)

Yes

No, I don’t
want to

76
(12.7%)

70
(11.7%)
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Levels of public support (percentage) according to area of residence, gender, age and disability.
Gender

Unitary area

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

Disabled

Not disabled

White British

BME
residents

100

100

97.7

100

94.3

96.7

98.4

97.5

100

100

100

100

99.3

99.2

98.7

100

99.6

100

100

100

99.7

97.2

100

100

100

99

100

100

98.9

100

99.6

100

99.4

98.2

100

98

98.9

98.4

97.2

96.7

100

100

98

99.4

97.9

98.9

98.9

99.2

96.1

98.3
75.4

97.8
75.6

100
76.4

98
77

97.3
76

99
79.2

97.2
71.4

93.3
83.3

100
66.1

97.5
77.5

100
76.8

98.2
77.1

98.9
79.5

98.8
83.1

98.2
75.3

98.6
77.3

97.4
74.7

92.2

90.2

96.4

93.1

88.5

93.9

91.7

96.7

90.5

90

92

91.7

94.5

94.1

91.3

92

92.1

98.3

98.2

98.2

100

98.9

98.1

94.5

100

100

98.8

98

98.8

97.8

98.8

98.4

98.4

98.7

93.9

95.1

98.2

94.1

91.6

96.5

97.2

90

90.5

95

96

93.5

97.9

94.2

95.1

95.9

89.5

76.7
93.2

78
91.5

85.2
94.7

80.4
92.2

72.4
88.4

83.6
95.2

77.8
82.9

73.3
73.3

77.4
88.9

78.5
92.5

84.7
93.9

78.4
94.6

81.3
96.8

81.9
91.9

78.4
92.3

80.5
94.4

72
82.9

96.1

95.1

100

93.1

94.7

95.9

91.7

93.3

92.1

96.3

97

95.9

98

96.5

94.9

96.7

88.2

91.2

91.9

94.8

91.2

90.5

93

88.9

76.7

88.9

90

94

94.1

97.9

90.8

92

93.1

85.5

95

94.2

94.8

93.1

93.9

94.9

83.3

90

93.7

96.2

98

93.5

96.8

96.5

93.7

95.3

86.7

Warrington

98.2

Cheshire
West and
Chester
Halton

U18-24

Ethnicity

Female

Disability

99.4

Cheshire
East

Least supportive
(%)
Value the Service
Service priorities
(very or quite important)
Responding to fire
incidents
Respond to road traffic
collisions
Rescue people from water
Rescue trapped animals
Respond to some medical
emergencies
Respond to major incidents
Provide fire safety and
health advice and fit smoke
alarms
Educate on road safety
Work with young people
Undertake fire prevention
work
Fire safety advice to
businesses
Enforce fire safety
regulations

Age

Male

Most supportive
(%)
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Gender

Unitary area

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

Disabled

Not disabled

White British

BME
residents

98.3

90.2

91.2

93.9

94.1

82.8

88.7

86.3

95

97.1

97.9

95.4

93.5

95.5

83.3

84.4

75.5

81

81.4

78.5

80.3

63.9

67.9

77.8

70.4

84.2

83.3

91.5

85.1

79.6

82.1

69.3

65.5

57.9

79

71.6

62.6

68

55.9

39.3

55.6

67.9

71

68.5

75.3

72.4

66.7

69.6

50.7

39.3

41.4

37.3

48.4

41.6

41.7

33.3

42.9

34.9

30.4

41.2

46.1

51.7

47.1

39.9

41.7

43.8

18.6

22.8

19

12.7

21.8

16.3

18.8

24.1

25.4

16.7

11.8

19.3

22

22.4

16.9

17.4

32.4

69.7

78.9

74.1

67.7

67.4

79.4

82.9

79.3

71.4

72.7

72.3

71.6

81.5

80.5

74.1

74.7

80

89
60.7

90
69

91.5
75.9

90.5
59.6

85.8
62.5

92.1
68.2

94.3
65.7

93.3
48.3

79
67.7

82.7
59.8

89.1
65.7

93
68.6

92.6
72

92
69.8

89.5
65.5

90.7
68.8

85.3
52.1

65

70

72.9

71.9

70.2

66.2

67.7

62.1

69.4

63

65.7

73.2

68.5

70.5

68.6

68.9

71.2

97.2

95.9

93.1

97.1

94.6

96.8

85.7

96.7

96.7

95.1

96

96.5

99

96.6

95.5

96.6

93.3

81

77

88.1

75.2

76.8

81.4

73.5

72.4

73.8

79

77.8

80.5

93.7

84.1

79.2

83.1

65.8

83.4

76.6

83.1

80.4

80.5

79.9

88.2

66.7

80.7

77.5

73.3

84.1

98.9

73.9

79.9

80.3

70.7

53.2

45.6

52.6

53

54.1

45.3

66.7

46.7

38.7

44.2

52.6

44.2

59.8

58.8

47.1

52

29.2

24.9

29.6

22.4

31.4

26.6

26.8

29.4

43.3

43.6

43.2

23

20.2

12.2

24.7

28.4

28

25.3

73.2

68.2

84.8

75

75.7

68.6

60.6

56.7

69.4

80.3

66.7

78.3

72.6

75.9

72.7

74.2

57.5

Warrington

93.3

Cheshire
West and
Chester
Halton

U18-24

Ethnicity

Female

Smoke alarms on all floors
Test smoke alarm at least
monthly
Hard-wired alarms
Informed about major
emergency

Disability

92.7

Cheshire
East

Least supportive
(%)
Overall satisfaction with
performance
Provides value for money
Increasing precept by
1.99%
Reviewing staffing systems
Agree with moving to two
hydraulic platforms
Additional engine at Crewe
and Ellesmere Port
Roll out cardiac response
Redevelop training at HQ
New Automatic Fire Alarm
policy
School sprinkler campaign
Overall agreement with
Plan

Age

Male

Most supportive
(%)
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Gender

Unitary area

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75+

Disabled

Not disabled

White British

BME
residents

50.9
37
32.5
47.8
44.2
18
5.3
5.3
5.3
41
27.3

59.6
30.8
29.1
36.1
41.1
11.9
11.8
7.2
8.4
45.5
12.8

53.2
24.1
22.1
45.3
34.6
17.6
11.1
6.5
10
48.1
25.2

44.6
29.2
24.4
47.9
41.6
13.6
6.1
4.5
5.7
40.5
11.4

34.4
28.1
29
53.1
76.5
60.6
50
36.4
38.2
72.7
29.4

14.3
10.4
22.2
17.9
69
34.5
20.7
21.4
21.4
58.6
22.2

39.4
14.8
30.5
50.8
48.4
23.3
6.6
1.7
3.4
54.1
19

57.7
33.3
26.3
44.2
61
22.2
11
2.9
8.3
51.4
28

50
33.7
25.6
37.8
31.8
8.9
1.3
1.3
3.8
48.2
9.8

53.4
25.4
20.2
51.3
24.2
2.4
2.5
0
2.5
29.5
14.4

50.6
30
14.5
57.5
3.6
0
0
0
0
20
8.8

69.2
27.3
25.4
56
37.3
8.2
8.2
3.3
6.7
26.2
20.3

42.1
25.8
23.4
43.8
39
16.2
8
4.7
6.9
47.1
17.4

49.2
26.9
24.4
49.2
40
15.7
7.7
5.1
8
44.4
19.1

40.6
26.5
22.2
42.9
33.3
16.7
13.6
6.2
4.7
41.2
13.1

22.3

20.5

18.2

21.3

22.1

21

31.3

20.7

23.3

23.7

14.6

19.7

20.3

15.9

20.9

21.4

23.5

20

23.7

19.4

28.3

21.4

26.1

33.3

14.3

39.4

28.8

19.5

15

27.9

21.5

23.1

24.1

28.6

49

51

45.8

57

52.4

53.5

57.6

51.7

38.1

46.8

48.9

52.8

54.9

52.8

50.5

51.7

55.7

Warrington

43.4
23.6
20.5
48.8
41
16.8
9.4
4.5
8.3
41.6
15.3

Cheshire
West and
Chester
Halton

U18-24

Ethnicity

Female

Disability

45.7
24.2
23.1
50.3
36.9
16.8
7.8
5.8
7.9
46
22

Cheshire
East

Least supportive
(%)
Often use media platforms
(respondent always or
often uses)
Local TV channels
Local BBC radio
Local commercial radio
Local newspapers
Facebook
Twitter
YouTube
Snapchat
Instagram
Internet websites
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk
Local authority websites,
noticeboards
Community events
Family, friends or
neighbours

Age

Male

Most supportive
(%)

It should be noted that some 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 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. Profile of respondents
9.1 Public
A total of 632 members of the public responded to the consultation during the
13-week period. They are broken down as follows:
How they heard about the consultation

n=586
The ‘other’ option includes responses from CHAWREC, the Service’s Response Panel
and those who had received a survey at a roadshow.

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

n=616 (respondents can tick all options that apply)
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The following maps show the location of members of the public who
responded to the consultation (and provided their full postcode) and also
where the most returns were coming from. This demonstrates that feedback
was obtained from across the Service area.
Postcodes of respondents

n=472
Density of IRMP consultation responses

n=543
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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=572
Nearest fire station to where respondent lives
This graph shows that responses to the survey were gathered from across
every station area in Cheshire.

n=465
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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=585

Gender Identity
This chart shows how many respondents identified as having a different
gender to the one assigned to them at birth.

n=466

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

n=588
Disability
This chart shows the disability profile of respondents, which is compared
against the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data.

n=573
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Ethnic origin
This graph shows the ethnic profile of respondents, which is compared
against the Cheshire population according to the 2011 census data.
For ease of reference, the ethnic identity “White British” has been excluded
from the graph in order to provide a readable analysis of other identities.
Returns from those who identified as ‘White British’ stood at 85.8% of the
total, compared to 94.1% in the 2011 Census.

n=583
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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=488
Sexual orientation
This graph shows a profile of the sexual orientation of the respondents.

n=522
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9.2 Staff
A total of 137 individual staff responded to the consultation from the following
departments and locations.
Respondents by department

n=122
How respondents described their primary role

n=126
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Where respondents are based for the greatest proportion of their time.

n=116
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Appendix 1 – Social media and press coverage
Social media
In addition to the roadshows, the Service utilised its social media channels
(shown below) to widen the reach of messages promoting the consultation.
The Service’s Facebook page currently has 12,249 people who ‘like’ it, 33,968
people follow the Service’s Twitter feed and 250 people are signed up to its
Google+ account.
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.

SOCIAL MEDIA: Facebook posts used to promote the consultation

The table below lists the date and content of all consultation posts on the
Service’s Facebook page:
Date and content of consultation posts on the Service’s Facebook page
Date
Content of post
Likes Comments/
Shares
th
14
#HaveYourSay - We're at Sainsburys in
4
0
October
Chester today from 11am, consulting with
2016
residents on our draft plans for 2017-18.
For information about our draft plans visit
th
17
#HaveYourSay - We're at ASDA in Crewe 5
0
October
today from 11am, consulting with
2016
residents on our draft plans for 2017-18.
For information about our draft plans visit
19th
#HaveYourSay - We're at Booths in
4
0
October
Knutsford today from 11am, consulting
2016
with residents on our draft plans for 201718.
28th
#HaveYourSay - We're at Tesco in
4
0
October
Macclesfield today from 11am, consulting
2016
with residents on our draft plans for 2017-
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3rd
November
2016
4th
November
2016
7th
November
2016
16th
November
2016
30th
November
2016
6th
December
2016
7th
December
2016
14th
December
2016
14th
December
2016
19th
December
2016
21st
December
2016
28th
December
2016
30th
December
2016

18.
#HaveYourSay - we're at Tesco in
Northwich today from 11am, consulting
with residents on our draft plans for 201718.

2

0

2

0

Have your say on our draft plans for
2017/18

4

0

We're at Sainsburys in Wilmslow today
from 11am, consulting with residents on
our draft plans for 2017-18.
#HaveYourSay
We're at Sainsburys in Wilmslow today
from 11am, consulting with residents on
our draft plans for 2017-18.
#HaveYourSay
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans
for 2017/18 and beyond.

0

0

3

0

5

0

Please take a few minutes to let us know
what you think about changes we plan to
make to Cheshire Fire and Rescue
Service
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans
for 2017/18 and beyond

4

2

2

0

December FiRELiNK e-Newsletter
includes: Have your say on our draft
plans, Christmas safety, #DirtyGrillsKill
competition and more...
Please take a few minutes to let us know
what you think about changes we plan to
make to Cheshire Fire and Rescue
Service.
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans
for 2017/18 and beyond

0

0

3

0

4

0

Please take a few minutes to let us know
what you think about changes we plan to
make to Cheshire Fire and Rescue
Service
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans
for 2017/18 and beyond

6

0
1 share

7

0

#HaveYourSay - We're at Sainsburys in
Warrington this morning, consulting with
residents on our draft plans for 2017-18.
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Paid for advertising
Two paid-for advertisements were ran
on Facebook by the Service’s digital
media team. The first advert was a
general
advertisement
raising
awareness of the consultation, which
ran between 29th November and 9th
December. Details of the advert are
below:





The advert reached a total of
26,440 Facebook users in total,
which resulted in 482 ‘clickthroughs’ to the Service
website.
The advert was liked by 73
users and shared 31 times.
For the duration of the advert, a
total
of
22
respondents
specifically highlighted that
ADVERT: A paid-for Facebook advert
they heard of the consultation used to raise awareness of the
via Facebook.
consultation

The second paid-for advert was a targeted advertisement to encourage more
young people to respond to the consultation. This advert ran between 12th and
23rd December and was targeted at those under 30 years old. The details of
this advert are below:




The advert reached a total of 15,357 Facebook users under 30.
This led to 250 ‘click-throughs’ to the Service’s consultation page.
During the running of the advert, 6 respondents aged up to 34 had
specifically indicated through the online survey that they had been
made aware of the consultation through the Facebook advert.

Twitter
‘Tweets’ were posted onto the Service’s Twitter page, with each post tagged
with a #HaveYourSay hashtag and also containing a link to the consultation
page on the Service website.

TWEETING THE MESSAGE: Tweets from the Service Twitter account and a re-tweet from a
recipient of a consultation pack.
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Tweets on the Service’s Twitter page
Date
Content of tweet
7th October
#HaveYourSay - We're at Widnes Market
2016
today from 11am - consulting with residents
about our plans for 2017/18
th
14 October
We're @Sainsburys in Chester today from
2016
11am, consulting with residents on our draft
plans for 2017-18. #HaveYourSay
17th October
We're @ASDA in Crewe today from 11am,
2016
consulting with residents on our draft plans for
2017-18. #HaveYourSay
th
19 October
We're @BoothsCountry in Knutsford today
2016
from 11am, consulting with residents on our
plans for 2017-18 #HaveYourSay
28th October
We're @Tesco in Macclesfield today from
2016
11am, consulting with residents on our draft
plans for 2017-18. #HaveYourSay
rd
3 November
We're @Tesco in Northwich today from 11am,
2016
consulting with residents on our draft plans for
2017-18. #HaveYourSay
4th November
We're @Sainsburys in Warrington this
2016
morning, consulting with residents on our draft
plans for 2017-18. #HaveYourSay
th
7 November
#HaveYourSay on our draft plans for 2017/18
2016
10th November
November FiRELiNK e-Newsletter includes:
2016
Have your say on our draft plans, carol
concert, biker down and much more...
15th November
We're @ASDA in Runcorn today from 11am,
2016
consulting with residents on our draft plans for
2017-18. #HaveYourSay
th
16 November
We're @sainsburys in Wilmslow today from
2016
11am, consulting with residents on draft plans
for 2017-18. #HaveYourSay
30th November
We're planning a few changes to how we run
2016
@CheshireFire. Please take a few minutes to
find out more & have your say
th
6 December
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans for
2016
2017/18 and beyond. …
th
7 December
Please take a few minutes to let us know what
2016
you think about changes we plan to make to
@CheshireFire 14th December
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans for
2016
2017/18 and beyond
14th December
December FiRELiNK e-Newsletter includes:
2016
#HaveYourSay on our plans, Christmas safety
& #DirtyGrillsKill competition
th
19 December
Please take a few minutes to let us know what
2016
you think about changes we plan to make to
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21st

December
2016
28th December
2016
29th December
2016

@CheshireFire
Don’t forget to #HaveYourSay on our plans for 3
2017/18 and beyond
Please take a few minutes to let us know what 2
you think about changes we plan to make to
@CheshireFire
Don’t forget to have your say on our plans for 4
2017/18 and beyond

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:
Website traffic relating to the consultation
Visits to www.cheshirefire.gov.uk from
October 3rd 2016 to January 3rd 2017
IRMP page views
Summary IRMP PDF downloads
Draft full IRMP PDF downloads

Page views

Unique visitors

474,865

142,689

2,440
173
410

1,929
143
342

Press coverage
The following section provides details of press coverage related to the
consultation on the draft IRMP. The list shows the title of the article, the
publication the article was in and the date of publication.
‘Fire service cuts will put lives at risk’, Crewe Chronicle Wednesday 21 st
December 2016
‘Have your say on fire and rescue service changes’, Ellesmere Port Pioneer
Wednesday 21st December 2016
‘Residents concerned over fire station downgrade bid’, Crewe Chronicle
Wednesday 28th December 2016
‘Fire service plan’, Wilmslow Guardian, Wednesday 28th December 2016
‘Public urged to have their say on fire service’s three year plan’, Northwich
Guardian Wednesday 28th December 2016
‘Residents concerned over fire station downgrade bid’ Crewe Chronicle
Wednesday 28th December 2016
‘Union says lives are being put at risk duce to fire service cuts’, Warrington
Guardian Thursday 29th December 2016
‘£4m needed in savings by 2020’, Warrington Guardian Thursday 29th
December 2016
‘Councillors question consultation process’, Crewe Chronicle Wednesday 4 th
January 2017

Draft IRMP 2016/17 Consultation Report

Page 68 of 153

‘Ex-fire control operator speaks out against cuts to ‘public heroes’’, Crewe
Chronicle Wednesday 4th January 2017
‘Lives at risk fear over fire brigade cuts’, Macclesfield Express, Wednesday 4th
January 2017
‘£4m needed in savings by 2020’, Northwich Guardian, Thursday 5th January
2017
‘Union says lives are being put at risk due to fire service cuts’, Northwich
Guardian, Thursday 5th January 2017
‘£4m needed in savings by 2020’, Knutsford Guardian, Thursday 5 th January
2017
‘Union says lives are being put at risk due to fire service cuts’, Knutsford
Guardian, Thursday 5th January 2017
‘Deadline passes for views on draft plan’, Runcorn Weekly News, Thursday
5th January 2017
‘Union hits out at cuts to fire service’, Ellesmere Port Pioneer, Wednesday
11th January 2017
‘Fire service cuts will lead to rise in deaths, union warns’, Sandbach
Chronicle, Thursday 19th January 2017
‘Fire service cuts will lead to rise in deaths, union warns’, Biddulph Chronicle,
Thursday 19th January 2017
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Appendix 2 – Annual Report, IRMP Summary, IRMP Survey
and FireLink Newsletter_____________________________
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. The Annual Report was sent to
488,000 households in Cheshire.
Annual Report
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FireLink Newsletter
Articles raising awareness of the consultation were placed in the November
and December editions of the Service’s FireLink newsletter, an electronic
newsletter distributed to 10,567 recipients.
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Draft IRMP Summary
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Draft IRMP Consultation Survey
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Appendix 3 – 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
Cheshire Members of
Parliament
Cheshire Police and
Crime Commissioner
UNISON
Warrington Chamber of
Commerce
Macclesfield Chamber of
Commerce

Cheshire Members of the
House of Lords

UK Youth Parliament

Fire Brigades Union

Fire Officers Association

West Cheshire and North
Wales Chamber of
Commerce
Halton Chamber of
Commerce

South Cheshire Chamber of
Commerce
East Cheshire Chamber of
Commerce

Town and Parish Councils
Alsager Town
Council (TC)
Knutsford TC
Poynton TC
Neston TC

Bollington TC

Congleton TC

Crewe TC

Macclesfield TC
Sandbach TC
Northwich TC

Middlewich TC
Wilmslow TC
Winsford TC

Nantwich TC
Frodsham TC

Acton, Edleston &
Henhull

Adlington

Alderley Edge

Alpraham

Alvanley

Appleton
Aston

Arclid
Aston-by-Budworth

Anderton with
Marbury
Ashley
Audlem

Aldford,
Saighton and
District
Antrobus

Barnton
Betchton
Bostock

Barrow
Bickerton & Egerton
Bradwall

Barthomley
Birchwood
Brereton

Broxton and District
Burland

Buerton
Burtonwood and
Westbrook
Chelford

Bulkeley & Ridley
Byley

Capenhurst and
Ledsham
Chorley
Churton
Cranage
Cuddington

Crewe Green
Cuddington (Malpas)

Choldmondeston
& Wettenhall
Church Lawton
Coddington and
District
Croft
Cuerdley

Daresbury
Disley

Darnhall
Dodcott-cumWilkesley
Dunham on the Hill

Davenham
Doddington and
District
Dutton

Duddon

Christleton
Clotton Hoofield
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Ashton Heyes
Backford and
District
Beeston
Bosley
Brindley &
Faddiley
Bunbury
Calveley
Cholmondley
and Chorley
Church Minshull
Comberbach
Crowton
Culceth and
Glazebury
Delamere
Doddleston and
District
Eaton
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and Hapsford
Eaton, Eccleston and Elton
Claverton
Gawsworth
Goostrey

Farndon

Foulk Stapleford

Grappenhall and
Thelwall
Guilden Sutton
Hankelow
Hatherton and
Walgherton
High Legh

Great Boughton

Great Budworth
Halebank
Haslington

Great Warford
Handforth
Hassall

Helsby

Henbury

Holmes Chapel
Ince
Knutsford
Little Leigh

Huntington
Kingsley
Lea By Backford
Little Warford
Lower Withington

Lyme Handley

Lymm

Hough and Chorlton
Kelsall
Lach Dennis
Little Stanney &
District
Lower Peover
(Nether Peover)
Malpas

Higher
Hurdsfield
Huxley
Kingsmead
Little Budworth
Littleton

Manley

Marston

Marton

Mere

Millington

Mobberley

Moore

Minshull Vernon &
District
Moston

Marbury &
District
Mickle Trafford &
District
Mollington

Moulton

Nether Alderley

No Man's Heath and
District
Odd Rode
Peover Superior

Norley

Poulton and Pulford

Poulton with
Fearnhead
Rainow

Lostock Gralam

Puddington and
District
Rostherne
Sandymoor
Siddington
Sound & District
Stockton Heath
Sutton
Tarvin
Tiverton and Tilstone
Fearnall
Upton-by-Chester
and District
Warmingham

Ollerton and Marthall
Pickmere

Rowton
Saughall and
Shotwick Park
Smallwood
Sproston

Hale
Hartford
Hatton

Mottram St.
Andrew
Newbold Astburycum-Moreton
North Rode

Mouldsworth

Penketh
Plumley with Toft
and Bexton
Prestbury

Peover Inferior
Pott Shrigley

Rixton with
Glazebrook
Rudheath
Shavington-cumGresty
Snelson
Spurstow

Rope

Newhall
Oakmere

Preston Brook

Stoke & Hurleston
Swettenham
Tattenhall & District
Tushingham,
Macefen and
Bradley
Utkinton

Stretton
Tabley
Thornton-le-Moors
Twemlow

Rushton
Shocklach Oviatt
and District
Somerford
Stapeley &
District
Styal
Tarporley
Threapwood
Tilston

Walton

Wardle

Waverton

Weaverham

Weston &
Basford
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Whitegate and
Marton
Winwick

Whitley

Willaston

Wincham

Wistaston

Woolston

Worleston &
District

Wrenbury-cum-Frith

Wynbunbury

Public sector organisations
Cheshire East Council
Warrington Borough
Council
North West Ambulance
Service
Merseyside Fire and
Rescue Service
Staffordshire Fire and
Rescue Service

Cheshire West and
Chester Council
Cheshire Constabulary
Derbyshire Fire and
Rescue Service
North Wales Fire and
Rescue Service
National Probation Service
Cheshire and Greater
Manchester

HMP Styal

HMP YOI Thorn Cross

Halton Clinical
Commissioning Group
Warrington Clinical
Commissioning Group

South Cheshire Clinical
Commissioning Group
West Cheshire Clinical
Commissioning Group
Mid Cheshire Hospitals
NHS Trust
Cheshire and Wirral
Partnership NHS Trust

East Cheshire NHS Trust
5 Boroughs Partnership
NHS Trust

Halton Borough Council
LGBT staff networks at
Cheshire Constabulary
and CWAC
Greater Manchester Fire
and Rescue Service
Shropshire Fire and
Rescue Service
HMP Risley
East Cheshire Clinical
Commissioning Group
Vale Royal Clinical
Commissioning Group
Countess of Chester
Hospitals NHS Trust
Warrington and Halton
Hospitals NHS Trust

Voluntary and community sector organisations
Vale Royal Disability
Services
Halton Disability
Partnership

Cheshire Centre for
Independent Living

Warrington Disability
Partnership

Macclesfield Eye Society

Deafness Support Network

Warrington Islamic
Association

Warrington Ethnic
Communities Association

Cheshire Asian and
Minority Community
Council

Irish Community Care

Age UK Cheshire

Body Positive

Unique Transgender

South Cheshire Multi
Cultural Forum
Crewe Older People’s
Network
Chester Pride committee
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Appendix 4 – Additional Public Responses
In addition to responses received through the online or paper survey forms,
there were seven submissions received from consultees through other
methods. Primarily this was via email, with one consultee providing a
response over the telephone. The telephone message was received just after
the closing of the consultation but has been included here for consideration.
Most email messages raised concerns over changes to staffing at Crewe Fire
Station, while the telephone message highlighted concerns over the proposed
removal of the third hydraulic platform.
Responses are included below, where indicated a name and contact details
have been supplied but are not published to protect the anonymity of the
respondent.
Email responses
Date Received: 19th November 2016
Dear Sir / Madam,
I would like to raise my concerns as a Crewe resident over the plans being consulted
on the above in relation to Crewe.
Crewe is experiencing issues with the recruitment and retention of on-call fire
fighters. It appears that the expectation will be that fireman will have to get through
the Crewe traffic to the fire station to take the engine to a fire.
On this basis I strongly disagree with the Integrated Risk Management Plan.
(Name and address supplied)
Date received: 19th November 2016
Dear sir/madam
I have read you have plans to cut a fire engine from the Crewe station, Crewe is an
expanding town and as just been picked for a hub station for HS2 as excellent
connections to the motorway system so any engine can be sent elsewhere at speed,
Lots of housing developments in the pipe line, I cant believe Crewe is really the best
place to be cutting the Fire service cover.
(Name and address supplied)
Date received: 19th November 2016
Today I learned that Cheshire fire brigade are considering pulling an engine in
Crewe.
As you are no doubt aware Crewe is currently going through a massive change, with
more and more homes being built in the town, more businesses being attracted with
HS2.
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The implications of losing an engine could be catastrophic, lives are being put in
danger.
Serious consideration should be made as to the possible response time to multiple
incidents within the area of operations. Considering the area includes multiple
accident hotspots, such as the M6 and A530. We have already suffered the news of
a house fire fatality in Sandbach.
Please keep the current manning and equipment levels at Crewe, maybe even
consider increasing.
(Name and address supplied)
Date received: 4th December 2016
Sack all the Service managers, give the job to someone with the interest of the
Brigade at heart; a pay rate of 65,000 should be about right. Then thin out most of
the civvies; the Firemen can do most of their jobs instead. Stop building over priced
fancy Fire Stations
(Name and address supplied)
Date received: 29th December 2016
Cheshire fire provides an excellent service but this will surely be diminished if the
proposed cuts in service go ahead. Given the expansion plans for Crewe in the near
future with regards to business, housing and HS2 surely the service ought to be
looking at expansion, especially with the proximity to roads such as the M6 and the
major accidents which occur with an ever increasing regularity.
(Name and address supplied)
Date received: 30th December 2016
If you down grade to 1 engine then what happens when this happens "Crewe
firefighters among 10 crews drafted in to tackle Congleton house fire following arson
attack". Then Crewe have no other engine ' because you have down grade'. So I
appeal to your common sense not to down grade at Crewe because if you do then
you risk the lives of Crewe and surrounding areas due to your penny pinching.
(Name and address supplied)
Telephone message
Date received: 6th January 2017
I was a fire cadet 20 years ago and am now 30 years old and what I am hearing is
not very good news and is not positive.
As an ex-fire cadet I am saying that Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service are putting
the public at risk by taking the HP off the run at Macclesfield and putting one in at
Lymm. The reason I say that is because in July 2015 Bosley happened and had to
call in support from other services such as Greater Manchester and Derbyshire.
Once you take the HP at Macclesfield off the run, if Lymm is dealing with an incident
at the other side of Cheshire where will the other services provide a HP from?
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I think it is scary what Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service are proposing.
I have never known in my lifetime a station go from wholetime to wholetime and oncall at night. If Macclesfield went to fully on-call what would happen if people needed
to get to the station quickly? What could happen?
You’ve got Poynton, Wilmslow, Knutsford, if Macclesfield is on-call then the nearest
full wholetime station is Crewe. I don’t want a crew from Crewe travelling to a job in
Macclesfield as they need to cover Crewe themselves. This is dangerously stupid
what is being proposed, with no respect for firefighters or the public.
My suggestion would be to bring a bronto skylift to Macclesfield and leave it as is.
Changes will lead to damage and I think changes already made have had an impact
on firefighters at the station. To the chairpeople of Cheshire Fire Authority please use
your initiative and think of many people that will be saved. If you take the station
down to 11 per shift this will cause more damage than what is in place now.
(Name and address supplied)
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Appendix 5 – Public comments received via the consultation
survey
Each section contained a question where respondents could provide
additional comments regarding the proposals and at the end of the survey
respondents were asked if they wished to make any further comment. The
following section includes public comments that were received. There were
1,052 additional comments made in total. Those which stated that the
respondent wished to make no further comment or had no further opinion
have not been included in this report.
Proposal to increase council tax by 1.99%



































Value for money
Fire Service do not get paid enough
To maintain and improve the service.
Due to the Nov 2016 budget proposals by the Chancello9r of the Exchequer
& the Brexit situation of UK
Emergency services should be funded by the Government
Current rate of inflation and wages are not ...... highest
It is a dangerous world today so they are needed more now
Because they put there lives at risk each and every day 24/7
I want to feel safe in my home and when driving my car,
2 platforms disagree with should be 3 as it is currently
You need to keep asking
Important to maintain standards and quality of service
You only have one life so you cannot put a price on it
Just putting it next to the house insurance pay
Should this sum be bigger?
An important service cost go up yearly
You provide ever5y single you deserve
I think Government should pay more
As it could be a matter of life or death
Safety is crucial a high standard needs to be maintained
How often are they deployed?
Not a terrific increase
Funding comes from local councils so this is important part of it
To be able to continue to protect efficiently the public
The Fire Brigade is being asked to provide more services e.g. some medical
emergencies
The service should be run by government. Not by counties
As an emergency service, I feel it should be up-to-date with staff & equipment
Taxes should also go towards funding the local authority
To maintain service
Increasing amount of work expected needs funding
Due to support the general public rely upon that we have the right, people to
protect and deal with solutions we face!
As long services are provided & supported should not put an increase on this
service
You cannot put a price on a life!!
Need to keep our Fire Service viable
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It only amounts to slightly above inflation
You can't put a price on life!
It’s essential that the service continues to keep up the standards implemented
so far
Because of the job you do
That's how it should be
It’s an important authority
We need to feel that you are free in case of a sudden emergency
Will be what it will be
To maintain services
Costs are going up all time
Prices of everything going up and we need your safety service
Today everything - clothing - tools - first aid kits - have an expiry date even if
never used. Replacing these costs more every year - we all must be
prepared to cover the cost of health & safety
Due to the extra expense
Taking isolated figures (facts) does not permit looking at the total picture
It’s important to continue service to a good standard
Would need the bigger picture
All public services are under pressure to make cuts
Cardiac response should be duty of Fire Service & Ambulance as in other
countries
We could not manage without them
My understanding is that these increases are annually
Your more valuable in community than flowers or out live this money wasted
An essential service that needs to continue
Because of valued service
Terrific value for money
You provide a very important service that saves lives.
Every household should contribute to fire services, due to Government cuts.
They are our life savers
Essential Service
Importance of this service for the community
Play an important role in the community
They provide a reliable and essential service
Because they are one of the moist important services we are lucky enough to
have
The service is an essential part of everyday life
The more money the better service you can have
More important service than emptying a bust bin
The Fire & Rescue Services are essential service
To maintain high quality service
For all the important work they carry out
It is a very important service
Because your service represents real value for money and its good to know
you are there when needed
To continue good service
It is a very important service to have
Provide a vital service 24 hours a day. Help to reduce fires, through their
community safety checks
Too vital a service to be short - changed
because of the importance of the service CFS provides
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You all do a great job
They do a great job your life in their hands
The service more value than police. To support the changes outlined
inevitable this will impact in this way
This is an essential service & a very small charge
In the context of overall council tax your share offers excellent value for
money
Vital service which needs to be properly funded
The Fire Service is vital
The activities of the fire authority are essential and should not be subject to
anything but consideration of efficiency
It is a much-needed service
The service is one we cannot afford to be without
It's a very important service
This service is perfect
This service is perfect
They do a good job
Worthwhile service
Where would we be without you?
To continue to provide a good service
Fire service is a service we all need to keep
We trust that the plans are well thought out to give the best service
You cannot put a price on safety and professionalism of the service
This seems the amount necessary to fund the rising costs associated with
fire-fighting personnel
Reduced level of response times in the Crewe, less full time firefighters in
Cheshire increased cost.
I disagree because fire cover is being halved all over Cheshire
We will be paying more for less as there is going to be more cuts to the fire
service, this makes no sense!!!
Not keen on increases in Council Taxes year after year
Living costs are high enough!
Council tax already excessive
Continuous increases in Council Taxes unacceptable in light of Gov't reduced
funding
Our expenses in our house are increasing but not our income
My salary has not increased
There will be cuts to fire cover therefore I will be paying more for less. I'd
happily pay more for improvements to fire cover.
Depends on cost to call out ratio. If call out volumes increase then so should
funding however, if that is not the case then funding should be directed to
areas which need it more i.e. Police
All I hear is they are sitting on millions but keep cutting the service using part
timers.
Whilst I totally understand that more money is needed for your service, I
believe that more volunteer fire stations in rural areas should be installed.
This would ease up your workload and costs plus it is a valuable skill for
young people to learn how to be part of the community and give something
back. So, instead of more spending, startup volunteer fire stations as they
have in other countries to help out with minor incidents.
It seems that the front-line troops are taking on more and more work when
staffing levels are being cut... it is hoped that an increase in the level of
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income will be reflected in the levels of fire fighters increasing and not an
increase in the Chief Officers bonus
We the public should not be made to make up the shortfall created by the
government cuts. Equally the government should not be making further cuts
to the fire service. The fire authority and chief should be more vocal and
public in its stand against cuts to the service.
This is yet another increase in Council Tax to perform reduced activities
related to fire and rescue with an ever-decreasing number of wholetime
firefighters.
Pay enough council tax, take it from the councils cut. They get loads of
money for doing hardly anything
I don't disagree totally but basically a 2% rise from you, then no doubt similar
with the police. Which would be fine if it wasn't for fat cat councils then adding
their rise for doing a lot less than they used to and it leaves already stretched
incomes to almost breaking point! I was forced to stop working 3 years ago
due to a physical disability, if I can ever manage to work again I will have to
retrain and take a different career path as I can no longer work as a hotel
manager. I am on the breadline and can't afford to pay council tax as it is and
am in serious arrears, yet the council have cut services and can't even be
bothered to collect my bin and put it back, which I cannot manage myself even tho they have said they would. The ordinary person is pushed to and
sometimes beyond the limit. I know this isn't your fault but due to corrupt
councils and councilors (how many disused buildings on primary sites for
redevelopment that have been refused planning permission suddenly go on
fire and then deemed unsafe have to be demolished and then the council
allow planning permission as no doubt daresbury hall estate will now that has
been gutted! And nothing is done, the corrupt councilors get away with it). I
think you are probably worth more than what you get but we can't afford it
whilst the above things happen.
The service is responding to less and less fire & rta incidents. An increase in
funding at this time is unacceptable & out of touch, especially at a time of
austerity.
Some people cannot afford that sort of increase and I think there cut be more
savings within the fire service that could be made like for example joint fire
and ambulance station.
The current fire service is running smoothly without any serious
issues/incidents due to the current operating model. This is the impression
that I've got by reading the local news. Additional funds must be sourced from
other revenue streams or from government budget, not from struggling
households.
More Council Tax for us
Crewe as a very large transient population constantly increasing. Many
properties are overcrowded with very poor cooking, heating and safety
issues. Accidents are waiting to happen. Extremely short sighted and highly
dangerous to reduce the fire service in this area.
My disagreement is not with the increase per se, rather that I don't think it
makes sense to raise the share of tax while putting certain engines on-call,
such as the second one in Crewe.
Saving can be made in other areas
Needs adequate funding but this should come from minimising Council
wastage NOT increasing overall Council Tax
If you increase your share what branch of social care will lose it??
Not everyone will be able to afford the increase, which will be passed on to
the residents
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Increase in authority costs
Pay enough Council Tax already
Because I believe you have significant reserves and you should not
automatically increase council tax each year without first maximising the
potential for finding savings.
Each year you increase demands whilst income to senior citizens remain
fixed
Restructuring would enable more money to be available instead of increasing
Council Tax
Costs rising
Not clear what it is to be spent on - don't agree with it being used for schools
in Nepal for example
Depends where it’s going to be spent. If all around Crewe and Chester then
disagree
The 1.99% increase should come from council tax - Reduce the waste in
Cheshire
I am on a fixed income
Drop in service level due to cuts would be unacceptable
Incidents are falling due to improved technology. This should be reflected in
a lower budget
Depends whose budget is out or if this is just an extra tax
Above current rate of inflation
Because people on a pension can't afford any more money when people from
other countries e.g. Poland etc get every benefit going and have not paid into
our country and get everything and British people can't.
Paying enough already
Disagree because another service will need to cut their services if they get
less money. Homeless children, elderly etc shouldn't suffer.
Why does it need to increase?
If it has to be increased, it has to be, but I'd rather it didn't
£1.38 is not enough to dampen the flames. Let alone any other incidents that
might occur needing the essential service of the Fire Authority's very good
work
Inflation
Already pay a lot in Council tax - still think councils are inefficient
Paying enough already
If I pay more I don't expect less!! Stop cutting front line services!
More scope for internal efficiency savings
Don't understand how extra money means less services. What will you
spend the extra on?
I wouldn't mind the increase if I knew the money was actually funding the
service, not buying pointless uniform, leather soled shoes and giving £500 to
each apprentice for completing Princes Trust, not to mention the pointless
collaboration
Some aspects relating to education & training could be outsourced so
resources are on the main areas
Need to reduce admin and temp staff
You are spending capital on HQ type buildings - always a bad sign
It would be useful to see what the additional cost would be and also what it
would be spent on. I do not see local community events near me that I can
attend to see the good work done by the fire service.
Believe sharing of jobs & buildings with police & ambulance service would
save money & lead to a more integrated rescue service
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Fire Service is vital and life saving. There should be more Government
funding though increased money not cuts
With collaborating with Cheshire Police I don't see how that would benefit the
public as Fire are already saving money.
To offset cuts to the public sector from central government, this essential
service must be maintained to provide security and reassurance. If we never
need to use them, we are very fortunate but I am reassured to know CFRS
and the fire service nationally are not just there but also extremely capable.
there is a limit to the cuts which can be made
There is room for cost savings. Turning out with a fully staffed Fire Appliance
to extinguish a small fire in a wheelie bin is pointless one officer in a van and
a couple of buckets of water would be more than sufficient
Increase efficiency of Fire Service and save lives
Some non-emergency/critical services can be cut back
It's a small amount when you consider the work undertaken by the fire
service.
I'd rather pay more council tax to ensure the public services, especially for
service are kept and suffer fewer cuts
You never know when you need this service. It must be funded adequately
Cheshire Fire have proved themselves to be an effective service, they could
do more with an increased budget
With a reduction in central government funding, if local residents wish CFRS
to provide a high-quality service, which in terms secures the 3Es, then council
taxpayers must contribute with increased council tax.
Prices of everything goes up and the fire authority is really necessary
A reliable service needs to be properly funded
The Brigade needs to maintain a 24-hour cover where possible and this
would be good value
The increase is the minimum necessary to provide the services required
within existing resources.
I will support any proposal which helps to increase the brigades funding
Having funds available to help with both prevention and rapid response is a
small price to pay
It is important that you got enough money for your good service
Important to maintain the service at least at current levels
Money well needed
More funding for more resources
I don't mind paying extra for the work you do as long as service continues and
cuts to quality / standards are not experienced
I agree with this proposal as it will allow the service to properly carry out all of
their duties/requirements without having funding limitations.
It is important the service is there. You may not require assistance for years
but it needs to be there when you do.
Strongly agree with the price increase
Times are hard (moneywise) but a good service is very vital
There are cuts to all public services from central government without
adequate funding the service you provide will be diminished. A small amount
to increase your funding is I think justified
Money well spent
Increase would be above inflation but if the Fire Authority budgets indicate
this increase is required then I can accept the increase
I would rather pay than burn

Draft IRMP 2016/17 Consultation Report

Page 87 of 153











































If the extra funding is required to provide a cost effective Fire & Rescue
Service, we have no choice but we must be sure no funds are wasted
The service is essential and the provision must be requiring more funding
Essential service
Require funding
Your running costs and expenses must have increased therefore your income
should increase
The service need 199% to develop future plans
I agree, the service should have enough monies to do their job to the best of
their ability. PS Ask anyone who has been involved in a fire or needed
rescuing if the increase is justified
You can't skimp on a service as important as this (can be life saver)
This would seem fully acceptable in line with current inflations
CFA should have more. There's been too many cuts
Necessary service that's very important to our community. It’s not a great
deal of money
The extra funding is needed but bit concerned as to who will lose out
It is necessary to share in the council tax
1.99% is nothing to ensure a safe, life saving service can continue
I agree with the increase but it should be more
You need and deserve all the funding you can get!
The confidence of having a professional service has to be paid for
It is an essential service & has to be funded
Because it is a good thing
It is a service worth every penny & more - one we cannot do without
I strongly agree because the service is well worth the money & thank God for
the service
Not enough money put into our fire, police & ambulance services
I agree because you can't put a price on fire safety
Due to the importance of the service they provide
We need this service
I think the fire service should have more money
Money has to come from somewhere and the government aren't likely to
come with more so we have to be prepared to pay.
I am satisfied that the savings made in the past 5 years now mean the service
is more efficient, therefore this increase is necessary, but will be sensibly
used
The Fire Service needs as much funding as possible to pay for high quality
training and equipment
I agree enough funding is probably necessary to keep people in Cheshire
safe
Fire & rescue service is important to everybody
Fire service should be adequately funded in order to protect the community
Costs rise naturally so needs to go up to keep services
You have to increase as to your needs. It's a given
Important to provide fire protection
We need a properly funded Fire Service
Value for money - peace of mind
You need the funding to ensure that you have appropriate provisions in place
It is only fair to claim more to cumulate with increasing costs for provision
Due to the fact that service provided is still value for money
We can only get the service that we are prepared to fund
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I like to know that at least some of my council tax is put to good use
This money must be needed to maintain vehicles & equipment also to employ
the night staff
The Fire Service needs more money so that they can continue their excellent
work.
If it improves the service further to do so, then it should be done
All services need to me the increased monitory spending and need to get
money from citizens
Everything is going up - so keep in line
I think the Fire Service is invaluable and deserves the funding required
Perfectly willing to pay and extra £1.43 a year it means an improved service
with more full time staffed stations
This is a valuable service and should be properly funded
I agree because like everything, costs go up as it is important that the fire
brigade has the money to cope
The public needs the service the Fire Service provides and this is such a very
small increase - hardly noticeable
Needed for public safety
Agree to enable the plan/plans are financed
All service must be paid for - if I don't why should anybody else?
Extra funding to improve services
They deserve what they get & more
It may provide the service with more assistance to achieve their goals
It is a small amount for the service we get from you
Seems a lot of money but if that is what is needed .......
They deserve the money
More funding = improved service opportunities
I do not have sufficient information to be sure, but I am prepared to accept
Cheshire Fire Authorities proposal on the basis it will be examined closely by
Cheshire East Council.
Service needs to grow to support population demand
More money should be available to the service
I think they should have more funding so they can help save lives, training,
education
I agree as this could prevent fire cover in my area being reduced with the
removal of the second appliance.
It’s a very important service and if it requires more funding, so bit it. It's a
priority
Money well spent
We need a properly funded effective fire service
If it’s what I think it means I agree as they will get more money for what they
need to continue the amazing hard work that they do
It’s not enough
More funds ensure a continuing good service
To at least maintain current level of service
Maintaining a good Service has to be paid for
Maintaining a good Service has to be paid for
They should get all the funding they need, to help the community
We need to pay for a good fire service, not just for response to emergencies
but for advice
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If the service needs the money to function properly then they have to have it.
Cuts everywhere are a major concern so it should only go ahead it other
things have been pursued
If we want a good service, we must be prepared to fund it
You have to keep up with new equipment to keep on top
The service is providing more and more services to the general public for
which they should be supported and recompensed
Current funding is too low, I'm surprised that the service does what it does on
the money they currently get
If you want a service that provides the cover needed it has to be funded
Because extra funding is so important for the service provided
1.99% is a tiny increase per household, but will no doubt improve the finances
of the organisation considerably
Modern equipment and service requires constant increases in funding
Agree with paying more money per household to increase income but expect
more firefighters and fire engines county wide rather than seeing the same
amount spread more thinly
Cuts have been too stringent, I will happily pay an increase of 5 - 10% rather
than just 1.99% if it means a more comprehensive quicker service is provided
I agree with this proposal because the drastic cuts to the fire service is a
terrible idea, so any money that can be put back into the fire authority should
be.
I am not sure
I am not sure about the funding how and where questions. There is not
enough information, I cannot make any judgement
I don't have enough information to make a judgement
Don't know - not enough information to answer in an informed way
Neither as I do not have sufficient information to know whether the budget
received is spent efficiently.
Don't know enough about it
I don't know enough about the individual budget spend to fully comment on
this. I think there should be an increase in terms budget to cope with inflation,
firefighting experimental research and development.
Cannot say as I do not know what the percentage is at present
Not aware of budget breakdown
I have no knowledge which is useful & making such judgements but clearly
the 'Service' needs to be adequately reassured
Its beyond my remit anyway
It doesn't say what % you receive in question 5 so not sure if question 6 is
good or not?

Proposal to review staffing systems








I can't answer this as I've not looked at the proposed plan regarding these
stations.
I don't know these areas
Don't understand staffing levels enough
Not enough information it is a big question mark
Sorry not sure but hope the staffing systems can be sorted
Not sure that his will work out - depends on result of renew. Ensure adequate
cover always available
Unsure about question
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Don't know anything about the proposal
Don't have enough information.
I don't know the situations
Your leaflet does not give any information on how you propose to review or
the purpose of it. What are you aiming to achieve?
Doesn't tell us in what way you plan to review - increase? Decrease?
I don't know enough about your staffing arrangements - but you don't say
what your main aims are
Don't know enough about staffing levels
Don't know enough about it
Don't know at the moment
Do not know enough about it
Sorry don't know anything about staffing systems
Reviewing staffing is a neutral act. However, it seems likely that this is a forerunner cutting the number of full-time fire-fighters at such station.
Test them more
The staffing levels and skills mix must be proportionate to the numbers of
incidents.
The staffing needs to meet the needs of the service, & not vice versa. That
said the demands on staff need to be fair & reasonable
As long as it doesn't leave public in danger
What about Halton area?
Chief said Wilmslow would always have cover but they have been coming
from Poynton and Macc instead of from the local station at night.
See my previous point regarding volunteer fire stations in rural areas.
I can understand that us general members of the public are happy to see
people dressed as fire fighters arrive when needed, but it seems important
that they are fully trained to do the job. I know part time fire fighters are an
important resource but I am sure the county is not suggesting that they are
trained to the same level as full time personnel.
A return to pre-changes to the Standards of Fire Cover imposed by the Blair
Government
You don't say if this will be an increase or a decrease of fire cover
Community fire stations, should be engaging with the community &
ambulance service. Use of facilities, e.g. Community rooms and gym
Don't know what the review will be
Make sure you get the numbers right
I am against any re-organisation due to unfair Government cuts to funding
Depends on the outcome. Small areas become neglected & forgotten
You don't say why you are reviewing to provide a better service or save
money
Ensure all areas have cover
I would like to think you have consider the safety of people in the main
Costs & efficiency
I hope the decision makers are listening to the crews on the ground in making
these decisions
As long as its cost efficient
As long as there is enough cover
Unaware
How about Knutsford
What about reviewing the staffing systems at Congleton?
Overtime hours? Is this part of review?
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Will reductions put lives at risk?
Centralising is probably the way forward in today’s environment
Safety as a priority
I would hope that all aspects of this plan have been looked at, and that the
men/women on the ground consulted!
24 hour cover should be available for these stations.
Have a minimum of 1 whole time crew at each station.
Operational effectiveness must not be affected by these proposals
More full time stations would be providing value for money
You should keep Macclesfield open as it’s a critical station for us and the
surrounding area as well as keep hydraulic there
As long as you keep them open and fully staffed
If already working well leave well alone
Availability of staff at high- risk times
I assume there will be no difference to service
There should be no cuts in wholetime firefighters. These men and women
provide a professional service that is second to none. We SHOULD NOT be
placing our faith in retained firefighters because despite how management
spin it, a firefighter is not a firefighter. The knowledge and experience that
wholetime have is invaluable. In my opinion, a retained firefighter who has
one drill night a week and responds to only a handful of firecalls is not
providing the best service to the public. Macclesfield especially is a busy
locality, this station should be wholetime with 4 24hr shifts. How can Buxton in
nearby Derbyshire be completely wholetime and Macclesfield not…ludicrous.
The station at Wimslow needs to be fulltime as well. You need a guaranteed
wholetime response to high value properties in the area and also wholetime
assistance in case of a major incident at Manchester airport.
Cuts in fire cover
Reviews are ok but not if the impact is to reduce the service
No as good as you can to without cutting staff numbers
I would not agree to reducing staff on duty
Don't cut staff
The reviews of the staffing systems will create inferior resources to what is
currently available.
Is this a euphemistic way of saying there is a probability the service in these
areas will be reduced?
review them. don't cut them.
I wouldn't want Wilmslow and the surrounding area is to be left with
inadequate fire and rescue cover
Do not run down Birchwood
Do not run down Birchwood
I trust this does not mean downsizing
There should be adequate staffing systems to maintain morale
No as long as it does not mean staff working on the fire engines don't get cut
Please do not cut staff
Please do not take b/wood station away
I don't think there is enough staff
IT IS PREFERABLE TO HAVE SUFFICIENT STAFF
No closures
Get more money, keep staff levels
I would not like to see a reduction in staffing
Smacks of cost cutting. I appreciate that you will be able to quote facts and
figures as to how and why such proposals will not impact on the ability of the
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Service to respond effectively to incidents, but, like all the cuts and
reorganising of blue light services, it inevitabley will. Let's just hope it doesn't
cost a member of the public and/or a firefighter dearly
No reduction in staff. We need to keep our Fire Service as a strong body
I would not agree to reducing staff
I agree but there should not be a huge decrease in staffing levels
I would think amount of staff would save more lives than less staff that would
endanger us public
More full time stations bring better, quicker responses. Cuts in staffing lead to
deaths
Do not cut staffing without consultation
As long as you do not cut staff
Put the staff first without cutting the service
With this question staffing as long as there are no cut backs in staff
Taking away from Cheshire East to give more to Crewe and Chester area
that's not right
There should be no reduction in the number of personnel
We require more staffing services not less
Not to reduce
As long as public safety is not compromised
Strongly agree that staffing should be maintained to at least current sizes - if
not enhanced
Not to reduce staffing numbers
It would depend on the proposed job losses are a big No No!
Depends on whether you are cutting staff or increasing staff, cutting would be
bad
We already have less full time fire fighters, and soon to have less full time fire
engines. Stop reviewing, cutting and then spinning nonsense you are
providing a better service!
Silly that Penketh is being downgraded before it has finished being built!!
In Cheshire there are a lot of industrial companies and if there was a incident
I don’t believe we could cope with the staff levels we have now. E.g. fiddlers
ferry power station. Building penketh on call station there was a very good
idea and an ideal place to get to widnes or warrington. There is light traffic
around that area so getting to call would be quicker.
The proposed crew modelling for Penketh should've been looked before it
went operational. This is a waste of money
Why build a station in Penketh and immediately downgrade its staffing system
before it has even opened?
If you consider it needs a review then I would go with it.
Not qualified to answer
I think the Fire Service knows best what to do
This is a Management matter
Would support your professional view
No - your responsibility
This is an internal management issue
Are 12 hour shifts safe for the fire fighters. All fire services need to be local
for speedy response
It would take a long time to get our station in Ellesmere Port lives could be
lost
The Birchwood station is so important for Motorway activity it can be there in
no time
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Response times - ensure Macclesfield is not going to miss out as on the edge
of the area
The Malpas level needs to be at least maintained. Attendances at fires are
already relatively slow (see performance chart)
Response time in those areas concern on-call team in another town vs local
team - which would you get faster
Review probably means reduce, not a good idea until roads are suitable for
fast response from distance fire stations.
It's important to roll out new and innovative shift systems as the number of fire
incidents reduces
The evolving new roads in the county will lead to a revision on where is the
best location for many of the emergency services
As long as a safe service is provided for residents nearby then sure.
No harm in checking staffing systems
It does not hurt to review providing an open mind prevails
Regular, realistic reviews are important but not just to implement funding cuts
Review is necessary but these are all "rural" areas in need of fire stations
This cannot just be a cost-cutting exercise but needs to be a systematic
review of changing needs with regard to those both locally and across the
region
Agree with review but community needs should be key in process
You should constantly be reviewing staffing levels to ensure demand is
serviced, this indeed can have either a - ve or tve effect
Staffing, training and equipment should always be under review - things
change!
Good to review but what are the objectives and increasing response times,
saving money, increased efficiency?
I feel that: Birchwood should be reduced to RDS. Macclesfield should remain
the same. Penketh should have a day crewed pump instead of a wholetime
pump, along with the RDS pump. Wilmslow should be reduced to RDS

Proposal to remove third hydraulic platform


















Do what you can with the funding already in place
These units are used for Fire and Rescue work
Not sure how this works out but as long as they are available when required
Not aware of their importance
I think it should be continually reviewed and based on need
The need for specialized vehicle is going up, not down
No but I assume usage statistics endorse this change
Yes - that the hydraulics be stronger and more reliable - use of armour tubing
Sponsorship by hirers of similar equipment
Access needs and adjust if necessary
I don't have enough information to know the true impact of this proposal - but
it seems a potential diminution of service, and could be particularly adverse in
towns with high-rise buildings, such as Crewe and Macclesfield. If 3 has
been perceived as the appropriate number for some time, then reducing this
needs to be fully justified, and not based on saving money.
As above I haven't seen where they are being moved to / from
I don't really understand the full implications of doing this
Don't understand the consequences of either way
Don't know what it is
It's not clear what rationale behind this is. Is the platform to be sold?
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What is it?
Do not know enough about it
Don't understand what difference this would make
Needs more consideration and consultation
If you have required 3 in the past why do you now thing 2 will be ok?
How often are they deployed?
Don't understand question
Why?
I would like to know why the Macclesfield platform is deemed no longer
necessary?
Mot sure of demand for such platform
Read your document - not sure what they are used for so can't comment
Need to have more information
You don't explain why you want to make the decision to why the replacement
of two platforms necessitates the removal of the third
Don't understand the question
What is a hydraulic platform? without an explanation it is hard to say. In other
respects, the summary of proposals is very clear.
Surely the demand for either 2 or 3 will dictate?
Surely there were good reasons for having three. What has changed? Can
you cope with only two?
Don't know enough about it to comment
Will this put people at risk?
Do not know the ins and outs of question
Not able to judge without further information on current use
Consider keeping 3 appliances
How you can get rid of a platform from Macclesfield is beyond me, there are a
number of high rise risks in the area and removing a platform from this corner
of Cheshire is downright dangerous. The travel time from Lymm or Chester to
Macclesfield in rush hour traffic is going to result in lives lost.
Keep 3 of Hydraulic platforms but put stockton Heaths at Lym so they can
have one at Chester and the other at Macclesfield
Because all three are needed
3 hydraulic platforms is stretching enough throughout Cheshire as it is,
reducing to 2 is to severe and will be very noticeable when/if it is reduced as
you only need one big incident that requires 2, then you have no recourses!
Keep them
Protect front line services.
These platforms are vital at large incidents that may occur, and their services
may be needed quickly. As a result, reducing the number of platforms, will
ultimately reduce response times to theses large incidents, if they have to
attend from further distances.
I think we should still stick with three hydraulic platforms if one is out of action
you have always got some back up and you might them somewhere else
I think it is bad idea. I think have more hydraulic platforms and have more
advance hydraulic platforms also have them placed in more rural and city
areas and more widely spread across Cheshire.
I think reducing the number of hydraulic platforms that Cheshire fire and
Rescue Service have is bad idea. I think increasing the number of hydraulic
platforms and have more advance hydraulic platforms also have them placed
more rural and widely spread across Cheshire.
Fire calls are rising so no cuts to appliances should be made
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Keep all of them in all stations because they might be needed in any major
incident in the future if we lose one we could lose another life, of a staff or
public person or animal
Why reduce the amount of platforms if your planning on raising council tax.
Getting more money but reducing service does not make sense
yes - time matters - keep the third platform at Macc - it's just money again
against saving life!!
Three was not enough
To spread just 2 in my mind for the whole of Cheshire is inadequate
I would be concerned if this equipment was moved from Macclesfield due to
road traffic travelling conditions
Leave them as they are
We don't make cuts on safety
With the increase in taller buildings I don't believe a response in an
emergency would be achieved from having only two.
There is not enough as it is
Keep the services we have more not less
To retain the third platform because it may be needed at an incident or to use
if one of the others is out of action!
If 3 are used keep 3
Nothing should be reduced when considering an emergency service
2 hydraulic platforms seem to be insufficient for the whole country
Reduce equipment is not a good thing
I cannot see reducing implement safer options for our lives when in need
Losing a third of your capability is a serious threat to public safety
Should keep ours!
History has taught us important lessons that we should retain flexibility to
deploy specialist resources when demand exists. I don't think reducing to two
is wise, even with lower utilisation there is a benefit of retaining all three.
If you need the 3 platforms, then you must keep them
3 are essential to provide even coverage across the County, given
challenging traffic conditions
3 or more required for area covered
The area is too large for any reduction
If you already have 3 hydraulic platforms it seems silly to mothball one
If we only had two, what would happen if one broke down? Better three
There are significant risks within East Cheshire that require the early
intervention of a height appliance. Have you consulted with Derbyshire &
GMC regarding its pending removal?
Not seen these platforms working but disagree with any reduction of these
Maintain the current amount of platforms
I am not sure removing valuable equipment is ever a good idea?
More cuts! It has to stop!
The demand for ALP's is still at a reasonable height and coverage over
Cheshire is important, but also with a mutual assistance agreement they play
a part in supporting surrounding fire services. Therefore, I feel that reducing
the service's ALP's from three to two would not necessarily be wise.
Only those who utilise the platforms can really make that decision, if there is a
no need and it is a piece of equipment that is no longer vital to the role then it
should be removed
Fire Service knows best
The service knows best exactly what they need
I am not qualified to say. Ask the people who do the jobs
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You must know their effectiveness and I would trust you to make the right
decision in interest of the community
Would support your professional view
Must be left to the experts to decide, surely.
Has any considered to the residents of Range court and Pennine court both
high rise flats, also on Hurdsfiled is Astra Zenca. A rescue platform will come
within the hour by the way it has come from LYMM
Has anyone considered the residents of Range court and Pennine court both
high rise flats
The future needs of an increasing population in Cheshire East & surroundings
As above. A lot of industrial units in Cheshire. In the past 5 years they have
been used a lot and to reduce them could impact on lives and the
environment
The huge incident at Bosley mill must have needed many appliances but you
want to cut them??
But only if volunteers can take over rural areas. Otherwise I disagree. Every
minute counts in an emergency. Fewer stations means longer wait.
Look what happened at Bosley you had to borrow a platform from a
neighboring county.
If reduced keep a good stock of critical spare parts for quick repairs
There seems to be more large fires that need platforms
Are two enough to cover the area safely
There should be adequate staff coverage
Hope there are not a lot of calls at the same time.
The fact that in Warrington more flats built and we must provide the tools to
do the job
Would a reduction be of benefit? Reductions to me means reduction in
strength & service
Place them (3) strategically across the county. Chester and Lymm are very
close to each other
Why are you going to 2 not 3 as 4 could be needed
More cut backs increases risks
These vehicles are large and cumbersome having only 2 would mean large
fires would have a much greater hold sometimes because platform may be
stationed in wrong location
They need to be in a central place because they might not always be required
What happens if one breaks down and the other is miles away from where it’s
needed
Usage of the 3 platforms and whether reducing to 2 would be detrimental to
the service
Emergency services deal with difficult to predict episodes and should be
prepare for all eventualities
Resilience is minimal county wide.
If the proposal to keep just 2 hydraulic platforms is implemented both of these
are in the west of the area leaving certain areas vulnerable to longer
response times.
As long as they can still be used quickly and effectively when a major incident
occurs
All depends on the ability of the 2 platforms to speedily get to the areas of
greatest risk
Attendance times of aerial to various parts of the county
I would guess and hope that this has been thought out and that reducing
them down to two instead of three is because three are never needed. It
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would be interesting to know how many times hydraulic platforms were used
in the last year, and how many times more than one was in use at the same
time, either at the same incident or different incidents and how long it would
take for them to get to all areas of Cheshire from where they are stationed.
Would it put lives at risk?
The journey time to Macclesfield is high from Lymm - there are a high number
of high rise buildings here
What if it is needed at Macclesfield in the future? and not there in time
How far away would back-up systems be situated in case of major fire?
Coverage and time it takes to arrive at the scene of an incident
Why reduce. If it's lack of utilisation then maybe. If there was a big emergency
how long would it take for a third unit to come from out of area?
The time difference in getting to an emergency if you go to two services
Consider the traffic and travel time at busy periods
Chester & Lymm are a long way from a number of bits of Cheshire
How often have 3 been required & will moving the 2 extend response time!
As long as it wouldn’t leave Cheshire fire short of a resource in the event of a
major incident or multiple incidents then it would be a valued saving.
So long as you have assessed the risk involved and it has not increased then
yes
If this makes for a better service
Yes if you can work with two

Proposal to introduce a third engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire stations



















The cover needs to reflect when and where the need is
An improvement on the initial proposals but again a reduction in 24 hour
cover makes things worse rather than better.
Why are you supplying additional pumps here but reducing in places like
Chester and Warrington? I thought Chester with its heritage status would
require extra manpower.
Introduction of an appliance is a positive but this is just masking recent cuts
and supports that part time appliance only works in certain locations
I want to see fire engines all over Cheshire
Give us one more at Frodsham if there is room
Does this mean a reduction in cover elsewhere?
All your proposals seem to be aimed at benefitting South & West Cheshire what about the rest of us
We need to keep the cover of level available at the maximum effectiveness
But am concerned that there will be a diminished service within Chester, a
city with lots of wooden buildings.
There are already additional fire engines at these stations. When the majority
of fire stations surrounding Crewe are retained the second fire engine is
surely important in providing backup to emergencies where a retained pump
cannot turn out?
We need to look at the figures which I do not have
Without knowing the number of call outs and knowing the number of existing
engines it is difficult to agree on
As I don't know these areas it would be difficult to comment
Why the new requirement?
M6 must take a large capacity/time
You're an essential service
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You have a massive oil plant in that area and should always be on guard for if
or when somthink happens on stanlow because its not going to be a small
incident on that site.
More incidents can be attended
This is a 365 day per year 24 hours per day fire and rescue service. One life
saved in any hour is worth every penny of our Council Tax
Fire Service saves lives
I live in Ellesmere Port I am biased
I think all stations need engines & staff as I live in a rural area and assistance
in minutes makes a difference to a call our being equipped
As long as it’s a costed requirement
Would prefer funding placed at stations where you're reducing staffing though
These are large communities and need protection
I don't know the internal politics of the question
Review staffing and equipment instead
The quality and scope of the 'Service' must always be the best that can be
provided
It is best to keep to the three
If you need one and don't have one time can be very critical in a fire
we do need more fire engines at Crewe
Again, assess the need
Based on evidence that there is a need
Has there been a need? Is there a risk to be mitigated here
Enhancing emergency services is a sensible and prudent measure at all
times
Can never have too many! x
As long as the additional pump at Ellesmere Port would NOT replace the
wholetime pumps, then I agree with this decision.
This is not really an additional fire engine in these locations, but a rowing
back on some of the overzealous cuts previously agreed - and probably found
to be impractical. It is disingenuous to pose the question in this way.
Strongly disagree with the misleading question; No additional are Pumps will
be provided. the true facts are that full time firefighters numbers are being
reduced.
I think a WT station like Crewe needs 2 WT crewed pumps
great news with the extra engine however I strongly feel this should also be
manned 24/7, we have more and more houses been built and more traffic on
our roads there are going to be more incidents where we need these brave
men/women to be available when they are needed
A third engine should be staffed 24/7
Clearly based on previous consultations the second engine is justified
This is a loss of resources for local people
Yes this a total waste of money. Why place a 3rd appliance at these stations
to provide cover during the day? It would be prudent to make better use of
the existing resource available at these stations, rather than have the
appliance stand idle during the day. Since there is no guarantee on RDS
availability during the day
Is this to replace the ones you plan to cut or downgrade? It doesn't matter
how you dress it up, we the public know cuts when we see it!
Good move considering the amount of M6 related incidents
Agree - but please see comments made above ref part time staffing
Extra engine at 2 new stations is a great idea
If they are needed and there is proof that they are needed then yes
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If it is needed to give a quicker response and as many units to go out to put
fires out quicker
People would be safer if that could happen
The more the merrier I would say
No I agree totally with the above policy!
If it is necessary, then I agree
Just do it
No I accept your decision
More units is good
Yes if it is needed
If its needed then you must have it
If this has been initiated by demand then it is the correct course of action
If required to ensure safe service yes
Would support your professional view
What happens at weekends though are there less call outs?
Find a way to staff it at weekends
Why only weekdays? Don't fires occur at weekends?
In light of increases in the share of council tax, possibly consider staffing this
on weekends, even if on a on-call basis.
Why not weekends also are fires only during weekdays
Why not weekend when more people are at home/on the roads
Why only week days? If it merits an addition appliance during weekdays for
the life of me I can't understand why weekday evenings and weekends don't?
Perhaps you know why this is? Presumably incidents of all types will be less?
Unless I've missed it - what's the data this is based on and have, for example,
potential terrorists read it and promised to only attack when the additional
engine is in place?
Does data show these are peak times?
Why only 5 days and not 7 days. Did not know fire-fighters (?) worked a 5
day week!
What would happen at weekends, should there be a serious problem? i.e.
flooding or terrorist attack
What about weekends
But poor families & homes should there be a weekend fire
What about weekends
If an extra fire engine is needed during the week why it is not needed over the
weekend
What about evenings and weekends
Any additional fire engines can only benefit the Community, especially staffed
during weekdays
Why not weekends?

Proposal to roll out cardiac response pilot





The reduced numbers of fire crews cannot be at two incidents at the same
time.
Not at the expense of response to other emergencies.
Doesn't this mean a fire crew may be tied up dealing with an incident better
left with the ambulance service - this must affect the response times and
availability of fire engines?
You are a fire and rescue service. Ambulance service should be properly
funded. What about fire cover when you are responding to cardiac arrests
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These could be separate teams in a small vehicle? Not to take away from fire
teams
Is there any conflict if a fire alarm & cardiac arrest call happens at the same
time?
As long as fire response is not impacted, given that we have Ambulance
service
Have you got radio to radio real time comms' with the ambulance service to
avoid getting there after a mobile paramedic or ambulance to avoid wasted
journeys and costs. Coordination I think would be paramount.
Could seem a waste of time & money, but if co-ordinated/with the ambulance
service may prove okay
Be critically aware of resource duplication in this matter
However, were concerned that the service would be so stretched that it might
be unable to respond to another fire, rescue, emergency
Immediate treatment is necessary for this medical emergency but it should be
remembered a fireman's first priority is fire
I can see the reasoning behind this, due to current pressures on NWAS. But I
think it will detract vital fire & rescue crews from being available to respond to
other emergencies where their invaluable skills are required. You cannot rely
on neighbouring F&RS's to provide backup whilst your crews are detained at
a medical emergency.
Who's going to fires when your at an Ambulance call? The fire service is
already over stretched due to cuts....the Ambulance service should be better
funded!
More defibrillators please to make more places. Shops would help the
Ambulance Service
De-fibs should be in all Cheshire schools staff need training
The more people who use defibrillators the more likely people are to survive
Get rid of the fear and ridiculously long training for use of AED's - they are
very easy to use
facilitate the installation of defibrillators more widely
Do not know I cannot make any decision
Don't understand how the fire service help if NHS is already attending, this
isn't clear
First responders are an excellent idea.
Please remember they have community first responders too that are voluntary
staff who work form them that go to cardiac arrest in some areas of Cheshire
and it would be good if you could work with the community first responders
teams that are out there.
Depends on siting of 1st responders
I think more local based paramedics are the way forward
What happens at weekends though are there less call outs?
None at moment
Not sure why this is needed as ambulance service have fast response
vehicles and possibly bikes which are faster and more maneuverable than fire
engines.
A speedy response is essential
My wife has a heart problem relating to a double bypass 20 years ago
No comment
Would it be possible for the Fire Service to provide training to community
groups on this (possible income)
Let's judge it when it's been running for a while.
Are the fire service becoming part of the NHS
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Timing is everything with cardiac failure. The closest service to the scene
should be deployed
Your "first to incident" resource should have this capability
I consider all professional bodies to have a knowledge based on cardiac
response
Should be the most economic way of providing the cover required
This seems to work in mainland Europe
Expensive fire fighting equipment should not be tied up attending medical
emergencies
what sort of vehicle and number of staff are to respond? if it is a fully manned
front line fire appliance i would consider this to be an excessive cost to the fire
authority
I cannot see why the Fire Service is involved with this - what is the reason?
This is more of a medical issue
This would mean additional costs to the Service. NW Ambulance service
must be extended instead.
Ambulance job??
Are North West Ambulance Service toing to help fight fires?
I am not against fire fighters responding when they can to these situations.
However, the context of an increasingly poor ambulance service suggests this
is a sticking plaster for the real problem of increasing response times for
paramedics. It also risks these two service being pushed together by default.
Agree but I think the fire service need to concentrate on fire and rescue not
keep backing up other emergency services which are struggling. It just
falsifies the stats.
There is a need for the Fire & Rescue Service to provide fire and rescue while
the ambulance service provide Cardiac Response and response to
emergency health calls. Senior management in both Services and County
Councillors need to fight to save the Services rather than accept constant
cuts while accepting increased individual pay rises!!
You are bailing out the ambulance service increasing response times to your
core duties
Its another cutback due to Government reductions in services
I understand the reasons why but feel that this should be the priority of the
medical emergency services so you can concentrate on fire related issues
I believe this hides the gap in the NHS & is not best use of Fore Service
resources
You must ensure NWAS doesn't rely on CHRS to achieve its nationally
agreed service levels. If you are complimenting there provision in some
areas that is preferable to what I fear will be the case, which is being the only
resource available at certain times because of a lack of investment or
resource planning by NWAS.
I agree with it in principle, but if you are responding to red one calls you may
as well properly upskill firefighters as technicians and paramedics and give
them the skills to provide a proper professional and thorough response.
If they are closer and it saves a life then go for it
Saves lives
This is an excellent idea
Being able to save lives when first on the scene is of untold benefit to the
families concerned if it saves lives
An excellent & necessary service
The nhs is pushed as it is so i feel all emergency services should roll this out.
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I think it can be proven to be an extremely valued resource that will save life
and promote inter-service working. I have personally seen the benefits first
hand in Greater Manchester and it undoubtedly helps NWAS during times of
budget cuts and a severe staff/resource shortage.
It will be vital in rural areas of our county to reach patients in small time
frames
as this would help to waiting time for ambulance and help to save more lives
I think it's really good idea to roll out the cardiac response project because it
means Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service and The North West Ambulance
will be able to reach more patients than before and be able to cover more
areas in Cheshire and The North West
Yes this is a great idea to have along with there first aid training, save more
lives
Think this is an amazing idea
From my understanding it works well in the Manchester area and has
enhanced relationships between the two services.
A very good idea
All emergency services should be able to respond to cardiac response
This will save lives. Result
The more the better
It will help save more lives
Any extra services that help to save lives can only be good.
Combination may save more lives
No I totally agree with the above plan!
The more trained service personnel the more lives can be saved
This is a brilliant idea. NWAS are under extreme pressure. A person does not
care which uniform you are wearing if you can save their life.
Good news
This is something that can and will save lives.
It’s a way of getting a result quicker when fire are on scene
No reason why if you are on shift you should not give cardiac response
Any extra teams would benefit someone's life
Anything that saves lives has to be good
Very important. With the obesity problem more people are likely to have
heart attacks
Needed to support Ambulance Service
If it helps to save lives, its good
Great idea
Great news - thank you
Have not heard if this but if it saves lives it can only be good
Seems a routine move to save life
It could save lives
What an excellent addition to the Service
Could be very essential
Research suggests responses to cardiac episodes are Increasingly required
Anything that helps to save lives has to be a good thing
It's an essential service for the community
Excellent plans
It is a brilliant scheme which would also improve fire service attendance
figures.
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Never seen Cheshire fire hq so wouldn't know if it needs a refurb
I don't know Winsford
Not well informed about this
Do not know what this entails
Don 't know anything about training facilities so can't comment
Focus on bringing in more experienced people to train, experience is key to
help develop and teach recruitments better and quicker.
To maintain present facilities at HQ in order to reduce any6 budgetary
increase within the next 5 years
You do what is necessary
Training is also necessary for all fire service staff
you know best
Ask the people who work there
If you kept it here in Warrington, where is your training HQ now?is it Winwick
road?
If decision is a cost effective option
Training is prime
Only where money is used correctly and not on things not as important
There is no substitute for planned training
If required?
I presume the question relates to enhancing the existing facilities.
Redevelopment implies re-location elsewhere
Should be based on your own economic assessment
Yes - get your own "trainer" trainers - the cost of external qualification is rising
every year
Offer any spare capacity to industry
Are they inadequate
Its about time you spent some of the millions you have in reserve! If only all of
us, the public knew how you preach austerity, cut front line services and then
sit on millions and millions in reserve!
You have not long spent a lot of money developing your Winsford HQ. Again
such changes seem very wasteful in terms of short term capital expenditure.
No doubt there will be more change and more expenditure if the Fire Service
is pushed towards integration with the Ambulance Service, rather than the
Police.
Enough money has been spent at Winsford and recent suggestions to move
to different training sites mean any more money spent on Winsford could be
spent on areas to be left behind in the future.
If Winsford HQ is to be kept, the facilities at Lymm should be merged or vice
versa - 2 sites is a luxury
Go to Northwich as previously planned
If this means spending more money then no Winsford already have the
majority policing
Pointless time and money waste.
How does this proposal fit in with the Blue Light Collaboration?
Though feels short sighted not to work with other emergency services on the
project
Best value for money should be sought. Also could have potential to provide
facilities to other organisations and make money
Create am alliance with GMF&RS. They are building a facility like this at the
moment
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Amalgamation of the two resources should be financially more cost efficient in
the long term
Would it not be more cost effective to use a shared site
Surely cost effective to share premises with police and/or ambulance
It is essential that adequate training facilities are maintained to ensure that full
training can be provided.
A good idea financially
As long as you employ more fire fighters
There will be more facilities for training, which help the community in the long
term
Well done and good luck
If this is best value for money
Very good idea
It is a good idea to retain the existing site for training purpose (independent of
Cheshire Police)!
Only if its part of the overall business plan
It is definitely the most cost effective use of resources
It's critical that you have the best facilities to provide the best training
You have done the maths to prove this course of action. Hope your facility
can be used on a national scale
This would save money overall and it would improve the service
training is important so agree with the above
Again - Great news - Thank you
It should result in a more efficient service
Improvement in training facilities can only benefit the firemen and the service

Proposal to introduce a new policy on responding to Automatic Fire Alarms






















If a charge is imposed people may turn them off with the consequence of loss
of life
If you don't already make a charge for false fire alarm turn outs
Fine businesses with faulty systems
If called out twice to same company fines should be enforced
Compensation to service if called on false alarm
I think false alarms that go off must be faulty and a charge of a call out if a call
out was not necessary
Do you still charge firms for false alarms? If not, please do so?
Fine repeated company offender. Regularly serviced systems should not give
false alarm signals
Fine false calls - ensure business fit the most efficient smoke alarms
Most AFD calls turn out to be false alarms
No further comments
We need to look at the individual situation
it may have to be flexible
You know best
Depends on the policy
Safety is paramount
Only that if it reduces false alarms it is essential
Do whatever is necessary
Should be data led
It depends is the provision is going to be compromised and reduced
3 counts and out or maybe 2!
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Facts, figures given in your proposed plan would indicate the area policy
would be ok
Wasted call outs must be eliminated
I am sure everything will work out fine
It should result in less false alarms
This I would think is obvious
False alarms take up valuable time of the fire brigade
How can the service ensure it is not responding to a false alarm?
Now will you decide if you should attend or not. What about vacant
properties?
Don't know how you could differentiate between genuine and false alarms
This is a different one how can detect which ones are false alarms. I am sure
it needs to be looked at
It is important that the mechanisms to check to (can't read) of the alarm are
substantial enough so that a real fire can properly be ruled out
Very difficult to know whether calls are a hoax
How will you be able to assess whether a call is false? Do you charge for
false call outs?
What if? What if it is not a false alarm?
An AFA should always get an automatic response, no questions asked. The
majority are false alarms, but that one attendance where it's a proper job
could result in saved lives and property. What harm does it do to get a truck
rolling. AFA's have also been an important training tool for helping firefighters
learn their patch
Current changes have been more than enough. Lives and property have lost
priority to savings on fuel and reduction in calls for official figures.
Alarms give a good early warning of fire. Early attendance could prevent a big
fire occurring.
Carry on as before
Often it is only when a crew arrive at such an incident that they discover it is
actually a false alarm and not a real incident!
One can never be too cautious
Important you respond promptly in case there is a fire
Prefer that you still attend false alarms
I do not know what your current policy is so am unable to say if you should
charge it
Do not know what the plans are
Not sure what this means, majority of people don't respond to alarms anyway
No info on subject
I don't know enough about this to comment.
Clearly you need to act on this but no details provided to express an opinion
on
Not heard about this policy
Know nothing about this
No information regarding policy changes!
Not sure exactly what the current policy for attending false alarms is, or what
the proposals are
Not enough information
What will the policy entail?
Just send one pump rather than two or three pumps
1 plan I could feel might work is u have either have an emergency fire car go
out rrv. And have the fire engine make its way and if there is a fire then the
engine will be used but if it’s a false alarm the person in the rrv can cancel the
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engine saving a bit of a wasted journey. Or use the police first to confirm the
fire.
Should be interesting what insurance companies say about this should a
building burn down because of a lack of response to a call.
What is the cost of bogus visits? Can you get feedback from police helicopter
daytime and with thermal imaging at night to validate the reality so that
decisions could be made entirely route whether to abort. I think it would be
dangerous to delay dispatch awaiting confirmation.
I like to see motorbikes used so that "first to incident" can stand down the
response crew at its earliest opportunity
When receiving an AFA Control should contact the premises to confirm the
need for attendance
Does the technology after alarms need to be improved to help prevent false
alarms
The industry should develop further improved technology to absolutely
minimise the number of false automatic fire alarms.
Fine the property owners with faulty alarms important they are brought up to
date with alert technology. It should be the property owners responsibility to
have the correct equipment
I hope the alarms will continue to improve, so there are fewer false alarms. I
would not want the new policy to do anything to0 discourage people from
fitting false alarms, such as fining them for false alarms.
Increased the charge for false alarms - that will encourage companies to
invest in state of the art modern direct CCTV alarms
AFA's are not fires local info can be fed back
Greater enlightenment & education of business staff on reduction of false
alarms & possible weekly HFS measures undertaken by businesses
Many people are careless about maintaining their fire alarm
It's not clear from the Summary of Proposals what the new policy will be (nor
what the existing one is but I assume it's always attend). I think a trained and
competent person should always investigate a fire alarm. Perhaps that could
be a person from the business or someone living/ working nearby who could
be paid by the business (or several local businesses) to take on that role.
We already have this in place at my place of work and seems to work as long
as responders are trained
Training and keeping up to date is imperative to operation standards

Proposal to campaign to keep sprinkler requirements in schools in place












Not a particularly effective policy, bearing in mind the cost of a sprinkler
system.
Water damages equipment and books
The only downside are pranksters deliberating causing the activation of the
sprinklers
Too many places are an exception to this to make some compulsory
No further comments
Keep up the good work
Make sure they work
Just hope and pray the number of false alarms continues to decrease
No comment
Does extend to other buildings regularly used by children e.g. youth centres,
Scout/Guide huts?
You can’t place a value on lives
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What price safety & lives
Unfortunately, schools are a common target for arsonists
Everything seems fine
Excellent idea and hope this is in the Council's plans for new housing estates
Yes have worked in schools, I can say we need
~Another essential service
Most definitely as long as they are kept in good working order
They should be maintained regularly
Also any public building this must save lives
Keep children safe save lives
No the above makes sense!
Important to protect the children & staff
Best thing ever if maintained properly
Should be mandatory planning requirement
Systems must be checked regularly and I think schools need to do more fire
drills educating children & staff
Make it Law for this to happen - Govt needs to be involved
Use your expertise to link with proposed new school building projects at the
planning stage in this matter
I feel this is critical
I'm amazed there's any question over this. Apart from the obvious safety
aspect, there's also what must be a relativley low cost of installation
compared with the property and disruption costs of a fire.
We must keep our children/future safe
Yes - but again look at hi fog and super pressure systems - it is the way
forward
If they work and inhibit damage, keep them
This is a foolish and unwise move by the Government
Schools can be vulnerable and targeted environments
Children must be kept safe
The campaign should include for compulsory Sprinklers to be installed in
large retail outlets and storage facilities
Good idea.
Make sure people understand what to when they activate (training)
To update when required with any new sprinklers that are on the market
Are old school buildings also checked to give adequate fire prevention
equipment

Further comments







Possibility of misuse from some pupils
Encourage schools to be more aware
There is always a cost to any improvement. However, some firms have really
stepped up, with their own first response pumps, sprinklers and extinguishers.
Other firs and shops have not or their extinguishers are blocked in. Use the
Fire Safety Order to force changes
The cardiac response unit is a great idea if recommended to be in all fire
stations. The promoting of sprinklers in schools especially new one if future is
highly recommended
Priorities placed on non-core activities such as cardiac response when focus
should be on improving staffing at non full time stations and not losing a third
of your areal capabilities
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I always agree with improvements provided they are done with everyone's
interests at heart. Responding to cardiac arrest may benefit the patient but if a
fire vehicle and ambulance respond to 1 incident it is taking 2 vehicles off the
road at one time it has to be made sure that this isn't detrimental to the next
patient/caller.
24/7 stations I feel should have crews to man the engines on site. Fantastic
job guys, thanks for making our county a safer place
Put more people on call
How can a station that has just been built change how it operates before it
has even opened?
Volunteer fire stations needed!!!
I live in Runcorn and would like current front line services maintained
All though lots of the proposals make sense, I cannot agree to the IRMP while
the changes for staffing for second engines in areas such as Crewe remain in
place. Housing in these areas is increasing all the time, and thus the risk of
fire also seems more likely, so changing the staffing for these engines to oncall appears to me to be quite dangerous.
As long as we each have our own Fire station in each town
You must keep in mind that South West Cheshire is remote from all
concentrations of the main services. Response times are as important to the
residents of that area as they are in the more densely populated areas.
You seem to have completely forgotten North & East Cheshire exist - other
than to remove services from Macclesfield
You should be considering all areas not just Crewe and Chester area in light
of the explosion at Bosley. Macclesfield has large industry too, also hospital
and fast railway all potential danger areas that platform needs to be retained
here
10 minute response standard seem quite a long time
Moving assets around the service would potentially lead to delays in
responding
The new fire station at Penketh is located close to a 50mph bend, perhaps
warning lights should be installed on the road leading from Widnes to
Warrington to advise drivers that a vehicle may be pulling out from the station.
I think you should be awarded more funding to ensure the plans you have to
increase your services
Keep the service strong shared service operating centre to keep cost down as
opposed to cutting services a great service and needs to stay that way
These will cost money so perhaps this will mean an increase in council tax
which many would not welcome
PLEASE ENSURE THAT HIS ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICE IS FULLY
SUPPORTED AND ENHANCED IN BOTH PHYSICAL AND FINANCIAL
TERMS
Bring back local control centres specifically for cheshire
Think be good idea if gas is supplied in housing that carbon monoxide ought
to be fitted in every home to prevent fire and deaths
But some questions still require answers
Yes making Cheshire safer why it is not at the moment safe?
Improve the Service
I do not agree with 12 hour shifts - has any the top managers ever worked a
12 hour shift - well I have and it's too much. I hope common sense prevails
and bot make our brave fire fighters work these hours - would you work 12
hour shifts whilst sorting out this survey - I think not
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It is important to keep looking forward and modifying plans as the most
important but retain good employee relations and maintain good morale
Appreciate all the efforts made to keep people safe at home and elsewhere
Please just keep up the good work
Think you do a remarkable job. Thank you
You are considering & planning for unforeseen circumstances which is good,
you may have missed something but you are trying. That is good
Only that the safety of everyone including fire officers is paramount
Think reviews of plans are always good luck to reaching this one. Thank-you
for the opportunity to contribute to this one.
You do a fantastic job keep up the good work keeping everyone safe
including yourselves
This is all about saving lives, reducing injuries, and minimising fire or accident
damage. Funding and working terms and conditions needs to be tailored and
targeted specifically to where it is required an considered wisely
Just make it as safe as you can
I think the safety/health advice/smoke alarms very important as a deterrent
against fire. I sent for them to my Moths smoke alarm replacement & they
discovered a dangerous plug in her electric fire. Which are then contacted an
electrician to attend to it (it was a potential fire risk!) We are both over 65 yrs
but if this service was extended to younger age groups it may prevent
problems in early stages (I do not live with my Mother, but on same street)
Just make sure it happens!
The questions seem to be for other areas than Macclesfield which makes a
difference to some answers
Any improvement is good
I think all our emergency services need correct support in the right places
where priorities are made first
Thank you for doing a good job & keep it up!!
Only that its pleasing to note the evidence that the Fire service is constantly
reviewing its service to ensure this meets the demand and there is sufficient
capacity to deal with any emergency incident appropriately and responsively
A good clear document, but needs an explanation of the term Hydraulic
platform and why the number of these is likely to be reduced. What are the
specific risks of Chester and Lymm and their surrounds that don't apply
elsewhere in Cheshire.
I don't understand Q14, as I have responded to specific aspects of the plan in
Q7 to Q13
more free smoke alarms fitted in Crewe
I hope this Q is on recycled paper. It seems an extravagant way to elicit
views.
Any plans that help prevent loss of life (and property) can only be good. It is
vital all the emergency services work together for the safety of the public
Re Q 14. Know nothing about this
We need a good functioning fire service that is available to everyone as
nobody can foresee when they might need this service and educating people
to dangers is a must as prevention is better than cure
It would only make it safer and that is better for everyone
Anything is a positive if it makes everyone safer
The fire service has good ambitions. Hopefully I will become part of it in the
future. I would like to find out about the situation involving Chester Fire
Station.
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All the plans look very sensible. I am not sure how the move to a single joint
hq site will impact those communities which currently have a fire and rescue
service
Make the involvement of young people a top priority
Most of the questions are impossible to answer due to the lack of information
provided around how the Service currently runs
Some of the proposals are not explained fully enough to enable an informal
decision as to whether I agree or disagree with the proposal
Not enough information to form an opinion
Good to see progressive, planned changes to maintain and improve services
within realistic budget.
It reads very good - keep up the good work!
Well done you are doing good job
No comments satisfied
This a vital service and extending these services can only be a positive thing
to do
Year plans are excellent if you can get them carried through
Keep up the good work
As safety is paramount, your plans are right
This seems to be a must
Appears to be on the right lines
All of these are very sound ideas and a good way to serve the community
Overall we feel very safe when reading what you are doing/proposing for the
County
Review resources, speak to more experienced frontline firefighters as to what
is very much needed! Experience is key to new ideas.
I don't think the public knows the ins and outs to be able to make a comment
You are the experts - if you feel these changes/proposals are required then I
support you
The fire fighters need to be supported & consulted more their input is
imperative
Much of this is outside the knowledge of most people ... We rather trust the
professionals to know their plans
I feel I am not qualified to answer these questions, having no experience or
knowledge of the service
It’s a bit off this subject, but it is a growing safety issue, namely bikes. I
welcome the fact that more people are riding bikes again, but some riders
disregard the rules of the road, so there needs to be more education about
this, especially with teenagers. Also there is a growing risk to the safety of
pedestrians one foot paths. Not sure who should run with this, but it is a
growing need
Don't get too involved with road safety - give more to traffic police
Still see drivers on mobile phones in cars with children can you do something
about this irresponsible attitude?
I do not accept that the reducing number of fires should be a reason to reduce
the level and speed of response that is provided to the incidents that do
occur.
Employ more wholetime and less retained. Streamline top heavy
management structure to save money
The consultation process has been presented with spin and mirrors to obtain
the predetermined management outcome. No real mention of reduced
numbers of whole time fire fighters and the consequently increased response
times.
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The fire service is full of fluff and needs to become a efficiency based reactive
service
Reductions in service levels should result in lower costs to the public
I believe that if there is a head count on personnel it should start from the top.
Then people’s safety is not affected.
Calling it Making Cheshire Safer does not mean it's true. All I see is cuts to
services reading between the lines.
Together with police and ambulance services CFR provides our front line
responses to difficult and dangerous situations. It is a matter of concern that
nothing should be done to reduce the capability of CFR to respond to these
situations.
As a Cheshire resident I hope this plan will result in an improved fire service
and not be used to further reward senior staff for making savings.
It is time for Senior Management and Fire Authorities to say no to further
reductions. We have an ever- increasing population with an ever-increasing
age expectancy--we need an ever-increasing rescue service.
The service needs to be more cost effective especially at a time when the
work load is continuing to reduce.
Expenses of all administration and management committees should be
scrutinised
We need our fire service! Stop the cuts!
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Appendix 6 – Staff comments received via the consultation
survey
At the end of the survey respondents were asked if they wished to make any
further comment on the proposals in question. The following section includes
staff comments that were received. There were 313 additional comments
made in total, including comments that stated the respondent had no further
comments to make (these are not shown).
Proposal to increase council tax by 1.99%





















Cheshire fire service is offering a service that allows fire deaths to double
puts members of the public and the service at risk due to the use of a system
( on call ) that does not work and increased attendance times, its a bargain
basement service for premium prices.
The public are not receiving the benefits of increases t their council tax but
ever decreasing Firefighter numbers and front line cuts.
Every year the precept increases yet every year front line services are cut
We (The tax payers) do not mind paying a very small increase for an
essential service, but we expect to see front line services protected......not
cut.
This will happen across the country so is no surprise really!
as the fire service has one of the lowest income from council tax out of the
public services
Funding of a modern fire service, in terms of operational and non operational
needs will require ongoing monitoring of the need to agree
It is not evident whether this share of Council Tax is parallel and in line with
that of other public sector providers. That would give a clear indication as to
whether this percentage is fair.
There are more pressing issues to be funded by Council Tax
We increased it last year and just put the money in the bank. Why are we
punishing the residents of Cheshire when we don't need the money? And why
are we increasing by 1.99%? If we need more money ask for 2% or more.
1.99% is an insult to people's intelligence, and a cheat to get round
legislation.
we have excess funds available
When we have had capacity to amass such a large 'reserve' fund it is
questionable as to whether an increase in tax or cuts to the service are
required.
the fire authority currently has a surplus of 40 million pounds so surely no
need to increase tax
The limited money this generates isn't worth the increase to the tax payer
when we have reserves
As a Cheshire council tax payer it is difficult to see where this extra increase
is being spent for the benefit and safety of firefighters and the community
when there are millions in the backup fund, government grants for new
stations which don't come out of our budget and firefighters cant get basic
PPE requests approved.
I feel it is wrong to increase council tax when the whole time fire cover is
being reduced in the area I live.
With all the frontline reductions we should see a reduction in our council tax
precept not an increase!!
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Yes however I feel it should be down to the residents of Cheshire East as to
whether they are prepared to pay more to maintain a better service.
1.99% is a small amount in the grand scheme of things
I believe the Fire Authority should always push for the maximum level of
funding possible.
Fire needs a greater budget.
needed to maintain the current level of cover
Money needs to be generated in order to offset some of the budget restraints
currently being imposed by CLG.
Whilst I agree in principal I find it difficult to accept that the government are
cutting budgets but the public have to pay more to maintain a service which is
supposed to be run by the government.
I would rather pay an increased rate and know that the level of service I am
receiving is of a high standard than pay less and cause the service to be
required to make cuts to meet the loss.
The Fire Service is good value for money and is not a significant financial
burden on tax payers.
Funds are required to continue to provide an adequate service
The Authority seems to be banking on continual increases; while I support
this there is a limit that the public will reach with accepting such a plan.
to adequately fund the service in the face of budget reductions
Don't see an alternative if we are going to see a reduction in funding from
central government.
Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service offer good value for money. The small
increase in council tax will ensure we continue to do so.
I think Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service offer the public good value for money
and a small increase in Council tax ensure we continue to do so.
The service has managed to reduce its spending and accumulate a large
amount of financial reserves, this would we the same as increasing your mark
up when profits are at an all time high whilst customers income is going down.
Would only agree if the money is to be used for an enhancement of the
Firefighters wages.
why does it have to increase by 1.99% what are the extra raised funds
proposed to be spent on?
There are many savings to be made primarily top down, also the money being
spent on new buildings which are not required.
the fire service squander money
As long as its spent on frontline cover.
How can you justify spending money on leather soled shoes for all officers
and ridiculous items such as bags, mugs, water bottles, etc for the watch
managers development programme.

Proposal to review staffing systems







Further cuts to front line appliances and changes to crewing systems will
increase response times. I believe that these decisions are wrong. Our
primary function is to save lives. Slower response or no response from a
station will cost lives at some point.
If the on call hours change it will affect turn out times and availability
Flexibility of availability for on call fire fighters at respective stations
these systems are currently failing and pumps are off the run far too
frequently, they need reviewing and putting back to 24/7 wholetime cover
Provided the levels of response are still met by experienced firefighters
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staffing can’t be reduced any more without risk to members of the public
there are times when the cover is failing
New HP to be staffed at Macclesfield (providing better resilience across the
county), whole-time in day on call at night. Macclesfield only station not to
have extra skills allocated (why??)
I believe the Hydraulic Platform at Macclesfield plays an important role in the
area. It has been used several times in the 12 months that I have been in the
service. We have the staffing already in place to man the appliance and have
used it to make jobs safer for our crews and the public.
I would like to see some consideration for peoples leave entitlements. 5 on a
watch will leave few opportunities for staff to take leave at a time that is
actually useful to them (during school holidays). It would be useful if the
service could treat leave as an entitlement rather than a privilege and
facilitate staff to take leave when they need it. Due to our pay rises being
restricted to 1% for the past 8 years leave is one of the few things that can
help save money on childcare costs at school holiday times. Maybe the
service could use PAS or overtime to facilitate leave still allowing 2 people to
be off at any one time on the nucleus system. There is talk of the 7.5% being
removed from our salary. To do this with have a huge effect on people’s lives
and again it is felt that the service are willing to remove this without a
moments thought.
I think the proposal to drop the watches down to 5 needs to be
addressed/looked into as there is a concern as to when and how we can
schedule in our PH's when there is someone on annual leave and you need a
day off for a birthday or childcare issues that may arise.
These are already the best value for money staffing systems. Why change
them?
These systems work. they cover short term sickness and are cost affective.
I feel that the system worked at the above stations represents good value for
money and in addition has consistently proved to be most versatile in
covering deficiencies within the service.
Over the last few years there has been a lot of decisions made which have
unsettled a lot of people. Surely it is about time things are allowed to settle
down so that people can deal with all the changes that have already taken
place. Some changes are being considered and the original ones have not
even had time to start.
These stations have already seen changes and reductions in levels of fire
cover, they should not be reviewed again.
Why the necessity to tinker continuously with duty systems, staff are told that
systems are future proofed yet nothing lasts more than a few years before it
changes.
As I'm not based there it wouldn't affect me unless it was to help us get leave.
This does not affect my area and thus I don't feel knowledgeable enough to
respond.
I would not agree with the review of Penketh. Potentially look at reinstating
night-time cover at Wilmslow due to uncertainty of on-call availability still at
that station.
the system at Birchwood and Macclesfield work, at present there is no data to
show if the duty system at penketh works or not, however Wilmslow duty
system may need looking at due to the amount of support it required at night
time.
How can you be looking to review a shift system at a station that is not even
open yet, i.e. Penketh?? This appears as either poor strategic planning or an
opportunity for the Fire Service reduce the Fire cover within the Halton area
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even further than it already will be, ultimately putting its Operational
employees and the communities it is meant to serve at risk.
These were reviewed less than 5 years ago to make savings. Penketh is
literally brand new how can you review anything that doesn't have a
background of data to pull from? Or is it you present a budget with Penketh
on 24/7 shift then as soon as it opens change to a day duty version and hey
presto you have saved some money, when you were only ever going to run it
on a day duty system in the first place?
The decision to revise the staffing at Penketh has already been taken in the
absence of any data. If Penketh moves to OnCall in the evening then this
leaves just two WT appliances across the whole of Warrington and Widnes
which I feel is insufficient for both Community and FF safety.
It would have been beneficial to have announced this review prior to the staff
redeployment process which now sees staff placed choosing and placed at
Penketh on a system that will be changing.
Mainly Penketh when it was proposed a Wholetime station now nucleus when
appliances have been decreased at Widnes & Warrington.
Penketh fire station has not even opened yet, and the staffing system is to be
reviewed? This can only mean a downgrading of fire cover to on call only at
night?
How can you review a shift system at penketh when you don't know how busy
the station is going to be. In my opinion, it has the potential to be the busiest
station in the county and management are once again plucking ideas up from
thin air.
I think the review is relevant given the staffing models adopted at other
stations
If this is to reduce staffing levels and availability, then yes I strongly disagree.
If it is to increase staffing levels to a safe level, then I would support a review.
keep in line with other station numbers
I agree that it is productive to review staffing systems of fire stations
throughout the county in order to streamline efficiencies. To instil stability and
continuity amongst staff, perhaps consideration could be given to ensure that
this further review be confirmed as the completed review of all fire stations
within the area of responsibility.
No information about what the potential new systems would be, why they
need to be reviewed and what the aim of reviewing them would be.
Can these systems be more cost effective?
We should continue to review staffing systems year on year to ensure we are
providing value and resources are assigned to risk.
We should continually be reviewing staffing systems to ensure we are getting
value and the correct resources are assigned.
Changes to Macclesfield and Birchwood need to be handled particularly
sensitively given the local resistance to the last changes to crewing
arrangements there.
Have you spoken to the firefighters involved for their opinion?

Proposal to remove the third hydraulic platform



unsure as having one based in Cheshire West and the other towards
Warrington leaves quite a large space over to the East.
Reviews across other FRA's areas could mean Cheshire East could be
waiting for over an hour for an HP to attend an incident. HP's are an essential
tool and an important safe system of work for firefighter safety. 3 Should be
kept in the service.
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This will clearly impact the services ability to respond adequately when more
than one appliance is needed.
because it is reduction in cover
There are many occasions where one is off the run due to staffing,
maintenance or in use at an incident which would leave only 1 in the county.
Why not keep a third? As we then have to rely on other brigades if more are
required.
reduction in cover
This is a reduction of cover
Makes sense to put these in more suitable strategic places, in terms of speed
to incidents anywhere in Cheshire.
Cheshire East will be left without adequate cover and the time lag will be
excessive and lead to an increased risk to life
Reducing the resilience will detrimentally affect the ability of the service to
deal with its own incidents robustly.
Access to hydraulic platforms considering Cheshire is so vast.
it fits with historical need
Unable to comment due to limited technical knowledge on this particular
matter.
bargain basement service for premium prices
An essential asset to operational crews is being reduced. how can anyone
agree with that?
Is this justified or just to cut costs. if to cut costs then stop buying ridiculous
items
The use of this type of appliance is likely to increase and for the cost of
maintenance it is an asset worth hanging on to.
The removal of the HP from Macclesfield I feel is a step too far as all it takes
to maintain it is training and vehicle maintenance, as it is already not staffed
wholetime.
The new HP at Chester has not been fully tested in action yet. If any of its
systems fail we would be down to 1 platform. This is not acceptable for the
varied risks within our area.
The reason I disagree with this is if one is O.T.R then there would only be one
in the county also if there was a large incident that needed them we wouldn't
have them available.
any cut to front line appliances is a cut I can’t agree with
moving from 3 HP's to 2 is a mistake in my opinion as this leaves the service
with a total lack of resilience, if one of the new ALP's is OTR due to repair or
away for a service routine then the county is left short of Aerial cover and to
rely on another FRS is a major mistake. Having 3 ALP's would add resilience
with operational cover and also serve as resilience for training especially with
Chester’s ALP going to driver only and other stations personnel having to be
trained to operate it, which will lead to skill depreciation and in my opinion
lead to dangerous instances occurring at incidents as an operator who may
not be best confident in using the ALP having to operate it. The training for
these new ALP's will be continuous and these appliances will be constantly
travelling round each of the designated trained stations for training hours to
be carried out which in time will lead to a diluted training regime.
This would increase response times for a HP in Cheshire East. there are at
least 6 high rise building in Cheshire East plus large number of low and
medium rise building. There is no cost savings apart from service costs of the
HP being at Macclesfield as it is staffed by on-call fire fighters and with the
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proposals the on call at Macclesfield would keep the HP skill set maintain and
the establish wouldn't be reduced.
Going into the future where there is always the potential for more high rises to
be built, I think Cheshire would benefit from maintaining three hydraulic
platforms. The speed of their deployment could have a major impact on
saving lives.
I feel that if there is an incident on the Mersey in Warrington then on the Dee
in Chester That will take up the two platforms then heaven forbid that there is
an incident in a block of flats we would find it very difficult to send a platform
as 2 were already being used.
No justification given for reducing the number from 3 to 2.
I never agree with any cut to a pump
I believe that this decision is proportionate to the risk, availability of OTB
vehicles, turn out history and life saving capabilities.
The incident volumes attended by our Aerial appliances clearly do not warrant
the maintenance of 3 appliances. I would therefore support the proposal to
reduce this to 2 appliances at the locations proposed.
The business case clearly identifies that due to the limited amount of time
these key assets are utilised, supports the needs for the organisation to
reduce to two. The amount of training time, maintenance costs and long term
replacement costs does not warrant three HP's/ALPs for such as small
service geographically.
There doesn't seem to be a need for 3 in the county, I strongly disagree with
Macclesfield losing its HP and lymm gaining one. As a member of
Macclesfield staff I feel we are being down-skilled and it is having a real
negative effect on morale, there is very much a feeling that we don't matter in
the eyes of the service. It would make a greater saving to have a new HP at
Macclesfield rather than Lymm and have it crewed by nucleus in the day and
on call at night.
Given the structures that are in the area I do not see the use of an additional
platform

Proposal to introduce a third fire engine at Crewe and Ellesmere Port fire
stations









If this is in addition to the existing staffing levels of 2016, I believe staffing the
appliances with crews of 5 would be more beneficial and resilient.
as for making Cheshire safer, this instance contradicts this statement, this
headline should read MAKING CHESHIRE CHEAP, putting a price on a life.
If the density of the local population in these locations is significantly greater
than where the two additional fire engines come from, then it would be
reasonable to introduce an additional fire engine at these locations.
I would have thought less incidents happen in the day
No information given on why this proposal is being proposed.
Staffed by who? Your IRMP is very vague what classes as "new crewing
arrangements". On call that you currently struggle to fill in those areas who
would predominantly work during the day in their full time job, or wholetime
firefighters doing extra or moved to work a day duty system. If you fill the
information out properly in the IRMP I can give an honest assessment.
The on call recruitment campaigns have not delivered what was anticipated.
The revised approach is a sensible and positive response which give the
communities the resources in the form of fire engines we promised, and gives
the organisation greater control and resilience of these resources on a day to
day basis.
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These areas struggle to recruit on call fire fighters which could mean at
weekends and night times these areas would only have 1 fire engine leaving
fire fighters and the public in that area vulnerable.
There should be 2 wholetime appliances as Crewe is surrounded by On-call
that are not always available. Plus you say about using it for resilience &
training, in other words used for standby at other stations so its not even in
Crewe.
It does not say the staffing arrangements of these pumps, which could be on
call and a reduction of cover, and not actually on the run. Or you may not get
the staff to man the on call pump.
These stations are not ready to have on call staff, Crewe station is not in a
place that is easily accessible within response time for staff responding to
incidents.
The proposals for Ellesmere Port are not clear in this statement, and I believe
it is misleading all who read it, including the public. This is not an additional
fire engine but is a replacement for the existing second pump. The on call
recruitment drive has failed, and this is a change of plan in response to that
failure. In my opinion, the on call model for second pumps on whole time
stations is a risk too far.
I think the wording of this may be misleading in so far as this will be in a
"shadow" capacity whilst OC personnel are upskilled and will not be a
standalone fire engine as the wording of this question may suggest
This is a misleading question which if posed to members of the public (who
may be unfamiliar with the existing plans under the ERP1 implementation)
would fail to demonstrate a suitable consultation process. Under this proposal
the service is not looking to introduce ""an additional fire engine"" at Crewe
and Ellesmere Port (the second appliances having never been removed), but
simply change the originally planned crewing method under ERP1 from
wholly On Call, to utilising WDS staff during specific weekday periods. The
IRMP clearly details this in an accurate manner so to word the question in this
way implies an attempt by the service to make their actions sound better than
they actually are. I do believe that if the service was able to deliver a more
robust on call recruitment strategy there would be no requirement for this
provision and than an on call establishment to provide 24 hour cover for the
second appliances at these stations could be delivered. Given the difficulties
being experienced in recruitment however this would appear to be the most
viable solution.
I feel this question has been worded poorly, there is currently 2 appliances at
these stations. However the IRMP does not state that a 3rd appliance will be
placed at these stations, but that the 2nd appliance will be staffed in this way.
I disagree with that change. Due to recruitment and retention of the on/call at
these locations, the service should continue with the 2 wholetime appliances
at these stations.
I feel this statement is misleading as the long term goal is to remove the
second whole-time pump altogether and replace it with an on-call pump that
cannot provide guaranteed cover. This is an actual downgrade in Service
provision to the residents of Cheshire East and also increases the risk to firefighter safety, also this is at a time when the tax bill is increasing!!
You are not introducing new appliances, you are cutting from 2 full time
pumps. Please stop trying to hoodwink the public.
Is the above question misleading?? There already two appliances at Crewe &
Ellesmere Port. Does this mean an additional third fire engine will be
introduced?
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its not additional its instead of, this question is miss leading the members of
the public. bargain basement service for premium prices
This question is misleading as an additional fire appliance will not be provided
at each station. The proposal is for a change to the staffing of the second
appliances.
Misleading as people will naturally assume this is a permanent addition. We
know this is incorrect long term and it is always disappointing when the
Service feel they have to bend the reality and tell half truths to forward their
agenda.
disagree with the wording of the question as this is not an additional engine,
this is a different way of staffing the existing pump not an additional one, there
will be a reduction in cover and staff in these areas
As I understand the proposals for Crewe and Ellesmere Port there will be a
reduction in fire cover when the changes come in. This point makes it sound
like there will be 3 fire appliances at Crewe and Ellesmere Port rather than 1
full time and 1 part time. This is very misleading!!
The words additional fire engine are misleading as this implies that there will
be an extra fire engine to what is there at the moment. This is not the case as
there will not be an additional engine but in fact the 2nd machine is being
down graded from 24 hours 7 days a week cover by whole time Fire fighters
to only being staffed by whole time fighters on week days.
Very misleading - the plans are for an additional ON CALL fire engine to
REPLACE the current second wholetime appliance not as an additional pump
in its' own right.
This is very misleading - there are two full time fire engines at these stations
currently, what you propose is to reduce the standards of fire cover at night
and weekends compared to now, so this is not an increase.
You are not introducing an additional fire appliance, you are changing the
duty system of the existing one from 24/7 to weekdays only therefore you
being slightly disingenuous in the question.
I feel that Cheshire East particularly is running thin in relation to fire cover,
stations such as Nantwich which traditionally had very high levels of cover are
currently struggling more than ever. There are often occasions when OC
stations surrounding Crewe are unavailable. Crewe's second appliance is
very important and helps cover all of these stations.
due to the demographic areas of both stations retaining appliance availability
with on-call staff may become difficult, having the appliances crewed within
the days would look to increase the availability of the recourses.
Due to loss of fire cover during the night.
This seems to put out less fire cover for evenings and weekends (the time
periods that most people are at home and therefore more likely to have house
fires).
On call is not working at these stations. Day time only fire engine can give no
night cover. This is a reduction in cover from the original proposal of 24 -7 on
call
Would this appliance be used to cover stations that are away at training
school on courses? If so would this appliance be accountable for HSA
delivery?
it’s not an additional pump it is a reduction in cover again
Due to the locations of the stations there needs to be consideration for ongoing recruitment and maintenance of fire cover.
Because it will be part time (on call) cover which is a reduction in cover as
you can never rely apon the on call to be on the run
The extra appliance would be needed at weekends too
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As long as the service can 100% guarantee that sufficient cover via on-call
staff will be provided in the evening and at the weekend.
this is a reduction in fire appliances and cover however you spin it
I Didn't see a proposal to introduce an additional fire engine. Did you mean
the proposal to reduce the availability of the existing fire engines at Crewe
and Ellesmere Port?
these are not additional appliances at all.
Do not understand when you say Additional fire engine when the service is
reducing whole time pumps at Crewe
Whilst it will provide some extra resilience on days it is a bit of a stretch to call
it an additional fire engine when the existing 24 hour cover provided by these
second appliances is being reduced.
Does that mean there will be 3 appliances at these stations? I suspect not,
hence why I have put strongly disagree. what I would agree with is keeping 2
whole time staffed fire appliances at these stations, and of course an
additional third appliance staffed during week days would secure a strongly
agree form me.
If it is an additional one to make the pumps up to three then it has to be a
good idea.
Good idea

Proposal to roll out cardiac response pilot












Until the Fire Service is adequately
a detailed review needs to take place of the pilot stations before this happens,
and further dialogue with the representative bodies
This depends if when we responded the ambulance would be delayed or if
the call is reduced to a lower cat because we are attending, so at the moment
I can't say if I agree or not.
what is the plan for an appliance called to a cardiac response then another
call comes in for the station area fire, rtc anything. we already fail 1 in 7 calls
for a 10 minute response surely this figure will rise, or you could raise the
attendance times again to make the figures look better.
It is reasonable to ensure life saving capabilities are enabled, although it is
equally important to ensure Service responsibilities are clear and maintained
so that mission creep does not occur.
Agree. However I do not agree with the prioritisation by NWFC of a red 1
cardiac response over a house fire whereby a pump en-route to a house fire
will be redirected to the cardiac incident unless it is persons reported. On
many occasions we arrive at a house fire to discover that it has become
persons reported. NWAS also need to have a more robust procedure for the
cardiac response call-taking to establish that it is in fact a cardiac incident.
Assisting in saving lives is important, but not at the detriment of other lives
lost because there was no fire appliance available to attend a house fire or
RTC as it was attending a call an Ambulance should be dealing with. The
answer has to be additional funding into the Ambulance Service, not an
expectation that the Fire Service will pick up the increased calls.
The introduction of a cardiac response capability at all our stations should be
a high priority for the service and demonstrates CFRS commitment to saving
more lives in any way we can. Working at a station involved in the trial, it is
unfortunately clear however that the service, in partnership with NWAS, have
failed to implement suitable systems or procedures for the trial to be a
success. Having been made personally aware of at least 2 occasions where
individuals in my local community have died from cardiac arrests, during the
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trial, and whilst the appliance was available, it is clear that whatever is
currently in place is not working to ensure CFRS crews attend these
emergencies. Before the service launches the scheme across a wider area, it
should ensure provisions are in place to actually mobilise crews to these
incidents. The logistical challenges of managing a second vehicle at an on
call station which is kept remotely away from station by crew members will
provide unsuccessful and demoralising if the service doesn't actually mobilise
them to such incidents.
A sad indictment of the impotency of blue light collaboration is the fact that
still NWAS, NWFC and CFRS have not sorted out the mobilisation correctly.
This will save lives. Unfortunately, NWAS often cannot deliver the service
expected of it, for various reasons. If we can bolster the response to the
public in order to protect them further then we absolutely have a duty to do
so.
covers emergencies but not at determent of NWAS
Provided this does not cut the staffing of the ambulance service
There should be more ambulances provided
I think that the ambulance service will mobilise us more often to a RED1 call
when it is rolled out county wide because there will be no confusion over
which postcodes are part of the trial and those that are not.
The ambulance service will never get the proper funding it requires whilst
being propped up by the fire service.
We don't have the skills and we are not rewarded for the skills we do have,
this could have a negative effect on our staff and our emergency response.
another example of wasting taxpayers money
Based on the figures you have supplied there is no need for this type of
project.
If this is going to happen then it should form part of our pay negotiations. As it
is not part of our Role Map
Firefighter' - 'Paramedic' They are separate and should remain so. If NWAS
can't get their house in order is it really our job to do it for them? Please note,
with turnout times rising we are as likely to be too late as the ambulance
service are.
additional pay for additional responsibilities
but we should have extra pay for yet more skills
I think this blurs the lines between ambulance and firefighters. I would like to
think that firefighters are financially rewarded for this additional training and
that support is in place for dealing with individuals who may not survive.
Having seen this first hand at Crewe, the benefits cannot be overstated highly
enough. The one area that must be factored is the continued exposure of
personnel to the traumatic nature of these incidents
This I believe will be of great benefit to the community. I believe as long as
CFRS train and keep skills of its FF's up to date in line with Clinical guidance
then this is an excellent project.
This is a really strong way of adding resilience to both ambulance and fire
service and ensures the response time to the casualty can be reduced.
Again, the business case and the subsequent trial supports the need for the
service to move in this direction. In summary, most of the crews want it, the
crews and the service are more than competent and professional to deliver it,
and the community would welcome if not expect it!
this I vital to help save life, which is what we all signed up for
I think this is a great idea, anyway we can help save lives is a plus.
A quicker response will save more lives

Draft IRMP 2016/17 Consultation Report

Page 122 of 153














this is a good thing but reducing staffing levels will only put more strain on
already stretched crews. bargain basement service for premium prices
This would make good use of resources. The on call could be utilised to
support the whole time during cardiac responses
If it helps save lives then it should be rolled out nationally, not just locally
if this means more lives can be saved the better
Saving lives is of the upmost importance.
Any intervention that gives an opportunity to save lives is a positive step.
Anything that contributes to early intervention for saving lives must be
positive.
This would be absolutely fantastic if it comes off,
if we can help the strain to NWAS i agree to the plan. but i feel we need more
training before this gets rolled out
A good idea, as long as adequate training for the staff is provided.
If it saves more lives then it can never be a bad thing. The correct training is a
must and also the correct consideration of the huge effect this could have on
the mental health of crews going to increased amounts of fatalities.
If better training and organisation whilst setting up this venture is undertaken,
as at the minute it has been very very sub standard and somewhat vague.

Proposal to redevelop training facilities at HQ














My understanding was the aim of the BLC was to save costs and with the
introduction of the new training facility it now seems like those cost savings
are going to be reduced to fund the redevelopment of the training facilities.
To date no real plans have been shared so it is difficult to comment, one
additional point should the costs not have been included in the original
proposals when BLC was being considered.
I do agree to an extent with the redevelopment of the Winsford Headquarters
as a training facility but I am not sure how this will be saving money in the
long term. The aim of the Blue Light Collaboration was to save money by
merging with the Police Headquarters but the majority of the original plan has
now changed with only a few token staff relocating. How can this be a money
saving exercise?
I think it is a good idea, but to do so I don't agree with moving half the staff
out of the current headquarters to facilitate this. I know the Blue Light
Collaboration is a separate issue but initially the idea was not to keep this
building.
I support moves to improve and enhance training but this clearly leaves the
blue light collaboration redundant. Surely better to improve training and stop
blue light.
BLC was meant to provide savings and resilience but has been drawn out
and expensive. It now seems like the biggest saving has turned into a huge
£7m cost.
Although I agree with the concept, this project in my opinion does dilute the
benefits in the BLC Business Case as the majority of fire staff remain at
Sadler Road.
This is the right move for Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service, however it does
dilute the business case and benefits for Blue Light Collaboration Programme
This collaboration should have been looked into before announcing to see it
was cost efficient
Too much training is never enough
as long as it’s done better than the move to the police hq fiasco
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It depends on what we are going to do there
I don't think enough serious through has been given to the option of
accessing the brand new operational training facilities at Bury or those in
Merseyside.
Either the current training facilities are up to scratch, or they aren't. Why have
we left it so long if the training facilities need such a huge, expensive
overhaul? Oh, and with the other proposals to reduce the strategic reserve (ie
get rid of second pumps) pump crews will not be able to attend training
events out of their areas, as there would be no cover, so the money should be
spent on stations, to allow proper training there.
where was the foresight as you were building 4 new fire stations that training
facilities could be built at the same time incorporating the new sites. RTC
training could have been done at Lymm. a fire house at powey lane it’s in the
middle of nowhere. It doesn't matter where the firefighters go to train on
courses you could have built something great and saved the projected 7 to 10
million moving out of sadler road would have realised instead of now
spending a similar amount on putting a shiny new coat and an old frail site.
Forward thinking??
The amounts of money being talked about for the renovations are
astronomical. I feel we focus too much on what would look good in the public
eye rather than focusing on the training itself. Speak to the Firefighters, get
their views and then act on those. Listen to what the people who are receiving
the training think is required and then build it, it will both save the service
money and raise crews morale
not needed
However, this should be done collaboratively and not just focused on
Cheshire. Services need to work together to share the overall costs of
developing new state of the art training facilities and not just work on
developing their own prestigious facilities in isolation
What is wrong with what you have, millions spent at this time and asking for
an increase from the council tax payer
last year you were saving 5 million by moving to police hq. this year you are
spending 7.5million to redevelop existing site. Surely as you have been
building new stations you could have incorporated new training pods at these
locations and get the training facility you want rather than fudge, make do and
mend around the old buildings. for a service looking forward 4 or 5 years you
don't seem to have looked past the end of your noses on this but at least you
will have a shiny on the outside hq and training in 1 place well done
yet another waste of money this is a matter of the top management trying to
score brownie point with central government
This money should be spent on increasing the front-line response that has
been reduced over the past 5 years
The stations need better training facilities or the service should purchase a
vehicle mounted BA training unit. I would much rather see a fifth rider on all
appliances than £7.5m spent on the training dept, a 5th rider will do more for
FF safety than money spent at Winsford will ever do.
However I would like to see a more realistic representation of the type of
incidents we are most likely to attend (such as house fires and RTCs) and
less of a focus on interesting but far-fetched ones like train crashes.
I think it is important to train firefighters to the best standard possible, rein
acting situations which may not occur frequently can only aid this.
Redevelopment needs to be fit for purpose, deliver realistic challenging
training scenarios to develop risk critical FF skills against a backdrop of
reduced operational activity and be future proofed to deliver value for money.
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Training is a vital part of our daily activity so state of the art facilities are a
must, but maybe investment should be put into upgrading and developing
existing training facilities that have been allowed to fall into a state of
disrepair. Warrington has a decent fire house that once conducted live fire BA
training which with a decent investment could be resurrected and extended
into the adjacent garages, no housing is in the immediate area and could
easily host live fire training again. Warrington drill Tower (the tallest tower in
the county) This has an old hose drying shaft which with a little thought and
investment could be utilised for the TRU team to train in/ on. which is under
cover and with a little extension could be top class. In my opinion all existing/
training facilities on stations should be reviewed and considered for
investment, as we are heading for 1 pump stations this would lesson the need
to send 3 pumps away from an area to HQ when quality training could be
carried out at warrington or elsewhere when stations 01,02,03,04,05,29 and
28 would have a max travel time of 15 to 20 mins as opposed to 1hr + which
would also save the service money from fuel costs, added mileage to
appliances and maintenance cost due to less miles being driven for training
purposes, plus fire cover would be minimised in these areas, as we have
seen in Mersey side in recent weeks a decent fire strips the county of fire
cover and puts lives at risk. This county is heading for a massive shock
somewhere down the line when all these CUTS will come back and bite the
brigade managers in the arse when we run out of pumps to send to incidents
because on-call trucks are not guaranteed to be available and add 5mins + to
turnout times.
Would the service consider spending money on training facilities at stations
too?
An improved training facility will improve firefighter and commanders safety
which is always a good thing.
It makes business and financial sense to invest in our county and train our
staff within it when ever possible
I strongly agree that training facilities require upgrading. And done in the
correct way, involving operational staff in the build should lead to an excellent
facility being built.
creating better facilities for operational training I can agree with, providing
courses at the fire service collage are still run as weekend courses at the
collage are valuable for development fire fighters to gain some real and
possible experience of incidents and also for up and coming incident
commanders. developing the service training centre is a good idea I wouldn't
imagine the realism of incidents could be created like the collage.
This is extremely positive for the future of the service in its commitment to
train and maintain its workforce in delivering a professional service. The
training centre is looking tired and the training currently delivered has
limitations which will be overcome with a new state of the art facility.
the more ways we can improve our training will help keep fire fighters safe.
better facilities will mean better training.
Redeveloping our training facilities is a fantastic opportunity for Cheshire Fire
and Rescue to aid the development of our colleagues.
A centre of operational training expertise is crucial for continued professional
development.
This would benefit all and save money that's spent on personnel at the fire
service college
develop our own facilities so we don't have to travel to Manchester airport for
ba training
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This would further improve an already hugely effective training department at
CFRS. Could potentially generate income for the Service if designed
correctly.
Updated and redeveloped training facilities can only be a positive thing.
These facilities are in much need of an upgrade

Proposal to introduce a new policy regarding attending Automatic Fire Alarms




















This also has a bearing on the increasing number of domestic fire alarm
systems we know turn out to.
HISTORIC INCIDENTS DICTATE FUTURE NEED
Standardisation is important.
bargain basement service for premium prices
The current policy has vastly reduced the number of AFA's that we attend
now, is it as big an issue as it used to be? I understand regular repeat
offenders being targeted.
Cuts have already been made, it is getting dangerous now
I feel the current policy is the bare minimum we should provide. I feel it is
working well how we respond. Companies have improved their systems also
which reduce the amount of calls received and we should promote this to
businesses to ensure their alarms are well maintained to reduce AFA calls.
although near enough all AFA's we attend are false alarms I do not agree with
scaling our response down further. it has been scaled back enough by only
one pump attending under blue light conditions. This should not be scaled
back any further I believe the service still needs to attend these alarms.
However, the response should be made with the possibility of appliances
being redirected to real emergencies should one arise whilst on route to the
AFA. Additionally, the appliance responding back to the AFA once the
emergency has been dealt with or look to mobilise another appliance to the
AFA.
It is a fire alarm. By all means follow up false alarms with visits from CFS or
CFP, but the alarm is sounding and we should respond. Please consider legal
proceedings if we fail to turn up to an AFA, and the building is subsequently
lost, or a key holder is injured investigating an alarm that we should be
responding to.
I disagree with this because when we turn out with one pump we are
attending as it say's in your question a "FIRE alarm" not false alarm also with
the calling them up and talking to a responsible person they may not notice a
fire and it gets worse and we don't turn out because of what the person has
told control, also when we turn up some off the responsible people don't know
how to work the panels and read the plans to see where it is.
I believe the revised approach comes at some risk. Whilst I accept the policy
in principle, I think we as an organisation need to look at our response to
schools. If we were to lose a school through fire and our response was
delayed due to all parties following the revised policy, then reputational we
would be criticised.
Warrington hospital fire in the 1990's was an AFA and for the grace of god
there were no fatalities. It’s only a matter of time before there is major loss of
life because of lack of response from the FRS.
Although the vast majority of automatic fire alarms turn out to be a false
alarm, there may come a time where the alarm becomes an incident. This
delayed turn out could cause an incident to become escalated unnecessarily.
An AFA incident cannot be confirmed an AFA incident until the crew attend
and confirm this. Relying on residents and reports form facilities staff at the
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property is not adopting a risk based approach and may result in savable fire
deaths. This same argument has been used many times and a dedicated
appropriate response is needed.
because it has been proven that there have been incidents that were fires,
which in the end caused a big delay in getting the correct response and put
the public at risk.
this will lead to time delays on automatic alarms that prove to be actual fires
where there is no person or key holder present
I accept there needs to be a stringent policy in relation to repeat false alarms,
but the Fire Service should be responding to AFA's where there is a life risk....
The information contained within the IRMP is insufficient for anyone to pass
comment on this question. The only detail in relation to this change is a "To
continue with our reduction the Service plans to make changes to its
attendance policy.”
As a result of this if a major change to the attendance policy was to be made,
the service should consider conducting a further consultation exercise with
stakeholders likely to be affected by any changes as this inclusion in the
IRMP doesn't represent full and transparent consultation.
The plan doesn't say what the policy will be. I think the current system works
and ensures we still respond to sleep risk premises.
Hard to agree with a policy change without fully knowing the details
I have not been aware of any new policies
Not enough information around what the new policy will entail
Nothing was specified about the new policy so no.
This will just cut the statistical call rate so you can implement other initiatives
while not serving the AFA's
this is just a way of adjusting the figures to suit the reduced work force. the
calls are still happening you just won’t turn out to them and present figures to
say you have reduced call rate so let’s make more work force cuts.

Proposal to campaign to keep sprinkler requirements in school in place











There should also be a national drive for the fitting of sprinklers in all new
build domestic properties.
Why would anyone think differently?
new schools should have them designed in, along with other fire control
technology. Existing schools should be allowed to make their own choices.
Many have no need for sprinklers, or would release asbestos with retro fitting,
or risk more damage from water than from fire.
This should be a legislation matter for government if schools want to spend
on sprinklers they will if they don't they won’t.
The only way this will be embraced by local authorities is when or if it
becomes law. Finances will always be the influential factor.
Absolutely agree, any system that improves safety of the public should be
campaigned for and strongly encouraged.
As the target audience for Safety Central will be schools throughout Cheshire,
could school safety be incorporated into the plan
I am sure consideration is also given to preventative measures co-ordinated
with schools.
I would also like to see sprinkler systems in place in all new build and multi
occupancy property's
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this should be left with central government not financed by the tax payers of
Cheshire
The safety of pupils and protection of school buildings should be a priority,
and sprinklers would help this.

Further comments










As part of Bluelight Collaboration, move to a single, joint headquarters site,
including the transfer and co-location of staff. This sounds to Joe public as
though the whole of CFRS is sharing HQ with Cheshire Police. Move what
and who? Some of the proposals are surely business as usual and nothing
new i.e. a new communication system. This is due to a contract ending
therefore a new one required. It is unfortunate that the IRMP is not as
transparent as it should be in that it paints a very glossy image of our times in
the UK FRS. While Cheshire is coping well it seems, we are not presenting a
balanced picture leaving many things unsaid.
The Blue Light Collaboration project needs to be stopped as it is becoming
increasingly clear that it will not provide the anticipated savings and the police
seem intent on not adapting to provide both services, just for fire staff to adapt
to also provide police services. BLC is causing considerable uncertainty to
support staff across the organisation and is having a considerable effect on
workforce retention and morale. We do not want to carry on with the project
as this will not benefit Cheshire Fire Authority, but it seems a foregone
conclusion.
I agree strongly with some proposals, and strongly disagree with others! Of
particular concern to me are the proposals which will affect response times of
front line appliances. The on call recruitment drive is failing, largely because
society is changing. Ellesmere Port and Crewe will not have on call pumps,
and replacing these with daytime only appliances is just too much risk to carry
in my opinion. Crewe is currently surrounded by on call stations at night, so
availability and response are not 100% guaranteed. This would leave the
single WT pump crew and the residents at risk. Similarly with Ellesmere Port
an Chester. 1 WT pump in Chester, a heritage risk of National importance
and our only city just does not sound right! Agreed, Powey Lane is not far
away (much more than 10 minutes for most of the city though!), but if
Elllesmere Port is busy then there is a high likelihood that the Powey Lane
pump will be unavailable. The next nearest appliances to Chester then
become Frodsham, Tarporley, Malpas? That's a very long time at a persons
reported house fire. As stated earlier, I know that we must carry some risk
based on incident statistics, likelihood, budgets etc, but we absolutely must
not reduce the service we offer at the front line. It is too much risk to carry in
my opinion.
I am concerned the service has an understanding that cheaper means safer,
the last couple of years have made Cheshire less safe as the fire deaths
statistics would indicate, response times are longer and operational staff are
constrained by insufficient resources.
I am insulted by your choice of title. These proposals have absolutely nothing
to do with 'Making Cheshire Safer.' The majority of the plans are poorly
thought out, and impractical. As staffing levels on front line appliances are
now at the lowest level EVER, additional cuts to front line staff and appliances
are simply not justified. The existing spend on the new stations, and
proposals for the new training centre at the head quarters building (which we
were moving out of last time the IRMP was published!) could have run the
whole operational fire and rescue service for over 2 years! From the
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information contained in our own published literature, I can see that the staff
costs for all staff riding appliances is now less than a third of our total budget
spend( less than £13 million). I believe that this is unsustainable, misguided,
and potentially lethal. I also note for the first time that non-operational staff out
number operational staff. Are we sure that we require more than one person
in an office for every whole-time fire-fighter? I believe you are playing Jenga
with the fire service. Every time you take something away from our
foundation, you add another layer on the top. Everybody knows how that
ends up. Why are we burying our heads and pretending it won't happen here?
Please stop throwing money away on pipe dreams and politics, and instead
use it to protect the people who pay, and trust us, to protect them.
Further cuts in funding are inevitable, however, focus should move towards
non-frontline services and possibly move to more of the support functions or
protection/prevention roles.
Look at savings in house before hitting on the public the fire service cut from
the council tax payer is disproportionate compared to other areas
Cheshire public are being hood winked into thinking these cuts are better,
these cuts are dangerous to all involved and members of the fire authority
should question some of the decisions made by the management and the
management should grow a pair and tell the government that it is impossible
to run an effective service on the current budgets. bargain basement service
for premium prices
A new blanket '10 minute response standard' is nothing to be proud of. Due to
the cuts and lack of retained cover we seem to be engaging in a race to the
bottom to barely provide adequate cover rather than resilient and effective
cover. Ten minutes should be our worst outer limit, not our aspiration.
Your cutting the operational side to the bare minimum and relying on the Oncall when they are not always available.
Your plans to make Cheshire safer is a complete lie, it is all about cutting
costs and saving money. Why deceive the public and make them think that
you are providing a better service for less money.
these cuts are to severe
The plans are entirely driven by the austerity agenda which I politically and
conscientiously oppose.
Where has all the excess money come from when the frontline has been
reduced over the last seven years? Some wholetime stations are driving
round in 14 year old fire appliances, is that really acceptable when there
appears to be pots of money for a new training centre.
The cuts are running too deep, when will enough be enough?
It’s a very vague IRMP give us the real information so we can see what the
real deal is
A happy and motivated workforce will deliver better results and the
organisation as a whole will operate as a more succinct team. This will in turn
make Cheshire safer.
On the whole I do agree with most things but I find it difficult to deal with plans
when they keep changing. One minute we are notified that something will
change then they decide not to change it. It is very unsettling and
demoralising.
Best value? a few shiny new fire stations and very old fire stations large
single glazed windows very cold buildings, try spending some money away
from the ivory towers. you have empty staff properties that could be utilised
better. Is it best value to put a brand new boiler in a house that has been
empty for 18 months and will be empty for the considerable future?
Information provided is minimal
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as I have stated it is not about making Cheshire safer it is about top
management scoring brownie point with central government and demanding
the council tax payers Cheshire pick up the cost.
I agree with some of the plans but not others.
HSA targets are too high resulting in quality being compromised. Quantity
rather than quality seems to be the driver when it should be quality HSA
visits. Changes to staffing levels on CS and Ops stations will make HSA
targets harder to achieve. The introduction of "Safe & Well" is a very good
initiative but will make HSA visits take longer & this should be factored into
the targets moving forward.
HSA targets for Advocates are to high, considering other responsibilities they
have, Road & Fire Safety school visits, Road Safety and community events.
an increasing number of VPs on our books, Fire Setter talks, D.A visits,
possibility of being called upon to man the new Safety Centre, Plus the
Introduction of Safe & Well being visits which will add to the time of each
HSA. There was a time a school visit or other activity was a welcome break
now it’s more an interruption to maintaining our targets. The current target of
919 is not far short of an Advisors target, a fairer target would I feel be around
550. The current target I feel is greatly reducing the quality of our visits. All
HSA's should be about Quality not Quantity you can't have both. Please
consider my comments.
I feel that fire cover will be stretched across Cheshire East if plans such as
getting rid of Congleton's second appliance and downgrading Crewe's second
appliance takes place. This puts the public, the firefighters and also the Junior
Officers in difficult positions. Could we not use our considerable financial
reserves to cover this costs in the short term?
On the whole I agree with the proposals outlined in the draft IRMP document.
I am concerned regarding the availability of On Call pumps and the
geographical size and complexities of the CE footprint, although I appreciate
incentives such as the OCARS are trying to combat such issues. If this draft
IRMP document is agreed and implemented, it will work towards removing the
2nd Whole time appliance out of Crewe. With the imminent changes to
Knutsford and the nucleus status of Macclesfield and Wilmslow and the DC1
status of Congleton, there will only be 1 Whole time appliance in the whole of
CE.
Safer Cheshire, response time extended, mobilising a sham (sending pump
past stations with pumps available) reliant on the OCDS who book on and off
when they please. Check out real time crewing map on Friday/ sat nights on
public holidays. Daytime availability is a sham. It doesn't work
I don't feel this plan will make Cheshire safer! reducing the number of whole
time fire fighters will increase response times, reducing HP's in my opinion
will put fire fighters at risk as they will use other less safe measures to work at
height instead of waiting extended response times of the HP. As a Cheshire
resident I don't understand why I pay the same council tax as a Manchester
resident but get a slower response fire engine. This plan relies on the On-call
being available 24/7 but the fire service cannot guarantee this. We depend on
neighbouring fire services to support us as we struggle to attend our own
incidents which brings large costs for over the boarder appliances to assist.
I am aware that you have invested in 2 new aerial appliances, however you
are already cutting the staff back to one person, and relying on a fire engine
to support it. Why? What a waste of your investment.
Cover must be maintained according to need but not below what can safely
cover eventualities.
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the service make out that there is an increase in pumps but the reality is there
will be less cover in time to attend and personnel, as it will be manned by on
call and you cannot guarantee the cover.
Disagree with the removal of HVP at Congleton as it's well resourced and
doesn't require additional training or staff. It's proven to work during incidents
throughout Cheshire and the rest of the Country
the way statements are written are not correct how can a decrease in whole
time cover be better for the public
working at Crewe we are surrounded by on call stations, these stations
cannot and do not put 100% fire cover, reducing cover and staff in Crewe can
only be putting the public and FFs at risk as sometimes the nearest pumps to
us are not available
Overall I agree with the plans but due to the location of Crewe Fire Station,
the fact that it is surrounded by on call stations, the risks within the station
area (M6) and the number of population living there I feel strongly that Crewe
Fire Station should remain 2 pumps whole time 24/7.
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Appendix 7 – Responses received from partners and
stakeholders
Partners and external stakeholders were either emailed or written to and
encouraged to provide written responses and comments. Eight stakeholders
provided full responses to the consultation, which are included below.
Consultation Responses
Antrobus Parish Council
Dear Sirs
Please find the response to your Fire Authority Integrated Risk Management Plan
following a meeting of the Antrobus Parish Council.
The comments of the Parish Council are as follows:
1. The plan as drafted is not like an action plan. It is more a commentary on
principles or intent.
2. The security of a reliable water supply through existing fire hydrants should be a
central point to any risk management plan. It is not referred to in the plan.
3. In a rural location, cursory inspection of the fire hydrant locations (defined on maps
kindly supplied) with conditions found at those points demonstrates an unfit for
purpose system because hydrants are buried in soft verges, full of mud and very
difficult to locate even where there is an identifying sign showing the diameter of
water main and distance from the sign to the hydrant location. The state of these
rural hydrants will surely impede effective fire fighting by attending crews.
4. As the intention of the Fire Authority is to reduce the number of available
appliances (and thus cost) the amount of immediately available water carried on
each appliance will make the ability to connect to hydrants vital to the effectiveness
of the initial attendance. The Risk Management Plan, as published, is therefore in our
opinion not fully integrated and fails to identify the risk of no available water to fight
rural fires.
Yours sincerely
Simon Palmer
Clerk to Antrobus PC
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Fire Brigades’ Union

CHESHIRE FIRE
BRIGADES
UNION
RESPONSE TO CF & RS INTEGRATED RISK MANAGEMENT
PLAN 2017-18
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Foreword:
The FBU firmly believes in and supports the process of IRMP as described in all of
the current national guidance documents. The FBU wants to work with Cheshire
Fire and Rescue Authority and the service to implement and to further develop the
IRMP process. Fire and Rescue Services are fortunate in that the vast majority of
their employees are members of a single representative body, the FBU. By
involving the FBU in the IRMP planning cycle, CFRS has the opportunity to draw on
the combined experiences of the majority of its workforce when considering the
health and safety implications of potential systems of service delivery work.
It is with this collaborative approach that we have managed to work closely with
the service recently on a number areas of success:
Emergency Medical Response.
The FBU has worked alongside the service to successfully launch a pilot scheme,
whereby our members respond to members of the community that suffer a cardiac
arrest (Red 1), and provide emergency intervention and basic life support. We
jointly worked on creating the agreement with CFRS and NWAS, and on the
Standard Operating Procedures.
Watch Manager B role:
The FBU has (in principle subject to a collective agreement) designed a new role
for operational watch managers that will upskill supervisory managers and the
wider workforce and enable greater training and validation of skills and
competence.
Station Manager Flexi Duty System:
We designed a new duty system for Flexible Station Managers that have achieved
efficiency savings of c200k whilst enabling the up skilling of the group of managers
and allowing for family friendly arrangements where required during school
holidays.
The IRMP definition endorsed by the CF&RS IRMP steering group is:
Integrated Risk Management Planning is a holistic, modern and flexible
process, supported by legislation and guidance, to identify, measure and
mitigate the social and economic impact that fire and other emergencies can be
expected to have on individuals, communities, commerce, Industry, the
environment and heritage. FRA’s when establishing local options for risk
reduction and management within annual action plans, must take account of
the duties and responsibilities outlined in the national framework, the
emergency services order, the civil contingencies Act and the Regulatory
Reform (Fire Safety) Order.
This places emphasis on flexibility and partnership, working on local, cross
border and regional planning for prevention and intervention activities to save
and protect life and reduce the economic and environmental impact of fire to
the community. Through this partnership approach IRMP should deliver a
proportionate response, that is evidenced based, which will ensure efficiency.
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It is with this in mind that Cheshire Fire Brigades Union has produced
its response to the services 2017-18 Plan.

2014/15
+ NWFC

2015/16
+ NWFC

Subject to
IRMP
Proposals
2017/18

2010/11

2011/12

2012/13

2013/14
+ NWFC

524

496

478

456

430

390

?

Average
attendance times
– life risk

00:07:33

00:07:41

00:07:47

00:07:19
00:08:49

00:07:11
00:08:41

00:07:48
00:09:18

?

Average
attendance times
– all incidents

00:07:22

00:07:31

00:07:55

00:07:34
00:09:04

00:08:17
00:09:47

00:08:10
00:09:40

?

Number of wholetime ff’s employed
by the authority

Number of wholetime appliances
available to
respond (Day)
Number of wholetime appliances
available to
respond (Night)
Number of Fire
Deaths
Number of nonfatal casualties

20

18

17

12

9

6

4

3

5

6

85

104

105

115

140

142

Total Incidents
attended

7294

7716

Average ‘On Call’
availability

73%

70%

£35M

£36M

Levels of Reserves
held

£12M

£16M

£21M

£29M

This denotes not in receipt of information
Note: All information was obtained from either CFRS or published data from DCLG

Draft IRMP 2016/17 Consultation Report

Page 135 of 153

A time for reflection
Where we have come from – ‘2010-2016’ and beyond:

When creating Integrated Risk Management Plans (IRMP’s) the impact of previous
plans and decisions should be assessed. Here we draw attention to the data
obtained on the previous page that highlights some alarming trends.
The previous six years has seen a year on year decrease in the number of wholetime fire fighters employed by the Authority, it has also seen a year on year
increase in the average time of response to life risks.
The Government requires Fire and Rescue Services to record attendance times
from the time the person in need of emergency assistance rings the Fire and
Rescue Service via the 999 system up to the time when the first appliance arrives
at the incident. The FBU believes that CF&RS record attendance times, presumably
for performance management reasons, from the time the fire station receives the
mobilisation from North West Fire Control (NWFC) or indeed another emergency
fire control in extraordinary times, to the time when the first fire appliance arrives
at the incident thus removing the time taken for our emergency fire control
members to manage the call and mobilise CF&RS appliances. If correct this clearly
would have the effect of presenting a speedier service than actually is the case and
the FBU would welcome further dialogue with the Authority on that matter.
Recommendation 1
That the FBU and the Authority constitute a working party to examine whether
the Government requirement of recording attendance times is adhered to and if
not to ensure control call handling times are added back into the data to ensure
a proper analysis of performance can be undertaken.
It is important to note that the service is neither required to, or chooses to record
the average time of attendance for the second appliance in attendance – something
that was reportable prior to the national standards of attendance being abolished
and replaced by local IRMP’s. This is critically important as the intervention that a
crew of 4 responders can make is very limited.
As a result of the loss of such large numbers of whole-time frontline fire fighters
and appliances, the FBU strongly urges the Service to review each and every
operating procedure to take into account the loss of that emergency frontline fire
cover.

Draft IRMP 2016/17 Consultation Report

Page 136 of 153

The review must take into account the revised safe working practises that would
mitigate as best as is possible against increased risk resulting from the loss of
immediate and adequate response to fire and other emergencies. It is one thing to
declare that a fire appliance or appliances will be sent immediately to incidents it
is another thing to apply that in practise. The low levels of retained availability
compounds this issue.
The FBU have previously tabled a proposal with the Service that should set the
minimum safe number of firefighters for a number of known operational scenarios
(33 in total), which is a key risk and task analysis of all identified operational
scenarios and which is referred to as the Critical Attendance Standard, more
commonly known as the CAST methodology.
The CAST methodology allows for a tightly-controlled phased arrival of fire
appliances at emergency incidents. It takes account of the effect of this phased
arrival on both the incident and on the ability of firefighters to carry out Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP’s) without increasing the risk to themselves above a
level which they would normally expect to face in situations which are themselves
inherently risky. Determining what is an acceptable phased arrival – or LAG – in fire
appliance attendance times i.e. the time between the arrival of the first fire
appliance and the second fire appliance sent as part of the initial emergency
response to an incident, is critical.
For example, one of the most commonly attended category of incident for the Fire
and Rescue Service is for a dwelling house fire and rescues are regularly and often
successfully carried out in such incidents by crews. The risk and task analysis
provided within the CAST scenario for such an incident identifies that a minimum
of 9 firefighters is required to successfully resolve this type of incident safely. For
clarity the CAST scenarios are wholly based on risk and task analyses undertaken by
Government as part of the Pathfinder Review, it is effectively a Government
scenario replicated and supported by the FBU.
The FBU have identified that one of the main issues of concern with the
unprecedented loss of such significant emergency frontline fire cover is the amount
of time it will now take for a second (or third) appliance to arrive on scene to be
able to put into effect the safe working practises previously referred to. This LAG
time not only informs how operational procedures can commence or continue, but
it also is the very essence of the ‘speed and weight of attack’ rationale often
referred to by professional firefighters.
To underpin how important the speed and weight of attack is considered by
Government as well as the professional firefighters the FBU refer the reader to the
comments made by the former Prime Minister, Mr. D Cameron MP, in response to a
question put to him in the House of Commons at Prime Ministers Question Time.
Mr. Cameron stated at the time that ‘Hon. Members must recognise that the
most important thing is the time it takes the emergency services to get to an
incident. As constituency MPs, we are naturally focused on the bricks and
mortar items—whether ambulance or fire stations, or other facilities—but
what really matters for our constituents is how quickly the emergency services
get to them and how good the service is when they do so.’
The Fire Brigades Union agrees completely with this comment made by the former
Prime Minister.
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Speed and weight of attack then is crucial for both firefighter and community
safety with the timely and appropriate provision of adequate numbers of
firefighters to be able to safely do the job being absolutely critical. In its absence
safe systems of work are compromised and alternative strategies must be
considered and implemented.
However, when someone is screaming at firefighters to act, to rescue their
parent, their partner or their child, and you are there as part of the fire service
response, it does not matter how ‘self-disciplined to work within accepted
systems of work’ you may be, as a firefighter you will act.
These are not individual decisions. Such is the frequency of this event that they
have become accepted group decisions amongst firefighters throughout the
service. In short - they are given no alternative.
The Review of Standards of Emergency Cover undertaken by Government in 1999
recognised this problem, and the ‘Pathfinder’ report is crystal clear on this point.
In any planning decisions relating to when the required firefighters and equipment
should arrive at an emergency incident, it warns against placing firefighters in a
position where they have no option but to act – even when there are insufficient
resources available:
“… it is essential to avoid situations which could motivate or pressurise
firefighters to act unsafely in the interests of saving life.”
(Review of Standards of Emergency Cover - Technical Paper C – Response &
Resource Requirements)
This is the very situation the FBU are referring to and will be the very real danger
facing CF&RS from this point unless dealt with appropriately.
To delay the speed and weight of attack has known effects in relation to fatality
rates. It is now a regrettable fact that response standards within the UK F&RS’s,
including Cheshire, are getting slower, and that trend will continue given the latest
round of cuts.
The following graph displays the rapid rise in rate of fatalities the greater the
response time, remembering that to safely conduct most operational activities a
minimum of nine firefighters are required as demonstrated by the CAST scenarios.
So a first attendance while useful does not stop the clock ticking as the safe
systems of work identified by CAST requires the full resource provision of 9
firefighters as a minimum.
The data presented on page 2 also shows a year on year increase in non-fatal
casualties and most worrying, a steady increase post 2013 in the number of fire
deaths. Cheshire FBU believe that these are all intrinsically linked – If you cut the
number of full time fire fighters and appliances, you will see an increase in
attendance times, - and this will ultimately lead to an increase in preventable
injuries and deaths.
All of the Integrated Risk Management Plans from 2010 to present have been titled
‘Making Cheshire Safer’ yet the data clearly provides evidence that this is proving
extremely difficult.
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It is therefore crucial that the service, particularly the front line who have
provided the bulk of efficiency savings, sees a return to investment not cuts if we
are to truly work together to make Cheshire Safer.
We look forward to working with the service and the Authority to make this
happen.
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CFRS Proposal to reduce the number of Aerial appliances from 3 to 2 by the
removal of an appliance at Macclesfield:
This would leave the whole unitary area of Cheshire East without a specialist
appliance for working at height. There are a number of high rise buildings within
Cheshire East, and the FBU believe that the increased travel times (See table
below) will put the lives of communities and fire fighters at greater risk.
The Aerial appliance at Macclesfield is crewed by on call personnel, so the only
efficiency savings to be gained from this reduction in response are those linked to
training and vehicle maintenance we therefore do not believe the risk benefit
supports the removal of this appliance from service.
STATION AREA
CREWE
NANTWICH
SANDBACH
AUDLEM
CONGLETON
MACCLESFIELD
POYNTON
BOLLINGTON
ALSAGER

DISTANCE/TIME DISTANCE/TIME DISTANCE/TIME
FROM
FROM CHESTER
FROM LYMM
MACCLESFIELD
20 MILES
20 MILES
23 MILES
40 MINUTES
41 MINUTES
40 MINUTES
28 MILES
20 MILES
32 MILES
44 MINUTES
42 MINUTES
44 MINUTES
15 MILES
39 MILES
19 MILES
28 MINUTES
48 MINUTES
28 MINUTES
31 MILES
29 MILES
35 MILES
53 MINUTES
47 MINUTES
53 MINUTES
8 MILES
32 MILES
25 MILES
15 MINUTES
58 MINUTES
35 MINUTES
2 MILES
44 MILES
23 MILES
6 MINUTES
1HR 04
42 MINUTES
MINUTES
8 MILES
41 MILES
19 MILES
17 MINUTES
55 MINUTES
34 MINUTES
4 miles
43 miles
22 miles
11 minutes
1 hr 2 minutes
41 minutes
14 miles
31 miles
23 miles
29 minutes
56 minutes
35 minutes

Table highlights the Travel distances and times to areas within Cheshire East
Further consideration should be given to changes in the provision of emergency
response and service delivery in neighbouring services, and the collaborative
working arrangements when assessing the impact of a reduction in response as part
of the IRMP planning process. In this instance, changes in Greater Manchester to
the way the specialist appliance for dealing for height is crewed should be
considered. The nearest appliance is now not primary crewed, and there is also a
review underway that will also see a likely increase in the demand for this
appliance across GMFRS.
In addition, the recent inquest and recommendations from Regulation 28, Report
on Action to prevent future Deaths: FF Stephen Alan Hunt, comments:
(6) It is suggested that all FRSs should undertake a review to ensure the
adequacy of stand operating procedures, guidance and training in the
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deployment of aerial monitors to ensure the safety of any personnel within
the risk area is not compromised.
The Chief Fire and Rescue Advisor – Peter Holland comments:
“The use of aerial monitors is covered briefly in the following two national
guidance documents: Fires in the built environment and Fires and
firefighting”.
“Both documents refer to the need to monitor the impact of the techniques to
ensure the safety of crews and to ensure the fire is brought under control
and eventually extinguished. The use of aerial appliances and water
towers is covered in individual fire and rescue services policies and
procedures and following the dissemination of your regulation 28 report to
Chief Fire Officers they will review these policies”.
It is surprising and alarming therefore to see a proposal to remove one of these risk
critical appliances from service.
With the Increased demand on this type of vehicle for large Incidents, Incidents
requiring a Safety monitoring tower, Incidents to reduce working at height and
JESIP Incidents. Removing this appliance would leave large areas of the county at
risk through a lack of
Resilience.

Recommendation 2
Cheshire FBU therefore call on the Authority not to support the proposal to
remove an Aerial appliance from the service.

CFRS Proposal – Changes to the Second Appliances at Crewe and
Ellesmere Port:
In IRMP 2013/14, the previous aspirational plans were approved, which were
subject to review, that the way the second appliances were crewed at Crewe and
Ellesmere Port be changed from a whole-time (guaranteed standard of fire cover)
to an on call crew (reliant on availability of responders).
The last 2 years has seen a number of recruitment initiatives that have failed to
provide the service with the numbers required to staff these fire engines. In
addition, of the few that have been recruited, a number have left. The FBU
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previously highlighted the issues the service would face in recruiting both the
number and the suitability of individuals required to enable this proposal to be
realised.
The current proposal is to staff the second appliance in these stations on a new
shift system that is Monday-Friday daytime only. This is a reduction in the standard
of fire cover during evenings and at weekends. The FBU opposed the plans to
downgrade the second appliances at the six whole-time stations at the time, and it
re-iterates that opposition again.
Crewe fire station will provide the only appliance that has a guaranteed response
to cover the entire Cheshire east area at night. This leaves the area of over
1,116km2 and a population of over 370,000 residents at risk from shortages in the
level of guaranteed response.
We can see from Wilmslow Fire station, where plans were previously approved by
the Authority, that some 6 years later the station still cannot function with an
appliance using just on call personnel at night – it is not sustainable and is not
working.
Recommendation 3
The FBU call on the authority to reject the Services proposals regarding the
second appliances at Crewe and Ellesmere Port, and instead approve the
proposals by the FBU to maintain the two appliances as they are crewed now –
24/7 by whole-time crews on the present duty system. This will ensure
adequate fire cover for local communities, improve fire fighter safety by the
improved probability of implementing safe systems of work more quickly, and
provide the service with the flexibility and capacity to cover training courses
and exercises. This is about the level of resilience the service can provide.
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CHESHIRE FIRE BRIGADES UNION
IRMP Proposals
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Fire Fighter Safety:
Cheshire FBU proposal: Crewing all whole-time appliances with a
minimum of 5 Fire fighters
In determining a strategy for emergency cover, reference should be made to the
outcomes of similar events in the past, and the effect of different levels of
emergency cover. Reference should also made to the FBU’s 2004 publication –
Integrated Risk Management Planning- The National Document. This document
describes Critical Attendance Standards (CAST) planning scenarios that describe
suitable resource requirements for a wide range of incidents that the Fire and
Rescue Service is now expected to deal with.
FSEC, generic risk assessments and the FBU’s CAST scenarios all model both the
material and the human resources required to safely intervene at a range of
emergency incidents. These models are invariably based on the assumption that
fire appliances, especially the first appliance on scene, will have a crew of five.
Therefore, according to these nationally accepted models, when crewing
appliances with only four fire fighters, the attendance of one or even two
appliances at a property fire will probably not be sufficient to safely undertake
offensive firefighting or to carry out anything but snatch rescues.
As aforementioned the ‘weight of attack’ of two appliances with 8 crew is
therefore not the same as a ‘weight attack’ of two appliances with 9 or 10 fire
fighters. This must be taken into account when developing strategies.
It must also be taken into account when reporting performance to the public.
It would be reasonable for the public to assume that the same level of service is
being provided by two different Fire and Rescue Services who both have a
performance standard of two appliances to arrive at incidents within 10 minutes.
However if one Fire and Rescue service only has 8 fire fighters crewing those two
appliances , while the other has 10, then the former cannot offensively intervene
or carry out rescues until a third appliance arrives.
The majority of major towns across Cheshire have seen its guaranteed whole-time
response reduced from 9 fire-fighters, down to 8 fire-fighters and now down to 4
fire-fighters.
The FBU contend that this dramatic decrease in front line responders has
increased the risk to communities and will cost lives, and that this decision was
made not on the basis of the level of risk, but on the grounds of cost.
Recommendation 4
The Authority approve the staffing of all whole-time fire appliances with 5
riders as the safe and accepted minimum.
The purchase of the best equipment for our fire fighters:
For some time now, many services in the UK fire and rescue service have been
using Telemetry boards for use to monitor and control the use of Breathing
Apparatus wearers. In Cheshire we upgraded our BA sets to the most current in
2010, but took the decision not to purchase the control boards that are used in
conjunction due to cost.
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Cheshire FBU feel that providing our members with the latest technological
advances in equipment will increase the safety of crews when operating in
dangerous and dynamic environments.
Indeed the recent inquest and recommendations from Regulation 28, Report on
Action to prevent future Deaths: FF Stephen Alan Hunt, comments:
(2) It is suggested that all FRSs should consider the implementation of
measures to reduce the risks associated with the loss of
communications at operational incidents. For example, to include
safety control measures to ensure BA teams can be within from the risk
area if needed.
The Chief Fire and Rescue Advisor – Peter Holland comments:
‘This concern is covered is part B-3 Communications of OGBA and is further
enhanced by the use of telemetry which provides additional communication
capabilities.’
Recommendation 5
Cheshire FBU propose that its Service FBU Health and Safety Representative sits
on a ‘procurement panel’ that is to meet quarterly, with the purpose being to
examine the latest equipment being used in other F&R’s and discuss the benefit
of these with the intention of trialling equipment to improve fire fighter safety
and service delivery.

Welfare and Rehabilitation at Incidents:
As a service we have reduced the amount of fire fighters available to respond to
emergencies, and therefore a greater burden is required on those performing tasks
at an incident.
In addition, CFRS is looking to increase the number of female fire fighters and fire
fighters from black and minority ethnic backgrounds, along with firefighters from
the LGBT communities.
The Workplace health, safety and welfare Regulations 1992 refer to the following
under Temporary work sites – At temporary work sites the requirements of these
regulations for sanitary conveniences, washing facilities, drinking water, clothing
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accommodation, changing facilities and facilities for rest and eating meals apply so
far as reasonably practicable.
These include work sites used only infrequently or for short periods.
Currently CFRS has a single vehicle available to respond for welfare purposes, this
provides two toilets. However this vehicle is crewed by part time (on call) staff and
its availability cannot be guaranteed. For large incidents (six pumps and over) a
service level agreement is in place with the Salvation Army, to provide welfare
facilities. Whilst this is and has been welcome, Cheshire FBU feel that in 2017 the
reliance on volunteers is not the best way to ensure the management of welfare for
operational crews. Nationally, CFRS seem to be behind many other services.
This vehicle will provide sanitary conveniences, toilets, high protein meal packs
which include options for those with specific dietary requirements for medical or
religious reasons. It will also provide a tent like structure that will provide a rest
area and a private changing area. This unit which will also be a rehabilitation unit,
is designed to provide facilities to assist with the management of the physiological
condition of operational personnel attending incidents or exercises, such as the
provision of cool vests and will play a critical in the prevention of heat related
illness.
At larger scale incidents, a Welfare and Rehabilitation Officer shall be appointed,
who will work as part of the command support sector. He or She will then be
responsible for food and fluid replenishment, physiological rest, relief from
climatic and environmental conditions, manage the rotation of crews, and record
any interventions personnel have received. He or She will also be responsible for
planning and facilitating the reliefs of appliances and operational personnel.
Recommendation 6
Cheshire FBU are looking to the authority to approve its proposal to provide a
welfare and Rehabilitation Unit, that will be primary crewed by whole-time fire
fighters that guarantees it is available, and can be called upon for any Incident
where it is requested and appliances or crews are likely to be engaged in
operational activity beyond 60 minutes.
Mutual Assistance:
One issue the Fire Brigades Union has growing concern about if the issue of mutual
assistance to other fire and rescue authorities. Mutual assistance to other fire and
rescue authorities is available, and indeed obligatory, as a consequence of Section
13 and 14 of the Fire and Rescue Service Act 2004.
The concern the FBU has it the number of occasions other F&RA’s respond into the
CF&RS area due to a lack of fire cover provided by CF&RA.
There may be legitimate reasons for the lack of fire cover such as a lack of
retained response from time to time. But this may become a significant issue due
to ever shrinking resources within the NW F&RS region and the implementation of
the City Regions, particularly within Greater Manchester and Merseyside.
Legitimate questions may be raised by other F&RA’s as to the extent those Services
have to respond into CF&RS area, particular by the County borders.
Simply put the question may be put that other F&RA’s are essentially providing
emergency cover for what could be large areas of Cheshire at their constituents
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expense, Greater Manchester communities paying in part for Cheshire emergency
cover, and we would like to develop this issue in more detail with the Fire
Authority via a task and finish group.
Summary
It is recommended that members note the information presented in this response
and request further detail on any matter if required.
This response recommends that:
Recommendation 1
That the FBU and the Authority constitute a working party to examine whether
the Government requirement of recording attendance times is adhered to and if
not to ensure control call handling times are added back into the data to ensure
a proper analysis of performance can be undertaken.
Recommendation 2
Cheshire FBU therefore call on the Authority not to support the proposal to
remove an Aerial appliance from the service.
Recommendation 3
The FBU call on the authority to reject the Services proposals regarding the second
appliances at Crewe and Ellesmere Port, and instead approve the proposals by the FBU
to maintain the two appliances as they are crewed now – 24/7 by whole-time crews on
the present duty system. This will ensure adequate fire cover for local communities,
improve fire fighter safety by the improved probability of implementing safe systems
of work more quickly, and provide the service with the flexibility and capacity to
cover training courses and exercises. This is about the level of resilience the service
can provide, and providing the appropriate response to communities.
Recommendation 4
We call on Cheshire Fire Authority to approve our proposal to staff all wholetime appliances with 5 fighters as a minimum.
Recommendation 5
Cheshire FBU propose that its Service FBU Health and Safety Representative sits
on a ‘procurement panel’ that is to meet quarterly, with the purpose being to
examine the latest equipment being used in other FRS’s and discuss the benefit
of these with the intention of trialling equipment to improve fire fighter safety
and service delivery.
Recommendation 6
Cheshire FBU are looking to the authority to approve its proposal to provide a
Welfare and Rehabilitation Unit, that is primary crewed by whole-time fire
fighters that guarantees it is available, and can be called upon for any incident
where an appliance or number of appliances are likely to be engaged in
operational activity beyond 60 minutes.
And finally that the service works with the FBU to protect and enhance the
operational response to reverse the trends that have seen fire fighters and members
of the community put at greater risk as a result of the changes previously approved.
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Goostrey Parish Council
Thank you for helping me to respond on behalf of Goostrey Parish Council and to
comment on CFA draft Integrated Risk Management Plan for 2017/18.
The Parish Council supports your proposals and plans, strongly values the Service
as a local service provider and is very satisfied with the overall performance.
GPC recognises the value for money given by CFA at present and acknowledges the
need for and benefits of the 1.99% increase for 2017/18 to allow for maintaining the
current level of service and the efficient development of CFA as set out in the draft
document.
GPC is particularly pleased to see the plans for roll out Cardiac Response to all
Cheshire fire stations.
We recognise the issue of responding to automated fire alarms and believe that the
proposals to help address the issue of false alarms are sensible. We would like to
see the alarm industry do more on the technology front to prevent/limit false alarms.
We support your campaign regarding sprinklers in schools.
Overall, the Parish Council is supportive of your plans as set out in Making Cheshire
Safer (2017/18)
Yours sincerely,
Terence Rathbone
(on behalf of Goostrey Parish Council)

Shropshire Fire and Rescue Service
Dear sir/madam
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Draft Integrated Risk Management
Plan 2017/18.
Having reviewed the plan in detail, I can confirm that I am satisfied that there are no
proposals for change that are likely, at this stage, to impact on our ability to support
each other in undertaking our joint operational responsibilities. I would also like to
add that I found the plan to be very informative, clearly laid out and very useful in
getting a good understanding of your excellently performing organisation and the
many challenges you are facing and planning to meet over the coming years.
If I can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Regards
Andy Johnson MSc
Deputy Chief Fire Officer
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Staffordshire Fire and Rescue Service
In response to your IRMP consultation, I would like to firstly congratulate you on a
clear set of proposals which focus on some challenging areas.
From a neighbouring service point of view, looking at our own set of challenges, can
you provide any further clarity on the following points:
Blue light collaboration – does the move to shared support services include a shared
IT platform and are the proposed efficiencies available publicly.
Are you sharing procurement and innovation locally/regionally/nationally to realise
efficiencies through appliances and equipment. If so, what framework/procurement
options have you considered.
You have identified a £240k saving through changes to the Station manager FDS, is
this through changes to the duty systems and number of posts.
False alarms- are the planned changes to the attendance policy likely to affect
current policy exempt and life risk premises.
Thanks,
Regards,
Bob Preston
Corporate Safety Plan Manager

Warrington Borough Council
Warrington Borough Council Response to the Cheshire Fire Authority; Making
Cheshire Safer Integrated Risk Management Plan 2017-18
I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above. It is really
encouraging to note that the majority of elements outlined within your improvement
programme have been implemented and impressively generating nearly £4million in
savings. I know you filly appreciate how important it is for public sector to continually
scrutinize its operations to improve efficiency and maximise savings and I thank you
on behalf of the Council for the Service’s continued efforts.
Whilst streaming and redesigning services is key to ensuring efficiencies are
achieved, it is also very reassuring that the Service is approaching this with the
mindset oif not only achieving a balanced budget but also importantly reserving funds
for future investment for the Service. It is also extremely positive to see that the
service places a priority on maintaining and developing its community safety work
which is of increasing importance as we collectively strive to make or communities
more resilient and self-serving.
Once again the proposals provide a comprehensive overview of the intended
direction of the service, and in my view, supported by that of my officers, the
approach taken to determine the future priorities for the service against the backdrop
of efficiency savings and increased financial pressures are well-considered.
Collaborative Working
With the continued future landscape of significant financial reductions in mind, I
welcome the continued approach and exploration around collaborative working, I
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wholeheartedly believe that collaborative working is integral to moving forward and
ensuring the best use of recourse within a diminishing financial framework across the
Public Sector.
Targeting Those Most At Risk/Community Safety Work
It is encouraging to see that resources will continue to be prioritized utlitising the
Community Risk Management Model which provides a robust methodology for the
direction and delivery of services. It is also reassuring to note that the CRM model
ensures that areas with the longest response times are prioritized for prevention and
protection activity.
I note the emphasis on risk groups / activities such as Youth engagement, Arson
Reduction and Road Safety and particularly our most vulnerable people.
The Safe and Well programme will be of great benefit in supporting the overall
Prevention agenda, in particular, falls prevention, bowel cancer screening, alcohol
reduction and smoking cessation are key areas which I am sure my Officers and the
Council can have a valuable input into. With the service committing to undertaking a
minimum of 40,000 targeted Safe and Well visits a year across Cheshire this is a
considerable resource that would be most effective when combined and targeted with
Local Authority services. I would ask that you liaise and involve my Officers in the
respective areas, particularly Public Health and Adult Social Care to ensure we work
collaboratively; making the best use of resources in the most efficient manner and
with joint, shared initiatives being taken forward to deliver the best outcomes for the
most vulnerable within our Communities.
We welcome your continued support in the development of our Integrated Front Door
where your intelligence can help us to identify those families most at risk. Your offer
of a Home Safety Assessment (HSA) for all of these vulnerable families will ensure
that we provide a range of effective early help provision and the HSA approach can
often be an ideal engagement method where families may be resistant to other offers
of support. As we move into 2017 we will be expanding this provision to single adults
which again will further support our service transformation vision and support wider
savings to the public purse. This can only be achieved via collaborative working and
continuing to explore new and innovative ways of working.
Continued Investment in Prevention Influencing a Positive Direction of Travel
It is encouraging to see that the Service commitment to investment in prevention
activities has helped to deliver major improvements in safety across Cheshire,. A
reduction of 15% in the number of incidents is a testimony to this approach and
demonstrates investment in this area has benefits which clearly should continue. The
numbers of accidental dwelling fires clearly, although low, show that through
collaborative working we can aim to further reduce this by targeting our vulnerable
older people who are considered to be most at risk.
Response and Resilience
It is encouraging to see the investment the Service has undertaken to replace
appliances which allow crews greater ability to work at height and I would agree that
the location of these appliances needs to be strategically based to allow effective
deployment across the Cheshire footprint.
Information Sharing
I would urge continued attention to improve information sharing to ensure the service
has access to the wealth of intelligence and data the Council produced and likewise
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the Council benefits from the intelligence the Service gathers. Taking an intelligence
led approach will ensure that collectively we target and deliver our services
effectively.
Working with Young People
The Fire Cadet scheme continues to be excellent and we remain keen for Warrington
youngsters, particularly those from our more deprived areas or considered to be at
risk of entering into Anti-social behavior activities to be encouraged to be engaged
with the scheme. I am sure our officers working together through forums such as the
Neighbourhood Action Teams can appropriately identify and target individuals who
may benefit form this scheme.
Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your continued
engagement with the Council’s Safeguarding boards, CSP, LSP and Health and
Wellbeing Board,
Yours Sincerely,
Councillor Terry O’Neill
Leader, Warrington Borough Council

West Cheshire Trades Union Council
Consultation Response: CF&RS IRMP 2017/18 - from West Cheshire TUC
I am writing on behalf of West Cheshire Trades Union Council, regarding the
Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service’s Integrated Risk Management Plan consultation.
As an organisation we have followed the thrust of changes to the Fire & Rescue
Service for several years, and with increasing dismay.
We have viewed the consultation response from our affiliate, Cheshire FBU
(attached), and fundamentally wish to add our support to their comments – which we
believe are designed to both keep their members safe, and to ensure the safety of
the public of Cheshire. Their concerns about the reducing number of full-time firefighters and the impact on attendance times are fundamental to our concerns. But
we would add the following:
It seems to us that the CF&RS have been willing to spend £millions in capital
development (largely funded by the Government) in order to make our service
worse. We do not consider this a good use of public money.
The thrust of all these developments has been to both reduce the number of firefighters attending incidents and to increase the time taken for them to arrive. The
positive work done in reducing the number of fires and installing smoke detectors in
most homes, over several years, has – in our view – become a cover for a reduced
service quality for the smaller numbers that need it. The fact that fewer fires occur
should not make it acceptable for attendance times to increase.
In our view however, an increase in attendance times has been fundamental to most
of the changes implemented by the service. More specifically it is the attendance
time for a second fire engine that has been increased. As the FBU point out the
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attendance of 8 or 9 fire fighters on scene can be vital to certain rescue scenarios –
usually the most life-threatening. The attendance time for a second fire-engine can
be a matter of life or death for both the public and for FBU members.
It seems clear to West Cheshire TUC that the more recent changes to the way
attendance times are monitored and recorded by the CF&RS, at incidents where
lives are at risk, has become a cover for a deteriorating service, which is deliberately
hidden by the figures. We question the meaningfulness of the figures you currently
provide in identifying the effectiveness of the service. 80% attendance within 10
minutes for the first engine basically means that you meet targets when 1 in 5
incidents are not attended within 10 minutes.
More important, the failure to provide the figures for the attendance of the second
and subsequent fire-engines (information you undoubtedly hold) hides the potential
for the first engine to arrive – but fire-fighters not to be able to perform a rescue
because of awaiting the attendance of additional crews. Clearly this could also put
them under intense personal pressure. If the CF&RS is intent on being honest with
the public, and even with members of the Fire Authority, it would publish those
figures to allow a serious analysis of the impact of the changes currently being made
to the service.
The building of new fire stations at places like Penketh and Mollington has not been
designed to improve the service, but to facilitate cuts to the service. Basically the
impact of these cuts will be shown in the increased attendance time for the second
fire engine – as these new stations provide that back-up over a wider geographical
area. The fact that the CF&RS does not publish figures for the attendance time of
second and subsequent engines can only be viewed as intended to hide the real
impact of these cuts – particularly the cuts in full-time fire-fighters.
Similarly, the re-organisation of shift patterns and the steady move to reduce night
cover, and some back-up cover, to a service provided largely by on-call staff, is an
action that can only really be seriously measured in terms of the attendance time of
the second engine at incidents. Yet again this information will be hidden from the
public and perhaps even elected representatives.
Related to this is the lack of any serious analysis of the effectiveness of on-call
provision, as implemented so far. How many staff are recruited, trained and
retained? How many are able to turn out when needed, in the time required? How
often do full-time fire-fighter crews have to be sent from a distance to fill the gap
because retain staff have been unable to crew an engine? Again, this move toward
the increasing use of on-call fire fighters is fundamental to the changes being
pursued by the service – and should be subject to a full and transparent cost benefit
analysis (specifically addressing the impact upon the attendance time of second
engines) before more permanent posts are cut.
We hope you will bring our concerns to the attention of the Fire Authority and
consider them as part of your consultation process.
Ray McHale
Vice-Chair, West Cheshire Trades Union Council
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Winsford Town Council
WINSFORD TOWN COUNCIL - RESPONSE TO INTEGRATED RISK
MANAGEMENT PLAN 2017/18
Many thanks for providing the opportunity to comment on the Fire Service's IRMP for
2017/18, which was done at the Town Council's meeting on 21st November 2016.
In general, the Town Council welcomes the document and its main messages and
would like to offer its help in any way it can to tackle the issues facing the Fire
Service. This includes using our events (such as the Salt Fair) to publicise the work
of the Fire Service and to provide key messages to the public regarding fire safety.
The Town Council would like to see effective partnership working continue across the
public services in Cheshire and would be keen to work with others in identifying
vulnerable people and areas wherever they may be proactively in order to help with
prevention. To this end, we are pleased to see the Bluelight Collaboration mentioned
here, but the Town Council would encourage this collaboration to be wider than
simply the blue light services - all parts of the public service have their role to play by
identified and helping those most at risk to avoid becoming a casualty of fire.
Although it is important to ensure efficient back office functions, it is even more
important that front line services across the board work together to avoid the most
costly outcomes - from a financial and human perspective.
The Town Council would also like to state that it is happy to see that the Fire
Authority is now not moving its location.
We hope that these comments are useful and thanks again for the opportunity to
comment.
Best regards
Mark Bailey
Town Clerk/Finance Officer
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