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1. Introduction 
 
 
This report sets out the results of a far-reaching programme of public, staff 
and partner consultation on Cheshire Fire Authority’s draft Integrated Risk 
Management Plan (IRMP) for 2011/12, entitled Making Cheshire Safer. The 
formal consultation period lasted for 12 weeks between December 20th 2010 
and March 11th 2011. 
 
The purpose of this report is to enable the Authority to understand levels of 
support among all groups to the proposals set out in the draft IRMP. This 
opinion will be considered when its members meet on March 16th 2011 to 
consider any refinements to the plan and approve it prior to implementation. 
 
This report comprises eight 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 

 a more detailed outline of the consultation programme 

 detailed results of the survey, showing how each group responded to 
the consultation questions 

 additional comments received, organised by theme 

 feedback gathered from partners and at other forums including the 
consultation launch event, briefings with elected members, leadership 
roadshows for staff and a focus group of people with disabilities 

 a summary of media coverage generated by the consultation 

 a profile of respondents who participated 

 appendices including the consultation survey, summary IRMP, partner 
responses in full and news releases. 

 
Once approved by members, this report will be available to the public and 
partners on the consultation section of Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service’s 
website (www.cheshirefire.gov.uk) and to staff on the intranet. 
 
 
 
 
 
Report prepared by:  
 
Mark Shone 
Communications and Engagement Officer 
Corporate Communications, Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
 
March 12th, 2011 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/�
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2. Executive summary 
 
 
A total of 364 residents, 181 members of staff, 22 volunteers and a number of 
partners formally responded to the consultation on Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service’s draft IRMP for 2011/12 during the period December 20th 2010 to 
March 11th 2011.  
 
These views were sought through an extensive range of well-publicised 
engagement activities including community and staff roadshows, online 
surveys and briefings with key partners and groups. 
 
The consultation focused on the key proposals within the draft IRMP, as well 
as seeking views on efficiency savings, a freeze on council tax and the overall 
value placed on the Service by each of the groups. A standard 12-question 
consultation survey was developed to gauge opinion. 
 
In summary, the results of that consultation survey show that: 

 98% of residents value the Service provided. More than 83% of staff 
enjoy their work to some extent. More than 95% of volunteers 
enjoying volunteering for the Service 

 almost 90% of residents, 65% of staff and more than 89% of volunteers 
‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the proposal to focus the value for 
money reviews on the support areas of the organisation 

 almost 85% of residents, more than 81% of staff and more than 80% of 
volunteers are supportive of targeting community safety initiatives 
at the most vulnerable people 

 more than 85% of residents, 68% of staff and all volunteers who 
responded are supportive of the creation of joint community safety 
advocates with relevant partner organisations 

 nearly three quarters of residents, more than 62% of staff and more 
than 72% of volunteers think the Service would be ‘effective’ or ‘very 
effective’ in having a greater focus on road safety in the future 

 almost 85% of residents, more than 53% of staff and 90% of volunteers 
are supportive of proposals for joint business inspections 

 overall, 61.4% of residents across the whole of Cheshire, Halton and 
Warrington are supportive of the day crewing plus proposal for 
Macclesfield. In Cheshire East, the level of support is 60.2%. More 
than 54% of staff oppose the proposal overall, compared to 30.6% who 
support it. Just over half of the responding volunteers are supportive 

 more than 67% of residents, 64% of staff and just over 70% of 
volunteers are supportive of the proposal to join up internal 
management arrangements for Halton and Warrington 
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 more than 75% of residents, just over 50% of staff and more than 87% 
of volunteers are supportive of the proposed efficiency savings over 
the next two years 

 more than 87% of residents, 67% of staff and three quarters of 
responding volunteers are supportive of the proposal not to increase 
council tax in 2011/12 

 almost 90% of residents, more the 55% of staff and all responding 
volunteers are supportive of the overall plans. 

 
At the end of the survey respondents were asked if they had any further 
comment to make. The number of comments received, by theme, is as 
follows: 
 
 Residents Staff 

General messages of support  32 1 
Support for overall approach 12 2 
General messages of opposition 2 4 
Review of support services 0 6 
Targeting of community safety initiatives 9 2 
Road safety 7 1 
Business inspections 2 0 
Macclesfield day crewing plus 11 29 
Council tax freeze 3 2 
Other suggestions for reducing cost 11 9 
General impact on staff 0 3 
Partnership working 0 1 
Area-specific comments 3 0 
Ensure focus always remains on 
operational response 

14 0 

Consultation process/communications 12 6 
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3. The consultation programme 
 
 
3.1 Overview of this year’s approach 
The table below outlines the engagement tactics used for each of the key 
groups consulted during the 12-week period. 
 
Underpinning the entire approach was a simple survey (see Appendix 1), 
which posed standard 12 questions relating to the proposals set out in the 
draft IRMP. These standardised questions enable easy comparison of 
differences in opinion between groups, as shown in Section 4. 
 
Group Methods of engagement 

Residents 

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

 Attendance at Cheshire West and Cheshire Council 
community forums, with a focus on areas in which it was not 
possible to take the roadshow in that borough. 

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

 A focus group of members of Macclesfield Disability 
Information Bureau to discuss the Macclesfield-specific 
proposal and to seek views on the proposed targeting of 
community safety initiatives to vulnerable people. 

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

Staff 

 Five ‘leadership roadshows’ giving staff in each of the 
Service’s unitary areas and at headquarters the opportunity 
to listen and talk to the Service’s Leadership Team. 

 Summaries of the IRMP (see Appendix 2) and surveys 
distributed at the roadshows and sent to every station and 
department across the organisation. 

 Online survey accessible from the intranet homepage. 

 Global emails to all staff, promotional screensaver, regular 
reminders in The Green (weekly staff bulletin) and an article 
in the December 2010 edition of Alert (quarterly staff 
newsletter) to promote the consultation. 

Volunteers 
 Email with summary IRMP/link to online survey to all 

volunteers with email addresses, hard copies sent by post to 
those without and reminder in January’s volunteer bulletin. 
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Group Methods of engagement 

Partners 

 Email to 228 key individuals and organisations, informing 
them of the outcome of last year’s four year strategy 
consultation and informing them about the IRMP 
consultation, should they wish to comment further. 

 Consultation launch event held at Macclesfield Community 
Fire Station (the subject of a major IRMP proposal) for 
elected members and key partners in the town. 

 Briefing Cheshire East Council’s cabinet, Macclesfield 
Charter Trustees and local MPs at Westminster about the 
Macclesfield-specific proposal. 

 Briefing notes to cabinets of Halton and Warrington borough 
councils.  

 An offer of meeting MPs from Halton and Warrington and 
the provision of hard copy information about the proposals. 

 
Over the next nine pages, evidence is provided of the work undertaken to plan 
and promote key elements of that consultation programme. 
 
3.2 Residents’ roadshows 
During the last IRMP consultation in 2010, the Service’s Corporate 
Communications Department trialed a new approach to the way residents are 
engaged. Instead of holding traditional public meetings, at which attendees 
are required to listen to formal presentations, a market stall-style event was 
piloted. This took place in January 2010 at the Gateway, Warrington and 
enabled participants to drop in at their convenience, visit stands and talk to 
representatives about subjects that mattered most to them. 
 
Building on the success of that 
event, a 14-date roadshow was 
organised for 2011 with the aim of: 

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

 working from locations with 
high footfall by a range of 
local people, meaning that 
community fire stations were 
not the most appropriate 
sites in most localities 

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

The Saturday roadshow on the 
Town Hall Square, Chester.  
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 having one Saturday roadshow in each unitary area, enabling the 
Service to canvass the views of people who work during the week 

 avoiding clashes with consultation/engagement events being run by 
partner organisations. 

 
A team approach 
The roadshows took place 
between January 10th and March 
5th 2011 and were staffed by 
members of the Corporate 
Communications Department with 
detailed 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, either there and then by 
hand, online where internet 
access was available or at home 
to return to the Service’s freepost 
consultation address. Between 150 and 200 surveys were given out at each 
roadshow, with a return rate of about 10% (the table on page nine provides 
greater detail on levels of response). 
 
Added value 
Corporate communications staff were joined by community safety advocates, 
also briefed on key IRMP messages, but whose main priority was to give out 
important home and road safety messages. This resulted in around 100 
referrals for home safety assessments, many of which advocates regarded as 
urgent or for particularly vulnerable people. They also distributed 750 copies 
of a leaflet promoting the new Home Safety Direct service, which enables low 
risk individuals to self-assess online. Six Sense promotional bags and other 
items were also available as an incentive to complete the survey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At Chester, Birchwood, Stockton Heath, Warrington, Knutsford and Wilmslow 
firefighters joined the roadshows to assist in distributing IRMP survey and 
safety literature and undertake road safety checks where practical. 

Seeking views at Booth’s, 
Knutsford on January 25th 
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Raising awareness 
In order to attract more visitors on the day, Bluetooth broadcasting equipment 
was used to send a three-screen scrolling message, as illustrated below, to 
mobile phones within 200 metres of the roadshow vehicle. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Details of the roadshows were also promoted for free on the popular 
wherecanwego.co.uk website. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At locations where the Service’s community roadshow vehicle was used, six 
A1 posters were displayed clearly summarising the IRMP proposals and 
questions. Two of these were displayed in a freestanding A-frame display unit 
when it was not possible to use a vehicle. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Win a chance to be a firefighter for the day 
 

Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service is encouraging residents to 
have their say on its plans for the year ahead at a special 

community roadshow. Visitors will also get the chance to complete 
an online home safety check and be entered into a competition to 

be a firefighter for the day. Come along and have your say! 
 

The free roadshow will be open between 10am and 2pm. 

 
Have YOUR say on our 
burning issues and win 

the chance to be a 
firefighter for the day  

by completing an  
online home  

safety assessment 
 

 
 

We’re at 
Morrison’s Winsford 

until 2pm today. 
Come and see us! 

 
 
 
 
 
 

www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 
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Level of response 
The table below summarises the consultation response and the number of 
HSA referrals made at each location. This should not be regarded as a 
‘league table’ of success in terms of response rates as factors such as the 
weather will have had an impact on levels of genuine interest. It is merely an 
indicator of how the overall response sample is comprised, which will enable 
the Corporate Communications Department to refine the planning of 
roadshows in future years. 
 
Location Outcome 

Winsford – Morrisons 
Monday January 10th 

 20 surveys returned 
 4 HSA referrals 

Ellesmere Port – indoor market hall 
Tuesday January 11th 

 31 surveys returned 
 10 HSA referrals 

Northwich – Leicester Street 
Wednesday January 12th 

 23 surveys returned 
 13 HSA referrals 

Chester – Town Hall Square 
Saturday January 15th 

 16 surveys returned 
 17 HSA referrals 

Runcorn – Trident Retail Park 
Tuesday January 18th 

 11 surveys returned 
 2 HSA referrals 

Birchwood – shopping centre 
Thursday January 20th 

 20 surveys returned 
 20 HSA referrals 

Stockton Heath – Morrisons 
Friday January 21st 

 22 surveys returned 
 3 HSA referrals 

Warrington – Cockhedge Centre 
Saturday January 22nd 

 26 surveys returned 
 4 HSA referrals 

Knutsford – Booth’s 
Tuesday January 25th 

 33 surveys returned 
 No. of HSA referrals unrecorded 

Macclesfield – outside Town Hall 
Thursday January 27th 

 16 surveys returned 
 4 HSA referrals 

Widnes – Morrisons 
Saturday January 29th 

 12 surveys returned 
 2 HSA referrals 

Congleton – public library 
Tuesday February 4th 

 23 surveys returned 
 5 HSA referrals 

Wilmslow – Sainsbury’s 
Friday February 4th 

 26 surveys returned 
 2 HSA referrals 

Crewe – outside M&S 
Saturday February 5th 

 26 surveys returned 
 8 HSA referrals 

 
Response rate in Halton 
Because only 23 responses were received as an initial result of the 
roadshows in Runcorn and Widnes, the decision was taken to revisit Runcorn 
on March 1st in order to boost the overall level of response from the Halton 
unitary area. A further 150 surveys were given out inside Halton Lea 
Shopping Centre which resulted in a further nine completed forms being 
received by the close of the consultation. 
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Additional poll in Macclesfield about changes to crewing arrangements 
In anticipation of greater interest in 
the consultation in Macclesfield and 
because of media coverage in the 
area, forms were prepared that 
asked only the question relating to 
the day crewing proposal, to 
ascertain whether additional 
consultation events were needed 
locally. A total of 75 such forms 
were given out on January 27th in 
addition to the full consultation 
survey, with 21 completed on the 
day or returned shortly afterwards 
by freepost. The results of that snap 
poll are included in Section 4. 
 

3.3 Cheshire West and Chester community forums 
Members of the Service’s unitary performance team in Cheshire West 
regularly attend community forums hosted by Cheshire West and Chester 
Council. During the consultation process, the team gave informal 
presentations on the IRMP proposals at the forums they were scheduled to 
attend, took along copies of the survey and encouraged people to share their 
views. This was particularly useful in the more rural parts of the borough or 
places where it was not possible to take the roadshow including Frodsham, 
Helsby, Weaver, Broxton, Eddisbury and Neston. 
 
3.4 Media relations, new media activity and website 
Media coverage was generated to raise awareness of the consultation and 
this is detailed in full in Section 7. In addition, the Corporate Communications 
Department utilised its Facebook and Twitter channels (shown below) to 
widen the reach of messages promoting the consultation. The Service’s 
Facebook page currently has more than 930 people who ‘like’ it and more 
than 700 people follow the Service’s Twitter feed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Macclesfield roadshow was 
located centrally at the Town Hall. 
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3.5 Leadership Team Roadshows 
Members of the Service’s Leadership Team – which comprises the Chief, 
Deputy Chief and Assistant Chief Fire Officers, the Director of Finance and 
Corporate Planning and the Director of People and Organisational 
Development – held five well-attended roadshows to coincide with the 
consultation period. These took place at Runcorn on January 26th,  Ellesmere 
Port on January 31st, Macclesfield 
on February 15th, Warrington on 
February 18th and Headquarters 
on March 1st. 
 
All staff – both in operational and 
support roles – were invited to the 
sessions, which lasted about two 
hours and included a presentation 
on the Service’s four-year 
strategy, the IRMP proposals and 
their financial context and the new 
organisational values. They then 
had an opportunity to put 
questions to the Team. 
 
3.6 Raising awareness among staff 
The full range of internal communications channels in the Service were used 
to raise awareness of the consultation throughout the 12-week period, as 
shown on the following page. In order to understand which of these was most 
successful, respondents were asked as part of the survey to indicate the way 
in which they had heard about the consultation. Responses to this question 
are detailed on page 49, but in general terms the roadshow was the most 
successful way of raising awareness among residents and the intranet alerted 
the most staff to the consultation. 
 

The Service’s 
website 

homepage carried 
a prominent 

feature 
throughout the 

consultation 
period. A total of 

37 ‘click-throughs’ 
to the website 

were generated as 
a result of the 

updates on 
Facebook and 

Twitter. 

Staff from a range of departments 
and stations attended the 

roadshow at Service Headquarters. 
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Issue: Making Cheshire 
Safer (IRMP8)  

 

Key points:  
The Fire Authority approved IRMP8 for a 12-
week consultation following its meeting on 
December 15. The draft action plan confirms 
the Service's approach to risk assessment and 
management and sets out six key projects for 
2011-12: 

 Macclesfield Community Fire Station - 
new duty system  

 Service reviews  
 Joint Community Safety Advocates  
 Improving road safety  
 Improving business safety  
 Joint management in Halton and 

Warrington 

A copy of the full plan and a summary of the 
proposals are on the Intranet and staff are 
encouraged to use the online form to give their 
views. External consultation will include a 15-
date programme of visits in January and 
February using the Services Community 
Roadshow Vehicle. Results of the consultation 
on the four year strategy are on the Intranet. 

YOUR say on our draft IRMP for 2011/12 
 
If you have not yet commented on our draft 
plan for the year ahead, there is just one week 
left for you to do so. All feedback must be 
received by March 11th at the latest. So far, 
more than 500 members of the public, staff and 
volunteers have taken the time to complete the 
brief consultation survey. 
 
This can be accessed via the following link on 
our intranet: http://chesh-
net/features.aspx?fid=90 
 
Alternatively, hard copies are available on 
request by contacting me on the number 
below. If you already have a copy, please 
ensure it is returned in the internal post in good 
time to arrive by next Friday. 
 
The outcome of the consultation will be 
reported to the Fire Authority on March 16th 
and a report will available shortly afterwards on 
our intranet and website. 

Above: information contained 
in January 2011’s Core Brief. 

 
Right: global email sent on 

January 4th 2011 (one was also 
sent at the start of the exercise) 

Above: the article in the December 
2010 Alert staff newsletter. 

 

Above: corporate 
screensaver. 

Above: one of 
four items 

placed in The 
Green bulletin. 

http://chesh-net/features.aspx?fid=90�
http://chesh-net/features.aspx?fid=90�
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3.6 Communicating with volunteers 
The Service’s Volunteer Co-
ordinator, Claire Bennett, 
emailed 200 volunteers not 
also listed as employees on 
January 7th 2011 (see 
message on the right). The 
61 volunteers who do not 
have email access were sent 
the IRMP summary and 
questionnaire.  
 
In addition, volunteers were 
encouraged to support the 
roadshows if they were able 
to and one in particular 
attended the Saturday 
events to assist in promoting 
road safety messages. 
 
 
3.7 Informing partners 
A total of 228 individuals and organisations on the Service’s stakeholder 
database were emailed on December 23rd 2010. The message they received 
was as follows: 

Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service consultations 

In September we gave you or your organisation, as one of our valued partners, the 
opportunity to have your say on our draft four year strategy 'Planning for a Safer Cheshire'. 
Our thanks go to all the organisations that took the time to respond and helped to shape our 
direction of travel between now and 2015. The results of the consultation, which were 
received by Cheshire Fire Authority on December 15th, are now available to view on our 
website at the following link: http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1392 

We are now consulting on 'Making Cheshire Safer (IRMP 2011-12)'. This is the first of the 
four detailed annual action plans that will deliver our four year strategy and contains six key 
proposals. If you or your organisation would like to comment on its contents, the draft IRMP is 
available to review at http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650  We would ask 
that you respond by emailing me at mark.shone@cheshirefire.gov.uk or writing to: 

Mark Shone 
Communication and Engagement Officer 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
Headquarters 
Sadler Road 
Winsford 
Cheshire 
CW7 2FQ 

Please do not complete the online form as this is aimed at residents, with whom we will be 
engaging through a series of community roadshows throughout January and February. If you 
do wish to respond in writing, please could we have your contribution no later than March 11th 
2011. 

Finally, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me on 01606 868408.  
 
 

HAVE YOUR SAY ON OUR INTEGRATED RISK 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 2011/12 

As a volunteer with Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service, we would very much like you to share your 
views on our draft Integrated Risk Management 
Plan (IRMP) for 2011/12, which was approved for 
consultation last week by Cheshire Fire Authority. 
The draft plan sets out six proposals for the year 
ahead and is the first of four annual action plans that 
will take forward our recently-approved four year 
strategy. 

The draft plan is attached and you are invited to 
complete a quick and easy online survey on its 
contents at the following link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/J83Q6BK 
 
Hard copies of the survey and the plan are available 
on request from our Corporate Communications 
Department on 01606 868408.  
 
The closing date for responses is Friday March 11th 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1392�
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650�
mailto:mark.shone@cheshirefire.gov.uk�
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/J83Q6BK�
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3.8 Accessibility 
The consultation section of the 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. As a result, one request for a large print version was made during the 
consultation period. 
 



 IRMP 2011/12 Consultation Report Page 16 of 75 

4. Detailed results 
 
 
This section sets out survey responses from the residents, staff and 
volunteers. The results are represented in percentage terms to one decimal 
point, so may not always add up to 100%. 
 
In the far right column, the number of people who answered each question is 
indicated (above the total number in that group). The percentages should be 
attributed to the proportion of people who answered the question, not the total 
number of people in the group.  
 
The majority view for each group of respondents is highlighted in bold, for 
ease of reference, shading indicates whether the proposal is broadly 
supported or opposed and a brief narrative interpretation of the results is 
provided below each question. 
 
Question 1: How strongly do you value Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service as a provider of local services to your community? 
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Residents 86.8% 10.2% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 
364 

(364) 
Question 1: “I enjoy the work I do for Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service.” How strongly do you agree with this statement? 

 

S
tr

on
gl

y 
ag

re
e 

A
gr

ee
 

N
ot

 s
ur

e 

D
is

ag
re

e 

S
tr

on
gl

y 
di

sa
gr

ee
 

A
ns

w
er

ed
 

qu
es

tio
n 

Staff 33.7% 49.7% 12.7% 2.2% 1.7% 
181 

(181) 
Question 1: “I enjoy volunteering for Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service.” How strongly do you agree with this statement? 
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Volunteers 54.5% 40.9% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% 
22 

(22) 
Conclusion: 98% of residents value the Service provided. More than 83% 
of staff enjoy their work to some extent. More than 95% of volunteers 
enjoying volunteering for the Service. 
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Question 2: Do you agree with our proposal to focus our value for 
money reviews on the support areas of our organisation? 
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Residents 57.8% 31.7% 6.2% 3.1% 1.1% 
353 

(364) 

Staff 24.6% 40.1% 19.8% 13.8% 1.8% 
167 

(181) 

Volunteers 36.8% 52.6% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
19 

(22) 
Conclusion: Almost 90% of residents, 65% of staff and more than 89% of 
volunteers ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the proposal to focus our value for 
money reviews on the support areas of our organisation. 

 
Question 3: Do you support our proposal to target our community 
safety initiatives at the most vulnerable people? 
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Residents 39.5% 45.2% 13.1% 1.7% 0.6% 
352 

(364) 

Staff 34.1% 54.0% 9.7% 2.3% 0.0% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
18 

(22) 
Conclusion: Almost 85% of residents, more than 81% of staff and more 
than 80% of volunteers are supportive of targeting community safety 
initiatives at the most vulnerable people. 

 
Question 4: Do you support our proposal to create joint community 
safety advocates with relevant partner organisations? 
 

S
tr

on
gl

y 
su

pp
or

t 

S
up

po
rt

 

N
ot

 s
ur

e 

O
pp

os
e 

S
tr

on
gl

y 
op

po
se

 

A
ns

w
er

ed
 

qu
es

tio
n 

Residents 42.3% 43.4% 11.0% 3.1% 0.3% 
355 

(364) 

Staff 20.5% 47.7% 17.0% 12.5% 2.3% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 73.7% 26.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
19 

(22) 
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Conclusion: More than 85% of residents, 68% of staff and all volunteers 
who responded are supportive of the creation of joint community safety 
advocates with relevant partner organisations. 

 
Question 5: How effective do you think we would be in having a greater 
focus on road safety in the future? 
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Residents 40.2% 34.6% 17.1% 5.3% 2.8% 
356 

(364) 

Staff 22.7% 40.9% 16.5% 17.0% 2.8% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 55.6% 16.7% 22.2% 5.6% 0.0% 
18 

(22) 
Conclusion: Nearly three quarters of residents, more than 62% of staff and 
more than 72% of volunteers think the Service would be ‘effective’ or ‘very 
effective’ in having a greater focus on road safety in the future. 

 
Question 6: Do you support our proposals for joint business 
inspections? 
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Residents 40.5% 44.2% 12.7% 0.9% 1.7% 
346 

(364) 

Staff 15.9% 37.5% 36.9% 6.3% 3.4% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 38.9% 50.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
18 

(22) 
Conclusion: Almost 85% of residents, more than 53% of staff and 90% of 
volunteers are supportive of proposals for joint business inspections. 

 
Question 7: Do you support our ‘day crewing plus’ proposal for 
Macclesfield Community Fire Station? 
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Residents: overall 
 

27.1% 34.3% 27.1% 5.5% 6.0% 
362 

(384)* 
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Residents: Cheshire E 
24.2% 36.0% 23.0% 6.8% 9.9% 161 

Staff 13.6% 17.0% 14.8% 11.4% 43.2% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 17.6% 35.3% 41.2% 5.9% 0.0% 
17 

(22) 
Conclusion: Overall, 61.4% of residents across the whole of Cheshire, 
Halton and Warrington are supportive of the day crewing plus proposal for 
Macclesfield. In Cheshire East, the level of support is 60.2%. These figures 
include the 20 single question surveys returned from Macclesfield (one 
additional single question survey was returned but not completed in full).  

More than 54% of staff oppose the proposal overall, compared to 30.6% 
who support it. 

Just over half of the responding volunteers are supportive, but a significant 
proportion is ‘not sure’. 

 
Question 8: Do you support our proposal to join up internal 
management arrangements for Halton and Warrington? 
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Residents 30.0% 37.8% 26.8% 5.2% 0.3% 
347 

(364) 

Staff 21.6% 42.6% 21.0% 10.8% 4.0% 
176 

(181) 

Volunteers 17.6% 52.9% 29.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
17 

(22) 
Conclusion: More than 67% of residents, 64% of staff and just over 70% of 
volunteers are supportive of the proposal to join up internal management 
arrangements for Halton and Warrington. 

 
Question 9: Do you support our proposed efficiency savings of £2.5m 
(6% of our budget) over the next two years? 
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Residents 32.7% 42.9% 16.2% 5.1% 5.1% 
352 

(364) 

Staff 13.3% 37.6% 17.0% 18.2% 13.9% 
165 

(181) 

Volunteers 43.8% 43.8% 6.3% 6.3% 0.0% 
16 

(22) 
Conclusion: More than 75% of residents, just over 50% of staff and more 
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than 87% of volunteers are supportive of the proposed efficiency savings 
over the next two years. 

 
Question 10: Do you support Cheshire Fire Authority’s proposal not to 
increase its council tax in 2011/12? 
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Residents 60.3% 26.8% 7.0% 4.2% 1.7% 
355 

(364) 

Staff 28.2% 39.1% 16.1% 12.6% 4.0% 
174 

(181) 

Volunteers 58.8% 17.6% 17.6% 5.9% 0.0% 
17 

(22) 
Conclusion: More than 87% of residents, 67% of staff and three quarters of 
responding volunteers are supportive of the proposal not to increase council 
tax in 2011/12. 

 
Question 11: Do you support our overall plans for the year ahead, as 
set out in Making Cheshire Safer, our Integrated Risk Management 
Plan 2011/12? 
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Residents 42.1% 47.3% 8.3% 1.7% 0.6% 
349 

(364) 

Staff 18.6% 36.6% 19.8% 16.3% 8.7% 
172 

(181) 

Volunteers 35.3% 64.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
17 

(22) 
Conclusion: Almost 90% of residents, more the 55% of staff and all 
responding volunteers are supportive of the overall plans. 
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5. Additional comments received 
 
 
5.1 Residents’ comments 
A total of 103 residents chose to make a comment at the end of the survey. 
For ease of reference, these have been organised on the following pages into 
common themes. Where comments covered more than one theme, they have 
been broken up and included under the relevant heading. The number in 
brackets indicates the number of comments received under each heading. 
 
General messages of support (32) 

 Keep doing a fab job. Well done. 

 They do a very good job. 

 They are brilliant. I always feel safe following my home safety check. 

 My best wishes to all staff. 

 Keep up the good work. 

 I think they do an excellent job. These are people who we should 
totally support and look after and secure for the future. 

 When I worked for Cheshire West and Chester Council I always found 
the service to be very helpful. 

 Keep it up. You're doing a great job. 

 Really good service, great. 

 You do a really fantastic job. 

 Value fire service a great deal. Very brave. 

 I think it's very good. It helps a lot of people. Thank you. Keep up the 
good work. 

 They do a good job saving lives and they're always there and 
approachable and helpful. 

 I worked very closely with regards to my job and they have focused on 
working with people with learning disabilities. They're really patient with 
people. 

 Fully supportive of your initiatives and proposals. 

 Well done. Thank you! 

 Always liked the fire station open days as a child. 

 A much appreciated service which is not always acknowledged by the 
public - thank you all. 

 Always impressed with the professional service of the Fire and Rescue 
Service. Keep up the good work. 

 Good luck. 
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 You do a very good job under very stressful conditions, but be more 
visible in the community. Talk more! 

 Just keep aiming for the best the service can do. 

 The fire service does an excellent job so they should be supported by 
our councils and government. 

 As a UK citizen I am very proud of our fire service and would like them 
to be able providing their very high level of service.  

 I would just like to say thanks to the Fire and Rescue Service staff. 
Keep up the good work. 

 You are an essential service, mainly forgot, until you are needed. You 
give more than value for money. I hope if needed you will be there. 

 We must respect and value our fire service and its employees. 

 The fire brigade are more respected and thought very highly of and 
appreciated than a lot of council services. Thanks. 

 Thank you! 

 Thank you for looking after us all. 

 Carry on doing a great job. 

 The service is second to none. All the guys do a powerful, dangerous 
job and would back them in their quest 100%. 

  

Support for overall approach (12) 

 I have read the draft IRMP (summary) and feel the proposals put 
forward are well thought out and well presented. I work for an NHS 
trust that has substantial savings to make over the next three years, so 
appreciate that these savings DO need to be made, and in a way that 
protects the safety of the public and the staff involved. 

 We hope the proposals will provide us with a safe community as I live 
in supported housing with help of carers. 

 Make sure it happens. 

 I support all the proposals providing the community can receive the 
same level of protection from CFRS. 

 I am pleased with everything that they are planning. 

 Just make sure the plans work in practice, not just in theory. 

 Wish you all the support in the three-year programme, whatever the 
outcome the Cheshire Fire and Rescue do a great job. 

 When savings have to be made there is always a concern that the 
service provided suffers. It would seem that the proposals aim not to 
do that so in principle I support the proposals. 

 You seem to know what you are doing. 
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 Great service. Change is necessary to respond to new requirements. 

 Good to see a responsible, overall approach. 

 Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service is an integral part of the local 
community. It provides services far beyond the stereotypical role. 
Consequently, I would like to support their proposals and congratulate 
them on their hard work and proactive approach to safety. 

 

General messages of opposition (2) 

 As an ex-fireman [FBU rep] I strongly resent any reduction in 
manpower [however disguised] in our excellent fire service.  

 Understandably cuts have to be made everywhere at present, but I 
think that to cut staff in the fire service not only would put fire officers' 
lives at risk but also the public. If money needs to be saved in this 
service as in many others it should be managerial posts that should be 
lost, too many managers etc. in public services. 

 

Targeting of community safety initiatives (9) 

 Not clear who are support organisations. Shouldn't safety initiatives be 
for all people equally? 

 Surely it is subjective to identify someone as vulnerable - anyone can 
be the victim of a fire or road accident. 

 Re. targeting safety initiative specifically at vulnerable people - note 
that I'm not aware, as a parish councillor, of any HSAs in Ollerton or 
Marthall. 

 All homes are vulnerable and all people - not just specific groups. 

 What about follow ups to ensure alarms are still operational? 

 Moving home assessments to being predominantly online may exclude 
large sections of the community. 

 How do you assess who is the most vulnerable. Age alone is not the 
most significant criteria. 

 I am not convinced that safety initiatives should be targeted only at 
vulnerable people. How is vulnerable' defined?  

 Continuing to visit schools and talking about what you do and how they 
should always respect the fire officers performing their duties on roads 
and estates. 

 

Road safety (7) 

 Focus on road safety - if you get the right training. 

 Q5. Depends how broadly you look at this questions [re. promoting 
road safety] regarding the fire service. Access to fires or traffic 
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accidents etc. must be greatly impeded by the volume of traffic on the 
roads generally and the high level of opportunist/illegal parking.  

 You are a fire and rescue service. Improving road safety is nothing to 
do with you.  

 Proposal 4 and the enclosed leaflet [re. winter driving] should not have 
been in this questionnaire. 

 The spot road safety checks are effective. 

 On the Road Safety Day, the lady driving the white van almost hit me 
working on the trailers only stopping to apply her seat belt. The fire 
crew then proceeded to demolish our trolley bay by driving into it with 
their fire truck. I would request they lead by example. 

 I strongly do not support the Fire Service being involved in Road safety 
training. This is outside the remit I suspect and should be left to more 
properly aligned groups e.g. police. I recognise that the Service cut 
people out etc, but road safety training is not their job. Save money on 
this and spend it on emergency response.  

 

Business inspections (2) 

 Q6. Would depend if the person doing the inspection for other parties 
as well as their own had sufficient knowledge/experience to 
understand all the issues.  

 Charge firms which do not take care of rules for fire and safety. 

 

Macclesfield day crewing plus (11 from main survey, 16 from additional single 
question survey in Macclesfield) 

 As a member of Macclesfield's community I am strongly against the 
new shift system the senior management has dreamt up, if the fire 
service can afford to buy an inflatable fire engine and get an increase 
on their grant from the government, then why should the people of 
Macclesfield lose their firefighters? Why doesn't the fire authority look 
at the number of senior management, these people get paid more than 
the real firefighters and cost the tax payer even more money by going 
on away days and go-karting. What happens to the family life of the 
fire fighters on this new shift system? In the local newspaper the 
assistant chief says "they will receive a 32% pay increase", if they are 
doing double the hours shouldn't they get double the pay?! 

 Proposal 5 - Is it a cost effective option? Comparisons to Wilmslow do 
not refer to cost comparison. 

 Would new duty system add vital minutes to response times at night? 

 Please don't change Macclesfield Fire Station. It will upset all the 
firefighters with families. It's only suitable for single firefighters. 

 Proposal 5 (Macclesfield) is not at all clear and needs re-writing. I 
needed to seek advice.  
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 We have an excellent service from the Cheshire Fire Service in our 
local area (Macclesfield). 

 The proposal for Macclesfield is place specific and is difficult to access 
from the other side of the County.  

 An opinion of firefighters would have been helpful. My fear is that staff 
are working too long. How can people work effectively during the day 
and night? Savings - not at the detriment of staff welfare and the 
service provided. 

 The new duty system at Macclesfield quotes "continuing reduction in 
number of call outs in Macclesfield and surrounding areas" and 
suggests that HSA visits have contributed to this reduction. Can this 
reduced level of staffing cope if the number of call outs rises or if there 
is a major incident? I'm asking this question as your proposals say the 
HSA visits will be reduced, therefore lack of awareness could 
potentially lead to an increase in calls?  

 I agree with some of the plans you have laid out - savings need to be 
made somewhere - but others sound a bit more dubious. In particular 
the idea of "day crewing plus" sounds problematic. I have a certain 
level of familiarity with the way a typical, four-watch, frontline staffing 
system operates; and I do not like the sound of a single watch of 16 
being responsible for the safety of a community. I would worry about 
the fire fighters being over-stretched by this arrangement. If I am 
reading between the lines correctly, this "purpose built 
accommodation" for fire fighters basically sounds like on-site 
dormitories. When would these fire fighters have the opportunity to 
leave the station? Where is the work-life balance that fire fighters 
surely must need just as much, if not more, as the rest of us? If cuts 
need to be made, make them in areas of excess administration - or 
raise taxes - but please do not compromise the safety of the 
community by tampering with fire fighters' tried and tested working 
routine. Thank you. 

 Day Crewing Plus - Why not Day Crewing as used elsewhere - why 
have the "plus" part with capital expense to build homes. Unnecessary 
waste and not the fire service core task. Also, from the incidents chart 
the most call outs are in late evening. Surely on duty firefighters should 
be available then not in the morning when events are at the lowest 
rate. It is not clear from your report you are putting the people at full 
alert at the right time. 

 I feel that the proposed day crewing plus would be detrimental to the 
firefighters in the area. I feel that it is important that firefighters be fully 
rested and have decent working conditions so they can perform their 
jobs effectively and safety. 

 I support the firefighters on the sharp end, the men who do the job. 
They are far better qualified than myself or management who generally 
listen only to accountants. 
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 We have a good system in place, so why change it. The only benefit is 
to save money. Every minute lost can cost a life. We pay rates and 
taxes to have the best system and we have it. 

 I do not understand the new system. Are the crew who have been on 
duty during the day the ones available at night? If something is working 
satisfactorily why change? 

 Would rather a rested, fresh team of firefighters if I was in an RTC, fire 
etc. This would be a small cost to ensure lives. 

 [I oppose] because it works well how it is now. 

 [Do it] if it saves money. 

 [I agree] provided it does not endanger life or property. 

 I live in an area that already has a fire station with a retained fire 
service. 

 There are cutbacks not where people will pay a high price. 

 Why fix something that’s not broken? 

 No one should be without a fire station. 

 We are happy with the way it is now. 

 I don’t feel it needs changing, it works this way. 

 Save money for the service in a different way. Works great the way it is 
now. Not fair on hardworking firefighters. 

 Happy with the way the fire service is provided in Macc. Don’t need to 
cut when you have received an increase in grant. 

 
Council tax freeze (3) 

 I would prefer to have 24/7 cover at all times, however fully understand 
budgeting. I would be happy for council tax increase. 

 Don't object to paying more on council tax for the fire service. Cut top 
jobs not ordinary firemen. 

 Q10. As long as the overall service is not compromised. 

 

Other suggestions for reducing cost (11) 

 Need to consider reducing cost by on call fire services and possible 
working with ambulance and police services. 

 I feel that the front line services should be under less pressure to 
reduce budgets, than other administrative public sector roles. 

 Businesses should pay for their inspections. 

 Sack the government. 
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 Get better value for money from firefighters, eliminate second jobs, 
bring shifts into line with other industries and put the unions FIRMLY in 
their place. 

 Need to ensure and continually monitor that standard and operational 
configuration gives value for money. 

 Think it is wrong having to [make savings]. But would pay more 
[council tax] to keep our fire service. I think our fire service and NHS 
should not have to make these kinds of decisions as they are too 
important for everyone. I think our fire service is fantastic. 

 Too many chiefs and not enough Indians is what you are planning 
DISGRACEFUL! what about the people of Cheshire's welfare or is it 
lining management pockets that come first 

 Stop wasting money on inflatable fire engines. 

 The fire department should not need to work to a budget. 

 Do any of the proposals allow for the service to generate income, 
particularly proposal 2 (business safety)? 

 

Area-specific comments (3) 

 We need more awareness campaigns on TV and more awareness 
events at the Dale Camp, Chester. 

 Fulltime fire station at Birchwood! 

 Congleton has an efficient fire station. I live in a retirement apartment. 
They visit to give talks, check equipment and give immediate 
emergency calls. 

 

Ensure focus always remains on operational response (14) 

 Don't lose sight ever that getting an engine to an incident is number 
one priority. Nothing else. 

 Don't effect response times. 

 Just don't cut frontline services. 

 Safety is paramount. Fire service does an excellent job. I would hate 
money to stand in the way of safety. 

 Saving should not be put before safety. 

 People of Cheshire should feel safe in their homes with the cuts 
planned this WILL be questionable. 

 I would object to redundancies to save money at the expense of health 
and safety. 

 Whatever your proposals, please never compromise safety purely to 
economise. 
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 Keep up this high standard. No cuts please. 

 Just leave it as it is - it's working fine. 

 However, I like to stress that, whatever you do, you must ensure that 
the key objective of the service i.e. effective fire and rescue service is 
of paramount importance. 

 I believe that the change in relation to frontline firefighters, crewing 
systems etc. are too drastic and I believe that reducing staffing levels 
will have a major impact in the cover provide by the fire and rescue 
service. 

 As long frontline services are kept and a big pay increase for frontline 
firemen. I do not fully understand form but said above what I think. 

 Depends on how vulnerable we are because of money shortages. 

 
Consultation process/communications (12) 

 ALSO please consider asking all local papers to print this resident’s 
consultation [possibly free of charge] as this one will only reach 
hundreds of people instead of the hundreds of thousands otherwise. 

 To ask question about sexual orientation is utter crap. 

 There's not enough information to compare the 'Wilmslow' type option, 
but change from existing arrangements supported. 

 Do not waste time and money on surveys of this type. Reduce layers 
of management in system. Focus on core fire and rescue tasks. 

 Community engagement in Congleton by the fire service is very good. 
This needs to continue and improve further. 

 I'm sure they are all valid proposals but I think a questionnaire such as 
this is rather limited. 

 As a normal citizen it is hard to get one's head around the specifics of 
the questions asked. It would have been slightly easier if the questions 
had been given a corresponding mark to a particular part of the 
corresponding proposal or subheading.  

 I believe the questions should be related to specific measurable results 
as this would make the consultation more meaningful. 

 CFRS do a considerable amount within its community, but still people 
within the community do not know about its role and what it general 
duties it carries out. Is there any way to increase the awareness of 
CFRS. 

 Q3, 4, 5, 7, and 9. I have marked 'not sure' as I do not know enough 
about these proposals.  

 I hope your consultation goes well and that you get a good response 
from the public. I'm more than happy to answer any future 
questionnaires regarding this process. 
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 The questions above do not properly allow comment on certain 
aspects. So my answer to Q11 (not sure) is because some things I 
support, others not.  

 

 
5.2 Staff comments 
A total of 64 members of staff chose to make a comment at the end of the 
survey. Once again, for ease of reference, these have been organised on the 
following pages into common themes. Lengthier comments have been 
reproduced in their entirety in order to preserve the detailed arguments they 
put forward. 
 
General messages of support (1) 

 I feel CFRS delivers a fantastic service to our customers of Cheshire to 
ensure we achieve a safer Cheshire thus achieved through direct and 
indirect education whether it be through H.S.A delivery, school visits, 
our partner agencies, the service our Advocates deliver to those 
minority groups who are either hard to reach or are most vulnerable in 
society and the role our fire cadets and volunteers provide across 
Cheshire. 

 
Support for overall approach (2) 

 Encouraging to see that innovative ideas are being considered during 
the current and forecasted difficult financial climate. 

 That said I believe the business plan for the coming years is sound 
and I am confident the Service will continue to deliver a high standard 
of service in spite of funding constraints. 

 
General messages of opposition to perceived cuts (4) 

 My views are very political, however I feel it is holy and morally wrong 
that such harsh savings are being forced upon us because of a 
recession caused by bankers and politicians. The public sector is 
being used as a scapegoat and the proposals for Macclesfield just 
show how the service is prepared to put the savings that the 
organisation is being forced to make before the needs of its 
employees, employees who perform admirably and efficiently. 

 During the current financial crisis the level of service must not drop. 

 [Re. efficiency savings] it depends where the cuts are made. 

 Reducing fire cover costs lives. Monetary gain = personal pain. 

 
Review of support services (6) 

 The review of support services is well overdue and needs to be in-
depth and also look closely at the performance of the departments as I 
believe improvements are required. 
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 Support the idea of efficiencies but am unclear how focus on support 
areas equates with areas with most opportunity to achieve efficiency. 

 Value for money reviews of support staff is good but if we reduce staff 
without increasing efficiency of processes and systems it will leave 
smaller teams with excessive workloads. 

 As an Admin Manager in Cheshire West and Chester Community Fire 
Protection, I know I deliver an efficient and effective support service 
that adds value, makes a difference and a massive contribution 
towards achieving our team, departmental and organisational 
objectives. Through working smart and working together, we have 
achieved so much and will continue to achieve through a positive can 
do attitude, strong work ethic, motivation, focus, energy, enthusiasm 
and commitment to excellence. I know you will continue to need the 
skills, knowledge and experience of staff like myself who learn, 
develop, improve and challenge to design and implement processes 
that are fit for purpose and best practice as we continue to achieve 
excellence in everything we do. 

 I think this organisation focuses more on support services, than on the 
core nature of an emergency service. 

 Value for money reviews should be focused on all areas, not just 
support. Cost savings opportunities should be identified across the 
service, not just in one area, such as support. Greater savings can 
probably be made in ops. 

 

Targeting of community safety initiatives (2) 

 Very sorry to hear that we will be cutting loose the tens of thousands of 
people that have detectors fitted by ourselves and believe that so 
called specific targeting of the vulnerable will lead to an increase in 
KSIs in Cheshire. 

 Hope that in joining up Halton and Warrington that the support for CS 
Advocates will see them properly supported in Lone Working. 

 

Road safety (1) 

 I also feel that road safety should be left to the Police and highways 
agency. We are in danger of being seen as some sort of enforcement 
agency, thus loosing the goodwill the public show us. 

 

Macclesfield day crewing plus (29)  

 As a father with a young family working at Macclesfield, I strongly 
believe that the proposed day crewing plus shift will have a drastic 
effect on my home life, completely upsetting my current work/life 
balance. Also, having recently purchased a house closer to 
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Macclesfield, I believe that any further travel commitments will also 
have a detrimental effect on my home life and children's upbringing. 

 The proposal for day crewing plus at Macclesfield Fire Station would 
make work life balance very difficult for those members of staff with a 
family to consider. People, in particular females, will be put off from 
joining the fire service as the day crewing plus system of working is an 
un-family friendly shift pattern. 

 Unfortunately the only savings that seem to be occurring, is by 
reducing numbers on frontline appliances, downgrading wholetime 
stations to a system that on paper saves money, but doesn't seem 
work in practice, which is the day crew plus system which is being 
propped up by wholetime outduties in the evening as the retained 
cover is yet to be adequate. 

 I support the service in the savings it has to make however what 
matters most to the public is when they call 999 they get an immediate 
response currently we are the only service which will do this, but with 
changes to some stations shift patterns this will cause a slower and 
therefore a lesser service to the public which I do not support. 

 I live in Macclesfield and don’t believe that the service provided will be 
of the same quality if firefighters have been on duty for such long 
hours, I also believe that the enhanced money is no match for quality 
time off. 

 The shift proposal for Macclesfield is a massive step in the wrong 
direction. The negative effects will be felt by those who are forced to 
work it and also members of the community who will see a noticeable 
reduction in quality of service we provide, especially cadets and youth 
groups who visit us in the evenings. The amount of hours spent at 
work is like going back to the dark ages and will be detrimental to 
workers health and have a huge negative impact on family life. I 
strongly recommend the current proposals for Macclesfield are 
dropped and replaced with a proposal more in keeping with the 21st 
century and in line with the service core values all of us are supposed 
to subscribe to. 

 The Service should demonstrate they value their staff and drop their 
proposal for Macclesfield Fire Station. The proposal is not family 
friendly to force staff to work 84 hours per week or be displaced across 
the county. 

 New duty system proposal at Macclesfield equates to working for 
£4.50 per hour and I would never see my three children! 

 […] I strongly oppose the proposed new shift pattern at Macclesfield 
Fire Station. I like to consider myself open to change what ever the 
Fire Service would like me to get behind I am more than happy to 
promote. However this new proposal I strongly feel on the grounds of 
equality would indirectly discriminate a too higher proportion of our 
colleagues across the service from being able to apply for positions at 
Macclesfield on the grounds of there personal commitments, whether it 
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be child care, caring commitments for a disabled child, partner or 
parent etc, Colleagues across the service are open to change when 
the change they are being asked to consider is a fare system of work, I 
feel the expectation in this day and age for someone to be expected to 
work an average of 84 hours a week is a too higher price to pay on the 
grounds of there health, wellbeing and family life. A different proposal 
has already been suggested instead of Day Crewing Plus by 
firefighters which is a three watch system 48 hours on 4 days off an 
average of 56 hours per week not 84, this system would have a far 
greater less impact on our minority workforce on the grounds of 
Indirect Discrimination as well as a lesser impact on family life as we 
are already working two nights in a row and therefore for a great 
proportion of us we don’t see our families for two days anyway, 
peoples health and wellbeing would be greatly improved instead of the 
proposed 84 hours, and best of all the Fire Service would still achieve 
a potential saving of approximately £200,000 a year or £800,000 over 
4 years from one station alone, thus keeping a much higher 
percentage happy. Many thanks. 

 I disagree with the proposed plans for day crewing plus at Macclesfield 
as this would have a huge negative effect with family relations/work life 
balance, I believe it would also lower the amount of community work 
done at Macclesfield as there would be no nightshift there to cover 
(Brownies, Cubs, HSAs etc). 

 I believe Macclesfield day manning plus system would only interest 
people for the money not the shifts. Once they start doing the shifts 
they will soon realise the shift pattern are not family friendly. 

 I am more than happy working for Cheshire Fire Service and really 
enjoy every part of my job. The service provides excellent customer 
service throughout the community however I am strongly against the 
proposal for the shift change at Macclesfield on the grounds of the new 
equality act I feel a large proportion of the minority groups within the 
service would be indirectly discriminated against for being given the 
opportunity to apply for the positions at Macclesfield on the grounds of 
there caring commitments for a child, disabled child, partner or parent. 
Secondly I feel this system would have a dramatic impact on the 
working time directive as we would be doing an average of 84 positive 
hours a week not the stated 42 hours as we would be resting in 
accommodation provided for by our employer hence all hours worked 
would be classed as positive not rest hours. Many thanks. . 

 Macclesfield should be left on the current shift system to keep the 
resilience up in the Cheshire east area 

 Item 7 proposed move to Day crewing plus. I oppose this move due to 
the effects this will have on the employees, as someone who works the 
day staffing system I find the hours unhealthy and totally against family 
friendly ethos and that’s with the House provided, and working the 
retained cover from 19:00hrs. Changing wholetime staff to the DCP 
could lead to higher levels of sickness and strains on partnerships 
especially fire fighters with young families, and all for what? staff 
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reductions and a third of the pay for double the hours, TIME to HAVE 
A RETHINK!!!! on what is good for Team Cheshire, and for the 
supporters of this system ask yourselves this. Would you like to work 
96 hours solid with little family contact and extreme working and living 
conditions I doubt any of you would. Let’s make it right for the 
employers and employees in turn right for team Cheshire. 

 I do not believe in adopting the 'Day Crewing Plus' system. It isn’t 
family friendly and fire fighters will have to work more hours for less 
pay. 

 I passionately disagree with the proposals for Macclesfield fire station. 
It is an archaic, Victorian shift system and has no place in modern 
society. Will, once the 'deficit' has been reduced, this station be 
returned to the wholetime shift system? Why, if rumours are correct, 
will the firefighter's hourly rate fall to less than £5ph? When will this 
end? Are there more fire stations where this is earmarked to happen? 
In my opinion, making savings by doing this is the wrong way to go. It 
is putting the onus on the frontline to drastically alter their and their 
family's lifestyle to save money for their employer. It is morally and 
ethically wrong. Why aren't senior managers in the fire service coming 
out and fighting these changes, like Police and Health Service Chiefs? 
It feels like they are actually being embraced and used as a smoke 
screen for further unnecessary cuts. Just my opinion. 

 I can understand the necessity to robustly review all aspects of the 
Service to ensure its fit for purpose and doing the job it needs to. I 
don't agree with the proposal of making Macclesfield a day crewing + 
station, I believe this station is too busy for this system and I can't see 
how the working time directive would allow unless we opted out. I don't 
think anyone at Macclesfield wants this so if it’s offered out to all staff 
we will be displacing all operational staff from this station which I think 
is unfair. 

 Although a need for change is important, the drastic manner we're 
taking on some of the smaller wholetime stations (day crew plus) I feel 
is ill judged and a short term fix. we don't seem to be thinking of the 
community we serve in those areas, also the change of shift patterns 
are vague and without evidence of it being successful elsewhere 

 As a serving firefighter I realise that savings must be made, hopefully 
this can be done without compromising the safety of our residents. 
Maybe the majority of savings should come from non - frontline roles. I 
am uncomfortable with the reduction in quality of fire cover at night 
when wholetime crews are replaced with on call firefighters, especially 
when the crews are recruited en masse and are all inexperienced. To 
me it would make more sense to have experienced wholetime / day 
staffing crews providing the cover at night when the risk of serious 
incidents (i.e. persons reported fires) is increased, and having on call 
cover in the daytime. 
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 Day staffing plus is the wrong direction - you need to get Birchwood 
and Wilmslow working without the use of wholetime firefighters doing 
on call periods. 

 I strongly disagree with the IRMP proposal to crew Macclesfield Fire 
Station on a 'day crewing plus system'. This system, whilst providing 
wholetime response times, achieves this at the detriment of the 
employee. This system is known by employees as ‘day crewing 
minus’. (a house). The working time directive is there to protect the 
employee from excessive hours at work. Being at your place of work 
for 96 hours is unhealthy for a healthy work life balance. Whilst there 
are very challenging financial constraints that the Service is working 
within, it should not and must not mean that the service achieves 
savings in a way that is detrimental to the wellbeing, health and mental 
health of their employees. In Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service’s new 
Culture and Values "respecting our people" and "valuing our people" 
are seen as key whilst "promoting equality and diversity". These values 
must be acted upon for them to be true both on paper but also in 
practice. As an employee who is a parent and a spouse I want to 
ensure that an equality impact assessment has been properly carried 
out for this proposal and acted upon. This system is disproportionately 
affecting those married and those with children. If I worked this shift 
pattern I would have a very significant loss of relationship with my wife 
and my children. My children are very young and I need an employer 
that provides me with regular contact with them. If I worked this system 
I would expect that I may end up divorced and my children not 
developing emotionally. The service has been actively promoting 
employment opportunities for those with children and families, however 
if such systems are being pursued I am under no illusion that will have 
to sadly look to relocating my family or longer being a fire-fighter. Upon 
this backdrop I hope those in leadership in the service will take 
"personal responsibility for making the right thing happen". 

 The proposal of DAY CREWING PLUS is the beginning of the end for 
anyone who is married or has children. More time at work and less 
time with my family is not what I understand Cheshire’s new culture 
and respecting our people values to be. This will mean more 
weekends at work, more bank holidays at work, more Christmases at 
work all at the expense of my children and wife. There are studies on 
the internet which are accessible which prove to the detriment of 
families and children about the excessive hours done at work. Not only 
will people get hurt they will become ill with burden of missing 
important date for their children i.e., birthdays, Xmas, parents 
evenings, sports days, out of school clubs and many, many more. This 
I am sure is unacceptable and my wife may as well be single as she 
would be the one who has to do all of the above. 

 I am deeply concerned with the effect that the proposed shift routine 
spoke about at Macclesfield will have on people's home life. the 
service promotes values such as ' respect our people' and 'valuing our 
people' are not consistent with the new proposed shift system 
personally as a husband /father I can only see it being extremely 
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detrimental to my home life. if in the future this system would be forced 
upon me I would have to seriously consider a move away from station 
or even the service in general which is something that I don’t want to 
do 

 I strongly oppose the IRMP proposal to crew Macclesfield Fire Station 
on a 'day crewing plus system. 

 I am strongly opposed to the IRMP proposal to crew Macclesfield Fire 
Station on the "Day Crewing Plus" duty system. This is a system that, 
although providing response times that are similar to those of 
Wholetime crews, is wholly unworkable for the vast majority of the 
employees who would be forced to work it, changing their work/life 
balance to the detriment of their own lifestyle and family needs and 
obligations. The current working time directive is in place to protect an 
employee from working overly excessive hours. The proposed scheme 
would DOUBLE the hours of the current working "tour", and is patently 
unhealthy for the wellbeing of the Service's employees, both mentally 
and physically, and would be considered UN-family friendly. The new 
Culture and Values of CFRS make statements such as "respecting our 
people" and "valuing our people", which are seen as key factors in 
"promoting equality and diversity". It would seem that, whilst looking 
good on paper, these statements would need to be truly followed in 
practice. I am in no doubt that this new shift system would be totally 
unsuitable and tenable for myself as an employee in this organisation. 
The effect such a move would have on my family life would be, I think, 
disastrous. I predict that this would be the same for the majority of 
people this change would happen to, those with wives, partners and 
children. 

 I strongly disagree with the up and coming proposal of the new IRMP, 
to crew Macclesfield fire station to day crewing plus. The working time 
directive is there to protect us the employee from working excessive 
hours, and working for 96 hours for little or nothing is not right. I accept 
changes have to be made due to the circumstances this country is in 
an the fire an rescue service has to make changes but not in this way 
as they you propose, this will also affect many firefighters and their 
families in the process. 

 Implementation of day crewing plus is a terrible mistake and Cheshire 
Fire Service should find these supposed savings in other areas or 
return to CLG and refuse to cuts that are detrimental to the service we 
provide. 

 No to day crewing plus. 

 I believe the current day staffing system could be changed to the 
Wilmslow system making savings, as retained are already in place on 
these stations. Also it would change an unfair system. With reference 
to the current day crewed system, I believe that on four of the fire 
stations the Wilmslow system could be introduced. This is due to the 
fact that these systems already have a retained element set up giving 
no additional cost. Day crewing personnel receive an extra 26.85% this 
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would reduce to 7.5%. Also if it is found that the day crewing 26.85% is 
pensionable then changing this system will save the service's cost in 
relation to their expense in pension funding. Housing stock could be 
sold or privately rented giving income, also saving on housing 
allowance current around £190 per four weeks for personnel in their 
own homes. It would also change an unfair system where a firefighter 
living in their own home is currently around £400 per four weeks better 
off than a firefighter living in their own home is currently £400 per four 
weeks better off than a firefighter in a service house. This is not 
available to all staff which makes the system financially unfair to some. 

 

General impact on staff (3) 

 Closer working with partners is great in principle, but the benefits need 
to be balanced carefully with the upheaval it could cause to staff and 
the potential loss of productivity that would ensue. 

 Creating an unhappy workforce will only reduce quality of delivery and 
threaten their and public safety. 

 The quality of life of frontline firefighters needs to be protected to 
maintain high morale among staff and throughout the service. 

 

Partnership working (1) 

 Some of the other proposals require partner commitment so feel 
unable to comment. 

 

Council tax freeze (2) 

 Proposal to freeze the CT contribution is, from a personal point of 
view, not consistent with a personal belief that continued citizen 
investment in public sector service is as equally important as efficiency 
savings on the part of the provider. I still believe that the public’s main 
expectation of what they are paying for with regard to their fire and 
rescue service is the arrival of highly trained staff, with the best 
equipment possible, as quickly as possible when they are in an 
emergency situation. These are the services I think they would wish to 
protect above all others. 

 I feel there should be a increase in council tax even if its just 5p per 
person could make a big difference i.e. an extra 5,000 smoke 
detectors could potentially protect an additional 2,500 homes across 
Cheshire, now isn’t that worth 5p per person? 

 
Other suggestions for reducing cost (9) 

 I would expect to see some proposals to make better use of on-call 
staff in the future. Having staff available 'on demand' is the most cost 
effective option available and increasing their roles and skills will boost 
recruitment. 
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 The Service should move away from money wasting initiatives created 
by the previous Chief, in particular the use of TRVs on overtime and if 
co-responding is to continue then those who staff it should receive 
much better training than they currently have. 

 Efficiency does not mean jobs need to be cut, frontline services are 
vital to public safety so do not cut them. 

 Get rid of flash company cars with blue lights. It makes a bad 
perception. MINI, BMW etc. 

 Greater use of alternative staffing arrangements. 

 The proposed changes to the manning arrangements at various 
stations can only adversely affect our ability to keep the people of 
Cheshire and Halton safe, at a time when there is no budget pressure 
on our service specifically. (the efficiencies needed have already been 
made in Cheshire, which is why our budget is largely unaffected) 
Keeping a rein on capital investment and recruitment would be the 
sensible course in the present financial environment, not proposing to 
alienate the workforce and embark on capital building programmes as 
is proposed for Macclesfield. 

 Senior management pay and expenses should be reviewed by its staff 
to determine its appropriateness. 

 In an ideal world, all wholetime fire stations would be on the same shift 
pattern!!!! I think day crewing is the way to go, continuity for the service 
and big savings in the long run. Having two or three shift systems is 
difficult to manage and not best value for money. We should all be 
singing the same. 

 When Brigade Managers take the lead and reduce their pay, I will 
listen to plans about operational frontline cuts. 

 

Consultation process/communication (6) 

 I feel there is little consideration given to frontline staff regarding their 
opinions or ideas in achieving the necessary targets. Not enough 
consultation/discussion is taking place in view of certain changes on 
the horizon. All of us accept that changes and savings need to be 
achieved, but as the saying goes 'there is more than one way to skin a 
cat'. 

 Make sure there is an effective communications process in place to 
keep staff/managers and the public informed and involved. 

 I would like to see members of the fire authority visiting stations, 
particularly ones such as Macclesfield, to ascertain the views and 
feelings of the people that the proposed changes in the IRMP will 
affect. This will give them the opportunity to hear for themselves, either 
a reasoned argument against certain proposals, or a viable alternative. 
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 The Service should remember its Core Values and consult more with 
staff that will be affected by proposals. Front line services have been 
gradually eroded for several years already. 

 No reference made to the members and the role they have in the 
organisation. 

 No [I have no further comments], because it won't make any 
difference. 

 
 
5.3 Volunteers’comments 
Just three comments were made by volunteers, as follows: 

 I have got my badge, I have got my uniform, all I need now is my 
training please. 

 Keep up the good work. 

 Give more responsibilities to volunteers i.e. lone working doing HSAs 
(with training). Anything an advocate can do, could you not train a 
volunteer to do if they have the capabilities and are reliable? With 
regards to road safety, could we (fire service and others), in 
conjunction with Institute of Advanced Motorists, train our people to 
IAM observer level, to give free driver assessments in client's vehicles 
along the lines of HSAs? I think there is a danger if HSAs are reduced. 
I hear rumours of restricting them to certain groups, no blanket giving 
of smoke detectors or replacement for 'bleepers', that house fires will 
start to climb. Hope I'm wrong. 
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6. Feedback from partners and other forums 
 
 
Launch event feedback 
The start of the consultation was 
marked by an event at Macclesfield 
Community Fire Station, itself the 
subject of a key IRMP proposal, to 
which local elected members and 
stakeholders were invited. They were 
welcomed by the Chair of Cheshire 
Fire Authority, Cllr David Topping, 
and received presentations on the 
four year strategy, draft IRMP and 
proposals for Macclesfield by Paul 
Hancock, Chief Fire Officer, and 
Richard Ost, Assistant Chief Fire 
Officer. They were also shown the 
new £150,000 training and education facility at the station, underlining the 
Service’s commitment to investment in the town. 
 
Those in attendance were: 

 Mayor of Cheshire East, Cllr Gordon Baxendale with Mayoress 

 Cllr Christine Davies, Macclesfield Local Area Partnership 

 Dan Dumbarton, representing John Wilbraham, Chief Executive of East 
Cheshire NHS Trust 

 Cllr Wesley Fitzgerald, Leader, Cheshire East Council 

 Cllr Rod Fletcher 

 Cllr Martin Hardy, Macclesfield Local Area Partnership 

 Peter Hartwell, representing Erika Wenzel, Chief Executive of Cheshire 
East Council 

 Graham Hibbert, Bollington Parish Council 

 Jennifer Lewis, Sutton Parish Council 

 Cllr Bill Livesley, Member of Cheshire Fire Authority 

 David Rutley MP for Macclesfield 

 Jez Taylor, representing Michael Garrihy, Chief Superintendent 
Eastern, Cheshire Constabulary 

 Cllr Christine Tomlinson, Macclesfield Local Area Partnership 
 
Comments made, issues raised and questions asked by those who attended 
the launch event included: 

 whether the Service-wide pattern of activity shown in the presentation 
graph was reflective of activity in Macclesfield 

Chief Fire Officer, Paul Hancock, 
presenting at the launch event 
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 a query about the proportion of road traffic collisions on motorways 
compared to those on other routes 

 whether the second appliance at Macclesfield would continue to be 
staffed on an ‘on-call’ basis 

 questions regarding the way in which ‘day crewing plus’ would work in 
reality 

 a question regarding the type of overnight accommodation that would 
be provided for firefighters at Macclesfield 

 clarification about the complement that would be required to staff the 
‘day crewing plus’ shift system 

 enquiries as to what firefighters’ reaction was to the proposal 

 how firefighters who were called out in the night would be relieved the 
following day 

 what the timescales for change would be 

 the extent to which the consultation outcome would influence the plans 

 confirmation that the Macclesfield proposal would not affect response 
times to the local community 

 questions about whether the proposal would be affected by the working 
time directive. 

 
Elected members 
Public affairs plans were drawn up to ensure that elected members in 
Cheshire East, Warrington and Halton were engaged on the proposals. As a 
result, feedback was gathered in the following ways: 
 

 Cheshire East Council 
Paul Hancock, Chief Fire Officer and Mark Cashin, Deputy Chief Fire 
Officer, briefed East Cheshire Council’s cabinet members on the 
proposals on January 24th 2011 and reassure them that there was no 
plan to change or reduce 24/7 fire cover or response standards. 

All cabinet members were comfortable with the Macclesfield proposal 
and considered it to be preferential to the system in place at Wilmslow. 
They were happy to note the retention of 24/7 cover and expressed 
surprise that the proposal could be introduced with no redundancies, 
given their own financial circumstances. They also understood the fact 
that doing nothing was not an option. 

On the other proposals, there was discussion around road safety and 
joint advocacy involving the possible future relationship between fire 
and rescue service and the council. There was also support for the 
value for money reviews, business safety proposals and the joining up 
of management arrangements in Halton and Warrington. 

Cabinet members requested that the briefing becomes an annual 
event. 
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 Macclesfield Charter Trustees 
On January 11th 2010, Terry McDermott, Acting Head of Unitary 
Performance, and Alex Waller, Unitary Performance Manager for 
Cheshire East, presented to Macclesfield Charter Trustees - Cheshire 
East councillors representing Macclesfield seats. 

Once members understood that the service to the public would not be 
affected they were broadly content and supportive of the proposals. 
The issues they asked about included: 

o concern about the length of the shifts and staff being away from 
family for so long 

o whether the system was legal and in line with working time 
regulations 

o what would happen if firefighters had attended a major incident all 
night and whether the fire engine still be available in the morning 

o whether response time would be affected 

o whether there would be a reduction in the number of staff on duty 

o the cost of the system to implement. 
 

 MPs 
Helen Jones MP for Warrington North voiced concerns in writing about 
the proposed reduction in the number of home safety assessments. 
Chief Fire Officer, Paul Hancock, responded personally to her letter 
which can be read in full at Appendix 3. 

David Mowat MP for Warrington South accepted an invitation for a one-
to-one briefing with Mr Hancock and was broadly satisfied with the 
proposals. 
 

Other partners 
As a result of the email sent on December 23rd to more than 200 partners 
(detailed in Section 3), formal responses were received from: 

 the Cheshire branch of the Fire Brigades Union, which submitted  very 
detailed comments on the proposals 

 Cheshire Constabulary Force Planning, Tasking and Resilience Unit 
which stated it had no comments to make on the proposals but 
commended the commitment to continued partnership working in 
relation to road safety. 

 
Full copies of these responses can be read at Appendix 3. 
 
Leadership Roadshows 
For the purpose of this consultation report and because the proposal 
regarding Macclesfield Community Fire Station is that would entail greatest 
change, the following is a summary of the event held at the station on 
February 15th 2010. This was attended by more 30 staff from Macclesfield, 
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Wilmslow and Crewe and the format was in line those of other leadership 
roadshows as described on page 11. A lengthy question and answer session 
followed the presentations, with the discussion focusing on the proposal to 
introduce the day crewing plus system at Macclesfield from April 2011. Key 
points raised during the session included: 

 what alternatives had been considered? 

 if staff work day crewing plus they will be on station for 100% longer 
then they should get a 100% pay rise not 32% 

 it would cause indirect discrimination because staff with childcare 
issues would not be able to apply 

 won’t it be in breach of the working time directive?  

 how flexible would the system be – would it factor in the changes to the 
crewing of the hydraulic platform? 

 isn’t just a done deal? 

 what are the plans for Crewe – is that being considered next for day 
crewing plus? 

 if it is introduced across the whole Service, what would firefighter 
numbers be like in the future? What about resilience? 

 would Macclesfield still be able to meet HSA targets in future with the 
extra pressure on staff? 

 what about firefighter safety with the extra numbers of hours they will 
be working? 

 aren’t there restrictions on the system in Lancashire? 

 will it be opened up to on-call staff? If so, savings would take longer to 
realise and there will be recruitment issues 

 do we have reserves – if so why not use them? 

 isn’t it taking chances with risks just to save money? 

 would question the figures used – doesn’t include mobilising outside 
the area plus in future supporting the hydraulic platform 

 why has there been no response to the alternative put forward by staff 
on station; three-watch system, two on four off, 56-hour week with 16% 
pay rise (other increases of 0%, 15%, and 18% also referred to) 

 fewer staff numbers would cause problems in having the right skills 
available all the time – e.g. a hydraulic platform driver. 

 
In addition to the points made in the PowerPoint presentation about the 
rationale for day crewing plus at Macclesfield, responses from members of the 
Leadership Team included: 

 an alternative shift project had reviewed different crewing systems from 
across the country, but day crewing plus had emerged as key because 
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it met the Fire Authority’s priority of not affecting response to the local 
community 

 flexibility is one of the main benefits of the system to staff as it allows 
self-rostering. There will also be a host of detailed issues which would 
be subject to local negotiations if the Fire Authority approves the 
proposal.  

 it’s not a done deal – there is a dedicated meeting just to discuss the 
results of the consultation on IRMP8 and the proposals for 2011-12 

 the current wholetime system and other proposals all have potential 
working time issues but these will need to be worked through in detail 

 no immediate plans for Crewe, but the location of all stations is being 
considered as part of a Service-wide review 

 future firefighter numbers will depend on risks and resources – the Fire 
Authority has a statutory responsibility to provide an effective fire and 
rescue service. IRMP decisions are about balancing risks and 
resources but Macclesfield decision is not just about money – it reflects 
risk and activity levels, particularly in the evening 

 no firefighters will be made redundant as a result of this proposal and 
no one will be forced to work it. It is likely that it will be opened up to 
staff across the Service, including on-call staff – any recruitment issues 
would be factored into the project plan 

 if firefighters on the new system ended up working more positive hours 
then the system would ensure they had appropriate rest time. 

 the Service does have reserves but once these are used up they are 
gone forever – the savings the Fire Authority has to make are ongoing 
revenue savings 

 the mobilising figures for Macclesfield have been reviewed in detail – it 
is activity levels between midnight and 7am which are crucial. If these 
were too high then the system would not work 

 alternatives put forward by staff would be considered – these should be 
presented through the appropriate union channels. The three-watch 
system put forward would make virtually the same savings as day 
crewing plus if there was no pay rise attached – if there was a 15% or 
similar rise then the system would have to be brought in at more 
stations to make the efficiencies  

 recruitment to the new system at Macclesfield would factor in local 
issues, skills and requirements. 

 
Alternative shift submission 
During the consultation period, some Fire Authority members were sent a 
proposal for a possible three-watch system by an anonymous source. This 
proposal has been considered, but not included in this report as a request for 
it to be submitted formally to the consultation was not responded to. 
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Macclesfield Disability Information Bureau focus group 
On March 3rd 2010 Erin Fulton, Equality and Diversity Officer, and Mark 
Shone, Communications and Engagement Officer, visited the Macclesfield 
Disability Information Bureau (DIB) to seek views of eight service users who 
had kindly agreed to participate in a focus group. They were supported by 
three undergraduate social work students from the University of Keele. 
 
The session focused on four of the proposals in particular and the general 
feeling among the group was as follows: 

 with regards to targeting of home safety assessments to vulnerable 
people and reducing the annual target, one member of the group was 
strongly opposed stating that everyone was at risk from fire. Other 
members said that people should take responsibility for their own 
safety. Some queried whether the service would continue to service 
smoke alarms already fitted. Everyone agreed that the targeting 
needed to be effective and ensure the service helped the people who 
needed it most, particularly those with mobility problems 

 the creation of joint community safety advocates was a good idea. It 
was suggested that the service’s volunteers could be trained to 
undertake assessments and that there was potential to join forces with 
neighbourhood watches. Other possible partners were the Child Action 
Group, Cheshire Peaks and Plains Housing Trust, RNIB and the library 
services and town halls could provide safety information points. The 
group felt it was important that information held about vulnerable 
people was up to date and that there were clear lines of responsibility 
for advocates to follow up concerns 

 there was support for the service taking a greater role in the 
promotion of road safety, as all members felt driver education to be 
key to reducing accidents. Many felt that the fire and rescue service 
should play a part in learner drivers’ assessment and attend the speed 
awareness sessions for drivers who have been caught speeding. The 
strong view was that campaigns needed to be hard hitting and focus on 
the consequences of dangerous driving by involving families affected. 
One member raised concerns about how she, as a wheelchair user, 
would escape from her car if broken down on the motorway hard 
shoulder and suggested the emergency services should have a 
register of drivers with mobility problems 

 in relation to the proposal for a new shift system at Macclesfield 
Community Fire Station, there was lively discussion around the 
impact on firefighters versus the need to make changes. One member 
felt very strongly that the proposed system would be detrimental to 
firefighters’ work-life balance. Another member said that the impact on 
the community was of greater importance and felt the system was an 
effective solution to the need to cut costs without reducing emergency 
cover. Others seemed satisfied with the proposal so long as there was 
assurance that response times and the number of fire engines on the 
station remained unaffected. One member referred to recent media 
coverage about senior officers’ bonus payments.  
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7. Summary of media coverage 
 
 

The purpose of engaging the media 
in the consultation was twofold: 
firstly, to pre-publicise the residents’ 
roadshows so that people who 
wanted to attend could do so; 
secondly, to ensure journalists were 
given the key facts about the IRMP 
proposals in case they were later 
contacted by members of the public 
or staff with a negative opinion. This 
would help the Service set the tone 
and agenda of media coverage, 
rather than work reactively. 

 
News releases and coverage 
News releases were produced and issued at three points in the consultation 
process. These can be read in full at Appendix 4, but their news angles, 
release dates and distribution is summarised in the table below. This shows 
that the consultation was covered at least once by a media title in each area. 
All stories generated mentioned either details of the residents’ roadshow, the 
web address through which the consultation survey could be completed online 
or the telephone number to call for hard copies. The tone of coverage was 
generally positive or neutral, with several publications carrying the news 
releases unedited. 
 
Distribution Covered 

News release 1: announcement of the launch of consultation period, 
including details of confirmed roadshows. One version produced for east 
Cheshire media, with greater focus on Macclesfield proposal, and another for 
media in the three other unitary areas. 

16/12/10 – issued to all print and 
radio media across Cheshire, 
Halton and Warrington. Macclesfield 
Express also personally invited to 
launch event for one-to-one briefing.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dee 106.3 / Silk FM – interview 
21/12/10 

Macclesfield Express – 21/12/10 

Knutsford Guardian – 22/12/10 

Runcorn and Widnes World – 29/12/10 

Winsford and Middlewich Guardian –  
29/12/10 

Chester Standard – 30/12/10 

Liverpool Echo – 5/1/11 

Nantwich Chronicle – 5/1/11 

Sandbach Chronicle – 5/1/11 
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Distribution Covered 

 

 

Crewe Chronicle – 5/1/11 

Ellesmere Port Pioneer – 5/1/11 

Wilmslow Express – 6/1/11 

Warrington Midweek – 11/1/11 

Warrington Guardian – 13/1/11 

News release 2: additional pre-publicity for the forthcoming residents’ 
roadshows. Area-specific versions were created for media local to in each 
roadshow location. 

4/1/11 – issued to Winsford and 
Ellesmere Port media 

5/1/11 – issued to Chester media 

6/1/11 – issued to Northwich media 

7/1/11 – issued to Halton and 
Warrington media (for Runcorn, 
Widnes, Warrington, Birchwood and 
Stockton Heath roadshows) 

14/1/11 – issued to Knutsford and 
Macclesfield media 

24/1/11 – issued to Wilmslow, 
Congleton and Crewe media 

Winsford and Middlewich Guardian – 
5/1/11  

Chester Chronicle – 6/1/11 

Chester Leader – 6/1/11 

Sandbach Chronicle – 12/1/11 and 
27/1/11 

Nantwich Chronicle – 12/1/11 

Crewe Chronicle – 12/1/11 

Runcorn and Widnes Weekly News – 
13/1/11 

South Cheshire Chronicle Xtra – 
14/1/11 

Warrington Guardian – 20/1/11 

Stoke Sentinel – 201/11 

Biddulph Chronicle – 27/1/11 

Congleton Chronicle – 27/1/11 

Wilmslow Express – 27/1/11 

Crewe and Nantwich Guardian – 3/2/11

Imagine FM – interview 4/2/11 

News release 3: reminder that the consultation closes in two weeks. One 
Cheshire, Halton and Warrington-wide version produced. 

22/2/11 – issued to all print and 
radio media across Cheshire, 
Halton and Warrington. 

Crewe and Nantwich Guardian – 
24/2/11 

Stoke Sentinel – 24/2/11 

Chester Leader 28/2/11 

Chester Standard – 1/3/11 

Macclesfield Express – 2/3/11 

Northwich Guardian – 2/3/11 
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Distribution Covered 

Chester Standard – 3/3/11 

Ellesmere Port Standard – 3/3/11 

Congleton Chronicle – 3/3/11 

Sandbach Chronicle – 3/3/11 

Biddulph Chronicle – 3/3/11 

Wire FM – interview 10/3/11 

 
Newspaper licensing law means that we are unable to reproduce articles in 
this report. However, further information about the coverage generated is 
included in the routine media report for the period in question, available on 
request from the Corporate Communications Department. 
 
Other media issues 
During the consultation period, the Service also managed a number of other 
significant media issues relating to spending and budget matters: 

 criticism of investment in an inflatable fire engine two years ago, which 
has been used in a fire safety education capacity at events. This 
received local, regional and national newspaper coverage 

 cancellation by the government of the FiReControl project, which would 
have meant a regional control being established in Warrington 

 the hire of venues for Prince’s Trust events and other spending 
revealed as part of the Service’s duty to publish details of invoices over 
£500 

 coverage in the Greater Manchester and West Midlands media about 
cuts to their fire authority budgets when Cheshire appears to have had 
an uplift 

 positive media coverage proactively generated as a result of Cheshire 
Fire Authority’s decision to invest in additional appliances and freeze 
council tax 

 the award of bonus payments to the principal officers. 
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8. Profile of respondents 
 
 
Residents 
A total of 364 residents responded to the consultation during the 12-week 
period. They are broken down as follows: 

Gender 
Male 45.9% 

Female 54.1% 
 
Age range 

Under 18 0.0% 
18-24 5.9% 
25-34 13.8% 
35-44 9.7% 
45-54 13.2% 
55-64 21.4% 

65+ 36.1% 
 
Unitary area of residence 

Cheshire East 40.1% 
Cheshire West and Chester 31.6% 

Halton 8.5% 
Warrington 19.8% 

 
Ethnic origin 

White British 92.1% 
White Irish 1.2% 

Any other white background 0.9% 
Mixed - white and black Caribbean 0.0% 

Mixed - white and black African 0.3% 
Mixed – white and Asian / any other 

mixed background
0.0% 

Asian or Asian British - Indian 0.6% 
Asian or Asian British - Pakistani 0.0% 

Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi 0.0% 
Asian or Asian British - any other 

Asian background
0.3% 

Black or Black British - Caribbean 0.0% 
Black or Black British - African 0.0% 

Black or Black British - any other 
black background

0.0% 

Chinese 0.3% 
Any other ethnic group 0.9% 

Prefer not to say 3.5% 
23 people chose not to answer this question
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Consider themselves to be disabled 
Yes 14.9% 
No 72.3% 

14 people chose not to answer this question
 
Sexuality 

Heterosexual 73.3% 
Gay/Lesbian 2.6% 

Bisexual 0.6% 
Prefer not to say 23.6% 

16 people chose not to answer this question
 
How they heard about the consultation 

Media 4.5% 
Fire Service website 5.9% 

Roadshow 89.0% 
Facebook 0.6% 

Twitter 0.3% 
Other 6.2% (community forums, through 

friends and relatives) 
16 people chose not to answer this question
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Levels of support according to gender, age, disability, sexuality and ethnicity 
 

Gender Age Disability Sexuality 

Question 
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Q1. How much Service valued 96.7% 97.8% 95.0% 91.5% 93.9% 97.8% 98.6% 99.2% 96.2% 97.7% 97.2% 100% 

Q2. Business reviews 83.9% 84.4% 80.0% 87.2% 78.8% 81.8% 84.5% 86.8% 94.1% 83.6% 96.9% 88.9% 

Q3. Targeting community safety 88.1% 90.5% 95.0% 91.5% 87.9% 88.7% 87.5% 89.4% 94.1% 87.7% 88.9% 100% 

Q4. Joint advocates 82.8% 87.7% 80.0% 80.9% 78.8% 95.6% 80.8% 90.2% 90.4% 86.1% 86.2% 88.9% 

Q5. Road safety promotion 64.5% 82.7% 80.0% 83.0% 69.7% 71.1% 75.3% 71.5% 80.8% 74.7% 77.7% 77.8% 

Q6 Joint business inspections 81.9% 87.8% 85.0% 78.3% 81.2% 93.2% 84.1% 88.3% 85.7% 88.0% 86.2% 88.9% 

Q7. Macclesfield ‘day crewing’ 59.4% 66.5% 65.0% 63.1% 62.5% 60.5% 61.5% 68.1% 69.6% 64.4% 64.1% 66.7% 

Q8. Halton and Warrington 69.8% 65.1% 65.0% 76.6% 65.6% 63.6% 69.5% 67.6% 68.0% 70.0% 71.9% 88.9% 

Q9. Efficiency savings 74.5% 76.9% 65.0% 82.6% 60.6% 75.6% 79.4% 79.3% 76.5% 75.3% 75.3% 77.8% 

Q10. Council tax freeze 85.5% 88.9% 65.0% 91.5% 81.8% 77.8% 90.4% 92.6% 92.3% 86.5% 86.6% 77.8% 

Q11. Overall support 88.0% 90.9% 80.0% 95.7% 78.8% 95.4% 86.3% 92.5% 92.3% 89.6% 90.6% 100% 

 
It should be noted that many respondents preferred not to declare their gender, age, whether or not they were disabled or their 
sexuality. Therefore the table reflects levels of support among only those who chose to complete the equality monitoring questions. 
With regards to ethnic origin, only a very small number of respondents belong to individual ethnic groups. The scope for error is 
therefore too great to compare their levels of support in percentage terms to that of other groups. However, a review of each 
individual response from everyone who did not select ‘White British’ indicates there is no undue opposition to the proposals among 
ethnic minority groups. 
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Staff 
A total of 181 individual staff responded to the consultation from the following 
departments and locations. 

Department 
Asset Management 1.3% 

Community Fire Protection 8.8% 
Community Fire Safety 7.5% 

Corporate Communications 10.1% 
Finance and Corporate Planning 3.8% 

Health, Safety and Welfare 0.6% 
Legal and Democratic Services 2.5% 

People and Organisational Management 5.7% 
Policy, Planning and Resilience 3.1% 

Unitary Performance (Emergency Response) 56.6% 
22 people chose not to answer this question

 
Main work location 

Audlem 0.0% 
Birchwood 0.6% 
Bollington 0.0% 

Chester 3.9% 
Congleton 1.9% 

Crewe 8.4% 
Ellesmere Port 9.7% 

Frodsham 0.0% 
Holmes Chapel 0.0% 

Headquarters 31.6% 
Knutsford 0.6% 

Macclesfield 12.3% 
Malpas 0.0% 

Middlewich 0.0% 
Nantwich 0.0% 

Northwich 0.6% 
Poynton 0.0% 
Runcorn 4.5% 

Sandbach 0.0% 
Stockton Heath 0.0% 

Tarporley 3.9% 
Warrington 7.1% 

Widnes 11.6% 
Wilmslow 1.3% 
Winsford 1.9% 

26 people chose not to answer this question
 
How they heard about the consultation 

At a presentation 15.6% 
Intranet 58.1% 

Alert 4.2% 
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The Green 19.2% 
Core brief 18.6% 

Other 6.2% (reminder emails, word of 
mouth) 

16 people chose not to answer this question
 
Volunteers 
A total of 22 individual volunteers took the time to respond to the consultation 
from the following locations: 

Based for greatest proportion of time 
Audlem 0.0% 

Birchwood 0.0% 
Bollington 0.0% 

Chester 11.8% 
Congleton 0.0% 

Crewe 17.6% 
Ellesmere Port 11.8% 

Frodsham 0.0% 
Holmes Chapel 0.0% 

Headquarters 0.0% 
Knutsford 0.0% 

Macclesfield 0.0% 
Malpas 5.9% 

Middlewich 0.0% 
Nantwich 5.9% 

Northwich 11.8% 
Poynton 0.0% 
Runcorn 5.9% 

Service-wide 0.0% 
Sandbach 5.9% 

Stockton Heath 0.0% 
Tarporley 0.0% 

Warrington 0.0% 
Widnes 11.8% 

Wilmslow 0.0% 
Winsford 11.8% 

5 people chose not to answer this question
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Appendix 1 – the consultation survey 
 
 
The following combines the three versions of the form that were created; one 
for residents, one for staff and one for volunteers. In all three cases the hard 
copy questionnaire was produced on Service-branded paper and covered just 
two sides of A4, to keep it brief and user friendly for respondents. 

FOR RESIDENTS: 
Question 1:  How strongly do you 
value Cheshire Fire and Rescue 
Service as a provider of local services 
to your community? 

 Strongly value 
 Value 
 Not sure 
 Don’t really value 
 Don’t value at all 
 
FOR STAFF: 
Question 1:  “I enjoy the work I do for 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service.” 
How strongly do you agree with this 
statement? 

 Strongly agree 
 Agree 
 Not sure 
 Disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 
FOR VOLUNTEERS 
Question 1:  “I enjoy volunteering for 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service.” 
How strongly do you agree with this 
statement? 

 Strongly agree 
 Agree 
 Not sure 
 Disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 
FOR ALL: 
Question 2:  Do you agree with our 
proposal to focus our value for money 
reviews on the support areas of our 
organisation? 

 Strongly agree 
 Agree 
 Not sure 
 Disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
 

 
Question 3:  Do you support our 
proposal to target our community 
safety initiatives specifically at the 
most vulnerable people?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
 
Question 4:  Do you support our 
proposal to create joint community 
safety advocates with relevant partner 
organisations?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
 
Question 5:  How effective do you 
think we would be in having a greater 
focus on the promotion of road safety 
in the future?   

 Very effective 
 Effective 
 Not sure 
 Ineffective 
 Very ineffective 
 
 
Question 6:  Do you support our 
proposals for joint business 
inspections?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
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Question 10:  Do you support 
Cheshire Fire Authority’s proposal not 
to increase its council tax in 2011/12?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
Question 11: Do you support our 
overall plans for the year ahead as set 
out in Making Cheshire Safer, our 
Integrated Risk Management Plan 
2011/12?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
Question 12: Finally, is there anything 
else you would like to say about our 
proposals or the service we provide? 
(please use additional sheets if you 
need to) 
 

 

 

Question 7:  Do you support our ‘day 
crewing plus’ proposal for 
Macclesfield Community Fire Station? 

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
Question 8:  Do you support our 
proposal to join up our internal 
management arrangements for Halton 
and Warrington?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
Question 9:  Do you support our 
proposed efficiency savings of £2.5m 
over the next two years?  

 Strongly support 
 Support 
 Not sure 
 Oppose 
 Strongly oppose 
 
 

 

 
FOR RESIDENTS: 
 
ABOUT YOU 
Providing this information will enable us to monitor how effectively we are talking to a 
range of people right across the communities we serve. All information is held in 
accordance with the Data Protection Act. 
 
Which area do you live in?   Your postcode:___________________ 

 Cheshire West and Chester   Halton 
 Cheshire East     Warrington 

 
Gender  Male    Female 
 
Age range  Under 18    18-24          25-34        35-44        
   45-54         55-64           65+ 
 
Ethnic origin 

 White – British      White – Irish   
 Any other white background  Mixed – White and Black 

Caribbean  
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 Mixed - White and Black Africa  Mixed – White and Asian /   
other mixed background 

 Asian or Asian British – Indian  Asian or Asian British – 
Pakistani 

 Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi  Asian or Asian British – any 
other 

 Black or Black British – Caribbean    Black or Black British – African 
 Black or Black British – any other    Chinese    
 Any other ethnic group     Prefer not to say 
 
Do you consider yourself to have a disability?  Yes    No  
        Prefer not to say 
 
Sexual orientation  Heterosexual   Gay / Lesbian  Bisexual 
    Prefer not to say 
 
How did you hear about this consultation?   Media     Fire Service website 
           Roadshow   Facebook   Twitter
                 Other (please specify)__________ 

Please return this form, once completed, to: 
FREEPOST CHESHIRE FIRE CONSULTATION 

(this is the full address and no stamp is required)  
 

 
FOR STAFF: 
 
ABOUT YOU 
Providing this information will enable us to monitor how effectively we are talking to a 
range of staff right across our organisation. 
 
Which department do you work for? 

 Asset Management     Health, Safety and Welfare 
 Community Fire Protection    Legal and Democratic Services 
 Community Fire Safety   People and Organisational 

Management 
 Corporate Communications    Policy, Planning and Resilience 
 Finance and Corporate Planning    Unitary Performance   
      (Emergency Response) 
 
Where are you based for the greatest proportion of your time? 

 Audlem    Holmes Chapel     Poynton 
 Birchwood    HQ       Runcorn 
 Bollington     Knutsford      Sandbach 
 Chester     Macclesfield     Stockton Heath 
 Congleton     Malpas      Tarporley 
 Crewe     Middlewich      Warrington 
 Ellesmere Port    Nantwich      Widnes 
 Frodsham     Northwich      Wilmslow 

 Winsford 
How did you hear about this consultation? 

 At a presentation   
 Intranet 
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 Alert   
 The Green    
 Core brief 
 Other (please specify)_________________________________________ 
 

Please return this form through the internal post to: 
 

Mark Shone 
Communication and Engagement Officer 
Corporate Communications Department 

Headquarters 
 
 

FOR VOLUNTEERS: 
 
ABOUT YOU 
Providing this information will enable us to monitor how effectively we are talking to a 
range of volunteers across our organisation. 
 
When you volunteer, at which of our stations are you based for the greatest 
proportion of your time? 

 Audlem    Holmes Chapel     Poynton 
 Birchwood    HQ       Runcorn 
 Bollington     Knutsford      Sandbach 
 Chester     Macclesfield     Stockton Heath 
 Congleton     Malpas      Tarporley 
 Crewe     Middlewich      Warrington 
 Ellesmere Port    Nantwich      Widnes 
 Frodsham     Northwich      Wilmslow 

 Service-wide    Winsford 
 
 

Please return this form through the internal post to: 
 

Mark Shone 
Communication and Engagement Officer 
Corporate Communications Department 

Headquarters 
 
 

Or via our freepost address (no stamp required): 
 

FREEPOST CHESHIRE FIRE CONSULTATION 
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Appendix 2 – summary IRMP 
 
This document was available from the Service’s website and intranet and hard 
copies were given out with the questionnaire and a response envelope. 
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Appendix 3 – partner responses 

 
Response from the Cheshire branch of the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) 
Cheshire FBU Response to ‘Draft’ Corporate Plan & IRMP 2011/2012. 
 
Executive Summary 
In responding to the draft IRMP document it remains the intention of the FBU 
in Cheshire to be supportive of any improvements to the Fire Service and to 
help in improving the service we offer the public. Equally, where we believe 
proposals within the IRMP will not improve the Service, we will voice our 
concerns and expect our views to influence the final draft and proposals. We 
hope, therefore, that any changes can be approached in a spirit of 
partnership, where modernisation of the way we work and deliver our services 
can be guided by ministerial frameworks and remain within the spirit and 
intent of nationally negotiated conditions of service. 
 
Changes proposed in the IRMP8 do directly impact on our members terms 
and conditions, so to avoid confusion, and to instil a sense of workforce 
inclusion in these proposals we ask that all matters affecting FBU members 
be the subject of thorough consultation/negotiation with a view to reaching 
agreement prior to the implementation of changes to policies, practices and 
protocols. 
 
The FBU have much to offer the Service in terms of knowledge, experience 
and ideas to continually improve the service offered to the public and we fully 
support the need for value for money in the delivery of these services.  Fire & 
Rescue services should involve our officials at the earliest opportunity to help 
shape the future of the Service to achieve the best possible outcomes. 
 
We do accept that this plan more than ever before will be financially driven, 
however we do not accept that the plan is necessarily evidence based and 
that a robust business planning process has been used to arrive at some of 
the key proposals and to measure their effectiveness. 
 
Currently the only national guidance on how to construct an IRMP is provided 
by the FBU (a copy has been supplied with this response). 
 
In an effort to assist in this process we make the following preliminary 
observations to the points raised in the draft IRMP8 document. 
 
IRMP Scoping 
We wish to repeat our previous criticism of the IRMP process of the lack of 
FBU and staff involvement in the development of the IRMP.  The national 
guidance document does advocate FBU and staff involvement and had this 
been the case, in the early stages of the IRMP process, a number of 
contentious issues could have been resolved more quickly without conflict and 
the potential need for dispute resolution. By the time the IRMP proposals are 
released for consultation, timescales for implementation are already tight and 
the opportunity for stakeholders including rep bodies to influence the final 
IRMP is limited to a few weeks.  For example, an alternative shift working 
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group was established following IRMP6, however once a decision was made 
at a Senior level not to continue with 12 hour shifts the working group 
meetings scheduled throughout 2010 were all cancelled.   
 
Consultation 
We are also concerned with the consultation regarding IRMP proposals.  
Everything is dressed up as an improvement and limited detailed information 
is given to stakeholders and in particular to members of the public.  Only 
positives are given which then lends itself to a misleading response and not 
meaningful consultation in the true sense. If a proposal mean part of the 
service will be reduced or it will take longer for a fire appliance to respond 
then be clear in the consultation.  Then responses can be taken in the 
confidence that the respondent had all the necessary information, both the 
positives and the negatives of a proposal. 
 
We question the timing of the IRMP consultation in light of the recent 
discussion at the Fire Authority member’s away day.  How can it be 
meaningful consultation if the budget for the following 12 months is set in 
February before IRMP consultation has concluded and the Fire Authority has 
agreed the plan? 
 
Standards of Fire Cover 
We have repeatedly voiced our position that we believe the move from 
National Standards of Fire Cover to local based standards has led to slower 
emergency response times and has been used as an opportunity to cut front 
line emergency cover.  The local standards are also being used as a target 
and not as a minimum standard for emergency response 
 
The Cheshire Standards for emergency response do not set out a minimum 
standard for the full response required to deal effectively, efficiently and safely 
with emergency incidents. Unlike other North West Fire Services our 
standards are based only on the time of the first appliance in attendance. 
Some imaginative ways of improving these attendance times are concerning. 
The attendance time of a small fire appliance or emergency vehicle that is ill 
equipped to deal with the incident, may show an improvement on paper but 
doesn’t necessary improve the emergency response or safety.  Increasingly 
and far too often risk assessments are being introduced that require crews to 
wait for back up.  Non activity is not an option for firefighters under the weight 
of public expectation. 
 
IRMP7   
The FBU would suggest more information is given within the draft IRMP 
regarding the key proposals from the previous IRMP.  Evidence that any 
proposals that were implemented have been fully evaluated and that evidence 
presented as part of the consultation of how these have contributed to 
improvements to public safety.  
 
There has not been any documented evaluation on whether, for example, the 
on call provision at Wilmslow has been adequate and met the minimum 
standards.   
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How many occasions have the response standards been met? 
 
The number of times wholetime staff have been needed to supplement the on 
call at Wilmslow needs to be calculated. We have figures to show one watch 
has had to provide cover on 44 occasions from January 2010 to December 
2010.  If this is the same for all the watches that figure would represent nearly 
70% of the year when on call cover was not sufficient.  
 
Forecasted savings  
In view that this years IRMP, is dominated with financial savings and budget 
restraints we would wish to see far more financial information regarding 
proposals and how the full budget is spent. 
 
On page 8 the document states £1.3 million of savings have been identified, 
however on page 20 the savings are shown as £1.9 million for the next 
financial year. Also on page 8, some of the savings within proposals have 
been identified but there is a lack of detail and do not amount to £1.3 million.   
 
We question why the front line services are again being cut to realise savings.  
Again the IRMP is about a reduction in firefighter posts.  This time the 
proposals are seen not to impact on the time of emergency response but that 
fewer firefighters will be expected to work longer in an effort to achieve the 
same emergency response. 
 
CF&RS has benefited from an increase in Government Grant for the next 2 
years and therefore we question why the cuts are necessary at this stage? 
It is claimed that 81% of the Fire Service budget is staff related costs and 
CF&RS have made significant savings through reducing firefighter posts since 
the introduction of IRMP in 2004. There has been a 15% reduction in 
wholetime firefighter posts in addition to reduction of Grey Book manager 
posts.  
  
During this period pay has increased by 12.7% and now has been frozen 
since July 2009, yet the gross budget has increased by 30% from £33 million 
in 2004 to £43.4 million. 
 
In the light of the above we question the need to make further cuts to the 
number of firefighters? 
 
 
Key Proposals 
 
1. Service Reviews 
We welcome these reviews, but question why it will take 3 years to undertake 
this work.   
Shared services have been mentioned in previous IRMPs, however to date 
the only area where efforts and resources have been directed has been into 
the Regional Control project.  Although the project has been scrapped on a 
National basis, fire services are still investing time and resources into 
continuing as a Regional project. 
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Whist we have seen a reduction in firefighter posts, this has not been 
reflective with non-uniformed posts within CF&RS.  The number of non-
uniformed posts more than doubled between 2006 and 2009, from 116 to 249.  
We believe this increase has continued since we last requested this 
information and would be interested to see the change in the balance 
between front line staff and backroom staff.  
 
2. Joint Community Safety Advocates 
The FBU welcomes the intention to save the 3 advocate posts, however 
CF&RS should ensure that the costs are shared with relevant partners for 
community work undertaken, particularly any work that is not a statutory duty 
of the Fire Service or does not contribute to public safety. 
 
Evidence has shown whist resources are directed into an initiative, success 
can be seen, but as soon as those resources are removed or reduced there 
can be a negative impact.  Therefore we suggest caution with regard to the 
reduction in the HSA programme and wish to see a mechanism to evaluate 
this change.   
 
3. Improving Road safety 
Whist the FBU support improvements in road safety programmes, we again 
suggest caution with commitments to initiatives that the Fire Service do not 
receive funding for and are not a statutory Fire Service duty.  We do however 
agree the Fire Service should be key in this aspect of public safety and efforts 
should be made to secure funding on that basis.   
 
We are concerned that financial cutbacks will possibly limit our partners ability 
to support road safety programmes and we must ensure CF&RS does not 
increase it’s funding to make up for any shortfalls. 
 
The draft IRMP claims that the current education programmes have 
contributed improvements in road safety.  We would wish to see evidence 
within the IRMP to support this. 
 
4. Improving Business Safety 
The FBU offers a similar comment to previous initiative, we support 
exploration of this initiative but do not agree that the Fire Service should 
expand its role with the business community without the necessary funding.  
 
5. Macclesfield Community Fire Station 
The Fire Brigades Union strongly oppose this proposal to introduce a system 
known as day crewing plus (DCP).  This duty system is not suitable for 
Macclesfield Fire Station, it has not been identified as a station of low risk or 
low activity.  The system is not family friendly, it discriminates against staff 
with child caring responsibilities and requires staff to agree to ‘opt out’ of the 
working time regulations.  
 
There is total opposition from the Macclesfield staff. They do not wish to be at 
work for an average of 84 hours per week. If Macclesfield staff do not 
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volunteer for this system they will be faced with increased daily travel to work 
across the county. 
 
The proposed duty system does not meet the principles set out in the National 
Conditions of Service (Grey book) Section 4 Part A paragraphs 3(3) and 3(4). 
 

3(3) It should comply with relevant United Kingdom and European law, 
including the Working Time Regulations 1998, and Health, Safety and Welfare 
at Work legislation. 

3(4) It should have regard to the special circumstances of individual 
employees and be family friendly. 
 
We question how the change to Macclesfield has been identified as to our 
knowledge CF&RS have not undertaken a Fire Cover review.  A Fire Cover 
review should take place before drafting proposals. The proposals are being 
seen to fit in with the financial review not visa versa.  Macclesfield has been 
targeted purely on the basis that it is believed to be the quietest of the 
remaining shift stations and we do not believe Macclesfield’s wholetime pump 
has the least activity.  The reduced staffing on aerial appliance to driver only, 
will now impact on the pump’s activity levels, as the pump will be mobilised 
with the aerial on each occasion it is required. 
 
Previous IRMPs have provided data on station activity levels, however 
Macclesfield certainly was not identified as a station of low activity.  There is 
no specific mention of the Macclesfield proposal in the 4 year plan published 
in late 2010, only a general reference to an intention to look at proposals 
which are based around the day crewing system.  
 
We do not agree with the data (based solely on activity for 2009-2010) that 
has so far been presented, these figures are 25% below the true activity 
levels. This does bring into question the claim that the Service can predict 
with increasing accuracy when and where emergencies are likely to occur. 
 
The draft IRMP states “In the last few years the number of fires and 
emergencies attended by crews from Macclesfield and other areas has 
continued to reduce”.  This is not true and our information is that the total calls 
to Macclesfield have increased from 893 (2008-2009) to 918 (2009-2010) and 
calls dealt with by the wholetime pump crew from 857-867. 
 
Equally no evidence has been presented to demonstrate a reduction in the 
risk to the community of Macclesfield, to support this proposal. 
 
Macclesfield borough was the largest borough in Cheshire with a population in 
the town alone of over 50,000 residents and the remaining outlying parishes 
(54 in total 2 of which are un-parished areas[Macclesfield & Wilmslow]) having 
a total population in the borough of in excess of 140,000 residents covering a 
total area of over 52,000 hectares. This changed in 2009 when Cheshire East 
formed which is now the 3rd largest council in the North-West. 
Macclesfield has and still is a very prosperous market town it was once a very 
important mill town producing silk for the world market, today it again is in the 
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world market with the chemicals industry of pharmaceutical drugs produced 
by AstraZeneca (a large COMAH site). Many other large companies are 
situated in Macclesfield creating a variety to all industries.  
 
Macclesfield has many tourist attractions attracting thousands of people to the 
town these include Macclesfield Forrest, Capesthorne Hall, Peak District, 
Gawsworth Hall, Silk Museum plus many others. To add to the numbers of 
people who regularly visit the town are home and away supporters of 
Macclesfield Town FC (6,000+ capacity with a new stadium approved) in 
NPower League Division Two and Macclesfield Rugby Club (1000+ capacity) 
in National Division 1. Macclesfield’s nightlife is extremely popular with over a 
hundred restaurants and pubs including several night-clubs open through out 
the night.  
 
Macclesfield District General Hospital provides a vital 24/7 Accident & 
Emergency ward, as well as provides care and treatment to several hundred 
out-patients per week. 
 
Macclesfield town centre is under review and plans are for a multi million 
pound overhaul hoping to attract thousands of shoppers to the area. 
 
Macclesfield‘s old mills are part of the many heritage sites as well as been 
converted to residential and commercial places some converted to both. 
 
Macclesfield also has two of the most notorious roads in the country in 2010 
the A536 “Cat & Fiddle Road” was named the UK’s most dangerous road in a 
survey carried out by the Road Safety Foundation and the A54 from Bosley to 
Buxton was also quoted as one of the highest risk roads in Great Britain by 
EuroRAP (European Road Assessment Program).The other at risk transport 
links that pass through Macclesfield are the main London to Manchester Rail 
link and the main stacking and flight paths into Manchester International 
Airport. 
 
Macclesfield also has a very large elderly population compared to all other 
areas of Cheshire. 
 
In comparison to St Anne’s and Penwortham in Lancashire; Macclesfield is 
twice as big in all aspects. 
 
Population: 
Macclesfield 50,688 (urban) 150,144 (district) 
St Anne’s 27,490 
Penwortham 23,436 
 
Station Boundary sizes in miles: 
   North to South East to West 
Macclesfield  8.9m   13.5m 
St Anne’s  5.5m   10.2m 
Penwortham  5.6m   10.4m 
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Nearest 24/7 Whole-time station: 
Macclesfield Crewe 21 miles away & Warrington 26.4 miles away  
St Anne’s South Shore 4.1miles away & Blackpool 5.8 miles away 
Penwortham Preston 3.8 miles away and Blackburn 11.6 miles away 
 
Nearest Day Crewing station: 
Macclesfield Wilmslow 8.6 miles away & Congleton 8.1 miles away 
St Anne’s None probably due to proximity of South Shore, Blackpool & 
Bispham 
Penwortham Leyland 4.5 miles away & Service HQ (Fulwood) 3.3 miles away 
 
Nearest On-call (part-time) station:  
Macclesfield Bollington 3.8 miles away & Poynton 8 miles away 
St Anne’s Lytham 4.1 miles away & Wesham 9.4 miles away 
Penwortham Bamber Bridge 2.8 miles away & Tarleton 8.7 miles away 
 
Lancashire Fire & Rescue did undertake a full fire cover review before 
embarking on introducing DCP. The station areas where Lancashire proposes 
the change do not compare with Macclesfield’s profile. Macclesfield is far 
busier than the Lancashire stations, provides emergency cover to a far 
greater population and covers far more risk. Each of the Lancashire stations 
has the benefit of having a number of wholetime pumps only minutes from 
their station, whereas Macclesfield does not. 
 
Lancashire has used a formula for identifying potential DCP stations based on 
limited risk and activity.  The formula is based on the number of dwelling fires, 
casualty rates, other building fires and areas of multiple deprivation and we 
would be interested to see how Macclesfield would score using this formula. 
 
The staff displaced in Lancashire were given excess travel expenses for the 
remainder of their careers and each station has a cook to ensure the crews 
receive a meal during their 24 hour shift. 
 
The activity levels at Macclesfield would also impact on the community work 
undertaken by the crews as they will be entitled to more recovery time as their 
Lancashire counterparts and this is in addition to the reduced positive hours 
that will be available for community safety moving from the 4 watches.  
Reduced resources into community safety will undoubtedly have a negative 
impact on community safety. 
 
The number of occasions that stand-by appliances go into Macclesfield will 
also increase as in Lancashire the watch manager has the discretion to take 
the pump off call, if the crews have been busy throughout the stand-by time. 
 
We believe on DCP is outside the working time regulations regardless of how 
many additional positive hours staff will work when called out during the 
stand-by hours.  It differs from the Day Crewing and On call, because staff are 
conditioned to their place of work. Lancashire FBU has put the Service on 
notice that should the option of ‘opt outs’ by staff cease by a European 
Directive then DCP would no longer comply with the law. 
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Current Service policy (SIS 9/1/12) is not to support ‘Opt Outs’ from the 
working time directive and we would wholly encourage the Service to continue 
with that policy as it is there to protect workers from working excessive hours 
and by doing so ensure compliance with health and safety legislation.  
Firefighter’s carryout risk critical activities and health, safety and welfare 
should be the foremost consideration and working time regulations are there 
to protect workers safety.   
 
On the 3rd October 2000 a judgement was passed at the European Court of 
Justice in a case concerning the status of ‘on-call’ time.  The judgement 
relates to doctors employed in primary health care teams though a similar 
approach may now be taken in other areas.  It indicates that ‘on-call’ time will 
be working time when a worker is required to be at their place of work.  When 
a worker is away from the workplace when on-call and accordingly free to 
pursue leisure activities, on-call time is not ‘working time’. 
 
The FBU also questions the estimated savings within the IRMP document.  
Macclesfield currently has an establishment of 7 per watch following the 
change the way the aerial is staffed down to driver only.  We have been 
informed the cost per firefighter with add on costs is approximately £35K and 
by reducing the establishment by 12  to 16 posts, this would realise an initial 
reduction of £420K, however with the additional allowance of 32% paid to the 
16 staff, equalling over 144K the total savings would be nearer to £276K not 
the reported £350K. 
 
Staff at Macclesfield are concerned about their futures and are keen to 
explore an alternative to DCP and have suggested a 2 days on 4 days off 
system (56 hour week). Staff would receive an allowance of 16% (half that 
proposed by Management). This would realise a saving of £280K with the 
allowances costing £108K leaving a total saving of 172K. As their trade union 
representatives we remain sceptical of such a proposal as again this is 
potentially outside of the working time regulations. 
 
Although estimated financial costs have so far been provided, we are yet to 
see a comprehensive business case for DCP.  The FBU believes there are 
not only financial implications; there are legal implications, equality & diversity 
implications and environmental implications.  We therefore request a copy of 
the business case and the equality impact assessment. 
 
6. Joint Management in Halton and Warrington 
The FBU support this proposal providing the frontline services are not 
compromised in these areas of high population.  Workloads for managers will 
need to be closely monitored and support provided from the centre as the 
changes are implemented.  We do not expect this proposal to reduce the 
operational cover but are interested to know how the current arrangements 
will be maintained. 
 
Conclusion 
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The FBU is disappointed and dismayed that the Service are intending to make 
cuts to front line and support staff jobs, following the favourable 2 year 
financial settlement relative to other Fire & Rescue Services.  The FBU are 
totally opposed the implementation of Day Crewing Plus at Macclesfield.  
 
 
Should you require further clarification regarding the points raised in this 
submission, please do not hesitate to contact a Brigade Official. 
 
 
 
Dave Williams    Andrew Price 
Brigade Secretary    Brigade Chair 
dave.williams@fbu.org.uk   andy.price@fbu.org.uk 
07834656097    07834656098 
 
 
Response from Cheshire Police Force Planning, Tasking and Resilience 
Unit 
Mark  
 
Many thanks for sight of your Integrated Risk Management Plan 2011/12 and 
the opportunity to provide feedback during the consultation stage. I note your 
continued commitment to Cheshire Safer Road Partnership and proposals for 
joint working and engagement which I would support. I  have no comments or 
feedback in relation to the additional proposals.  
 
regards  
 
Alastair  
 
Inspector Alastair Hinze  
Force Planning, Tasking and Resilience Unit  
Cheshire Police HQ Winsford 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:dave.williams@fbu.org.uk�
mailto:andy.price@fbu.org.uk�
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Response from Helen Jones MP for Warrington North 
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Appendix 4 – news releases 
 
News release 1: Cheshire West and Chester, Halton and Warrington 
version 

 
Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 
corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 

Issue Date: 16/12/2010 

Fire and rescue service seeks views in [UNITARY AREA] on burning 
issues 
[UNITARY AREA] residents are being invited to share their views on Cheshire Fire 
and Rescue Service's plans for the future. 
 
The Service has launched a draft version of its Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) 
for 2011/12. This annual action plan sets out how Cheshire Fire Authority intends to address 
some of the challenges it will face in the coming year.  
 
Cllr David Topping, the Chair of the Fire Authority, said: "I would encourage residents to 
get involved with this consultation and share your views about the direction of the 
Service. The feedback you provide really helps us to shape the future of your fire and 
rescue service.” 
 
The IRMP for 2011/12, which will contribute to the Service's aim of saving £2.5m over the 
next two years, also includes proposals: 
 

 to review certain business functions of Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service to ensure 
they continue to deliver value for money  

 for potential changes around the way Macclesfield Community Fire Station is staffed 
 to target community safety work at the most vulnerable people and create joint 

community safety advocates with partners  
 to provide more of a focus on the promotion of road safety  
 to undertake joined up business inspections with partners  
 join up internal management arrangements in Halton and Warrington.  

 
Paul Hancock, Chief Fire Officer for Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service, explained: "We, 
like many other public services, are facing some difficult times ahead. Although we 
have already made a number of efficiencies we believe that there is still more we can 
do to save funds while maintaining a strong focus on both the safety of our 
communities and our firefighters.” 
  
Consultation on its content begins today (December 20th, 2010) and was launched at 
Macclesfield Community Fire Station, where the Authority has recently invested in a new 
‘firehouse' – a purpose-built training facility for firefighters from across the county. 
Residents can have their say in a number of ways: 
 

 visit http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk and follow the links from the home page to 
the draft plan and an online survey  

 contact the Service's Corporate Communications Department on 01606 868408 and 
request a paper copy of the draft plan and survey, which can be completed by hand 
and returned to a freepost address  

 attend one of the community roadshows being planned for January and February 

mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk�
https://www.aispotlight.co.uk/AISpotlightCheshireFire/PressReleaseStyle2/RecordDisplay/www.cheshirefire.gov.uk�
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throughout Cheshire, Halton and Warrington. Dates set for [relevant unitary area] 
are as follows: 

 [relevant dates, times and venues inserted here] 
 
NOTES TO EDITORS 
To download a copy of the draft IRMP and for further information on the consultation and 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's four year strategy, visit: 
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650 

 
News release 1 (Cheshire East version) 

 

Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 
corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 

Issue Date: 16/12/2010 

Fire and rescue service seeks views in Cheshire East on burning issues 

Cheshire East residents are being invited to share their views on Cheshire Fire and 
Rescue Service's plans for the future. 
 
The Service has launched a draft version of its Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) 
for 2011/12. This annual action plan sets out how Cheshire Fire Authority intends to 
address some of the challenges it will face in the coming year.  
 
Cllr David Topping, the Chair of the Fire Authority, said: "I would encourage residents to 
get involved with this consultation and share your views about the direction of the 
Service. The feedback you provide really helps us to shape the future of your fire 
and rescue service.” 
 
One of the potential changes is around the way Macclesfield Community Fire Station is 
staffed.  
The proposed move would see overnight accommodation built at the station from which 
firefighters can respond to emergencies at night. This would provide the same level of 24/7 
cover as the current shift system and emergency response times would be unaffected. 
However, fewer staff would be required overall. 
 
Paul Hancock, Chief Fire Officer for Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service, explained: "We, 
like many other public services, are facing some difficult times ahead. Although we 
have already made a number of efficiencies we believe that there is still more we can 
do to save funds while maintaining a strong focus on both the safety of our 
communities and our firefighters. Our proposals about future staffing arrangements 
at Macclesfield is one such change that will continue to provide the same level of 
cover but at a reduced cost.” 
 
Firefighters selected to join the new duty system, known as ‘day crewing plus', would 
receive a pay increase to compensate them for the extra commitment needed. There would 
be no compulsory redundancies as those not selected or who do not wish to join the 
system would be provided with posts at other stations. 
 
The IRMP for 2011/12, which will contribute to the Service's aim of saving £2.5m over the 
next two years, also includes proposals to: 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650�
mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk�
https://www.aispotlight.co.uk/AISpotlightCheshireFire/PressReleaseStyle2/RecordDisplay/www.cheshirefire.gov.uk�
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 review certain business functions of Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service to ensure 

they continue to deliver value for money  
 target community safety work at the most vulnerable people and create joint 

community safety advocates with partners  
 take a greater lead on the promotion of road safety  
 undertake joined up business inspections with partners  
 join up our internal management arrangements in Halton and Warrington.  

 
Consultation on its content begins today (December 20th, 2010) and was launched at 
Macclesfield Community Fire Station, where the Authority has recently invested in a new 
‘firehouse' – a purpose-built training facility for firefighters from across the county. 
Residents can have their say in a number of ways: 
 

 visit http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/and follow the links from the home page to the 
draft plan and an online survey  

 contact the Service's Corporate Communications Department on 01606 868408 
and request a paper copy of the draft plan and survey, which can be completed by 
hand and returned to a freepost address  

 attend one of the community roadshows planned for January and February 
throughout Cheshire, Halton and Warrington. Dates already set in Cheshire East 
are as follows: 

 Tuesday January 25th, 10am-2pm - Booth's car park, Knutsford 
 Thursday January 27th, 10am-2pm - outside Macclesfield Town Hall 
 Tuesday February 1st, 10am-2pm - library car park, Market 

Street, Congleton 
 Friday February 4th, 10am-2pm - Sainsbury's car park, Wilmslow 
 a date and venue in Crewe will be announced shortly. 

 
NOTES TO EDITORS 
 To download a copy of the draft IRMP and for further information on the consultation and 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's four year strategy, visit: 
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650 

 
News release 2 (versions created for each roadshow location) 

 

Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 
corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk  

Issue Date: [dependent on location] 

Town centre hosts fire service consultation roadshow 

Residents of Congleton and the surrounding area are being invited to 
share their views on Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's plans for the 
year ahead at a special roadshow rolling into town next week. 
 
The Service will be seeking comments on its draft Integrated Risk Management 
Plan (IRMP) for 2011/12 on: 
 

[roadshow time, date and location inserted here] 
  

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/�
http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650�
mailto:corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk�
https://www.aispotlight.co.uk/AISpotlightCheshireFire/PressReleaseStyle2/RecordDisplay/www.cheshirefire.gov.uk�
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Staff will be on hand to explain the proposals, assist people in completing a 
simple survey and talk about an online safety check to help residents make 
their homes more fire safe. 
  
Cllr David Topping, the Chair of Cheshire Fire Authority, said: "I would 
encourage residents to get involved with this consultation and share 
their views about the direction of the Service. The feedback they 
provide really helps us to shape the future of their fire and rescue 
service.” 
  
The draft IRMP is an action plan for 2011/12 and sets out how the Fire 
Authority intends to address some of the challenges it will face in the coming 
year. It will also contribute to an aim of saving £2.5m over the next two years 
and includes proposals: 
 

 to review certain business functions of Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
to ensure they continue to deliver value for money  

 for potential changes around the way Macclesfield Community Fire 
Station is staffed  

 to target community safety work at the most vulnerable people and 
create joint community safety advocates with partners  

 to provide more of a focus on the promotion of road safety  
 to undertake joined up business inspections with partners  
 to join up internal management arrangements in Halton and Warrington.  

 
Paul Hancock, Chief Fire Officer for Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service, 
explained: "We, like many other public services, are facing some 
difficult times ahead. Although we have already made a number of 
efficiencies we believe that there is still more we can do to save funds 
while maintaining a strong focus on both the safety of our communities 
and our firefighters.” 
  
Consultation on the content of the draft plan began in December and lasts until 
March 11th, 2011. As well as attending the roadshow, residents can have their 
say by: 

 visiting www.cheshirefire.gov.uk and following the links from the 
home page to the draft plan and an online survey  

 contacting the Service's Corporate Communications Department on 
01606 868408 and requesting a paper copy of the draft plan and 
survey, which can be completed by hand and returned to a freepost 
address. 

 
NOTES TO EDITORS 
To download a copy of the draft IRMP and for further information on the 
consultation and Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's four year strategy, visit: 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650 

 
News release 3 

 

http://www.cheshirefire.gov.uk/detail.aspx?mid=1650�
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Sadler Road, Winsford, Cheshire, CW7 2FQ, Tel: 01606 868821, E-Mail: 
corporatecommunications@cheshirefire.gov.uk, Web: 
www.cheshirefire.gov.uk 

Issue Date: 01/03/2011 

Final countdown to close of fire and rescue service consultation 
There are just a couple of weeks left for residents to have their say on 
Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service's action plan for the year ahead. 
 
So far almost 500 members of the public, staff and volunteers have taken the 
time to share their views on the Service's draft Integrated Risk Management 
Plan (IRMP) for 2011/12. 
 
The consultation period, which commenced on December 20th, comes to a close 
on Friday March 11th – the deadline for receipt of all comments. 
 
Cllr David Topping, Chair of Cheshire Fire Authority, said: "We are delighted 
with the response to date and I should like to thank all those who have taken 
the time to complete our online survey or visit one the 14 consultation 
roadshows we've held across Cheshire, Halton and Warrington. I would 
encourage anyone who has not yet contributed to take five minutes to help 
shape the future of their fire and rescue service.” 
 
The draft IRMP sets out how the Fire Authority intends to address some of the 
challenges it faces in the coming year. It will also contribute to an aim of saving 
£2.5m over the next two years and includes proposals: 
 

 to review certain business functions of Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
to ensure they continue to deliver value for money  

 for potential changes around the way Macclesfield Community Fire 
Station is staffed  

 to target community safety work at the most vulnerable people and 
create joint community safety advocates with partners  

 to provide more of a focus on the promotion of road safety  
 to undertake joined up business inspections with partners  
 to join up internal management arrangements in Halton and Warrington. 

 
Residents can give their opinions by visiting www.cheshirefire.gov.uk and 
following the ‘Make Your Voice Heard' link from on the homepage. Alternatively, 
they may telephone the Service's Corporate Communications Department on 
01606 868408 or email consultation@cheshirefire.gov.uk and request a 
paper copy of the draft plan and survey, to be completed by hand and returned 
to via freepost. 
 
A report on the outcome of the consultation will be presented to the Fire 
Authority at its March 16th meeting. 
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