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Introduction 

 

This report focuses on the results of the consultation carried 

out on the seven proposals of the Integrated Risk 

Management Plan (IRMP) 2020-24. The consultation survey ran 

from 3 September to 25 November 2019 (12 week fieldwork 

window). 

 

Analysis 

 

In total, 282 survey responses and two formal written 

responses were received. Nearly half (47.9%) of survey 

respondents were members of the public, and over a third 

(38.3%) were serving firefighters or support staff. 

 

For each of the seven proposals, the majority of respondents 

were in agreement. Proposals 4 (92.8%) and 3 (83.3%) 

received the highest levels of agreement, with the majority of 

respondents saying they strongly agreed. 

 

Although each proposal was met with agreement by the 

majority of respondents, proposals 7 (27.8%), 1 (24.1%) and 2 

(21.2%) received the highest levels of disagreement. Over one 

in ten respondents strongly disagreed with proposals 1 and 2 

and notably, over a fifth (21.4%) strongly disagreed with 

proposal 7, and another fifth (19.2%) had a neutral view 

(neither agreed nor disagreed). 

Executive Summary 

The survey contained nine open-ended questions, which 

received a total of 1,236 comments. All of the comments 

were read and coded.  

 

In addition to the survey responses, formal responses were 

also received from Leicestershire County Council and the Fire 

Brigades Union. These responses have been provided to the 

Combined Fire Authority for their consideration.  

 

Proposal 1: Use our fire engines flexibly, aiming to attend life 

threatening incidents in an average of 10 minutes 

 

Over two-thirds (68.2%) of respondents agreed with the 

proposal. The largest proportion (37.2%) said they strongly 

agreed. In contrast, a quarter (24.1%) disagreed with it, with 

one in ten (11.3%) saying they strongly disagreed. 

 

In the open comments, respondents felt flexibility (27 

respondents) and the prioritisation of life-threatening incidents 

were important (26). Whilst a short response time was 

considered vital by some (19), the average 10 minute target 

was criticised in numerous ways by others (28), including 

being too long, and some response times being longer than 

10 minutes. Others (20) were concerned about the possible 

implications of moving fire engines and staff around, and 

some (19) felt the proposal masked past and future cost-

cutting measures. 
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Proposal 2: Use our firefighters efficiently and flexibly to 

maximise our appliance availability 

 

Over seven in ten (72.2%) agreed with the proposal. The 

largest proportion of respondents (37.4%) said they strongly 

agreed. In contrast, a fifth (21.2%) disagreed with it, with one in 

ten (11.4%) saying they strongly disagreed. 

 

In the open comments, respondents valued flexibility (15 

respondents), and felt the proposal would provide sufficient 

service coverage (20), improve staff recruitment, retention 

and cohesion (17). Others were concerned about a potential 

over-reliance on on-call staff (19), and the risk of service 

shortages by moving fire engines and staff around (15). 

 

Proposal 3: Purchase a second high reach appliance to 

replace the older one of the two vehicles 

 

Over eight in ten (83.3%) respondents agreed with the 

proposal. Notably, the majority (59.8%) said they strongly 

agreed. In contrast, less than one in ten (7.2%) disagreed with 

it. 

 

In the open comments, respondents felt the proposal would 

provide: operational reliance and a greater range of service 

(40 respondents); and modernisation and greater reliability 

(29). Others (26) felt the increasing numbers of high-rise 

buildings meant a new high reach appliance was required. 

Others were less convinced of the need for such an outlay (13) 

and were concerned about the ability to operate the new 

appliance (7). Respondents also suggested a number of 

alternative approaches, including: purchasing/maintaining 

alternative or older vehicles (11); carrying out a cost-benefit 

analysis (11); and ensuring sufficient crewing of the vehicle (8). 

 

Proposal 4: We want to continue to undertake our education 

and enforcement activities, targeting those most at risk 

 

Over nine in ten (92.8%) respondents agreed with the 

proposal. Notably, the majority (58.1%) said they strongly 

agreed. In contrast, less than one in twenty (3.6%) disagreed 

with it. 

 

In the open comments, respondents felt the proposal would 

develop greater understanding of fire-related knowledge, and 

reduce the number and impact of incidents (60 respondents). 

Targeting ‘at risk’ groups was also met with approval (21), and 

respondents felt enforcement of penalties would encourage 

others to follow suit (10). Some respondents made a number of 

suggestions as to how the proposal could be delivered (12), 

whilst others felt the proposal should not be a priority for the 

service (6). 
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Proposal 5: Continue to collaborate with other blue light 

services and our partner agencies to support our purpose of 

safer people, safer places 

 

Eight in ten (79.6%) respondents agreed with the proposal. The 

largest proportion (48.4%) said they strongly agreed. In 

contrast, one in ten (10.4%) disagreed with it. 

 

In the open comments, respondents valued multi-service 

collaboration (49 respondents), felt it would provide a more 

holistic response to incidents and develop firefighters to be 

more rounded in their skillset (17). Others felt cost-savings were 

achievable via collaboration (18). Respondents also 

suggested how the proposal could be delivered, including: 

the establishment of dedicated resource (13); the 

development of relationships between the Service and the 

ambulance (10) and police services (10); and the 

maintenance of Service specialisms and responsibilities (8). 

Others felt collaboration could actually be a poor use of 

resources (34). 

 

Proposal 6: We want to enable our staff to do the right thing to 

help our communities 

 

Seven in ten (71.8%) respondents agreed with the proposal, 

split evenly between ’tend to agree’ (36.3%) and ’strongly 

agree’ (35.5%). In contrast, one in seven (14.7%) disagreed. 

 

In the open comments, respondents felt a flexible, ‘common 

sense’ approach to helping communities was sensible (23 

respondents). Others felt the proposal was vague (19) and 

required clarification as to what ‘the right thing’ entailed, or 

would take firefighters away from the responsibilities of their 

main role (16). Some felt the impact of the proposal on staff 

needed to be monitored closely (13). 

 

Proposal 7: We want to implement alternative crewing 

arrangements in the event of the Service moving away from 

the current Day Crewing Plus duty system 

 

The majority (53.0%) of respondents agreed with the proposal. 

The largest proportion (32.0%) said they strongly agreed. In 

contrast, over a quarter (27.8%) disagreed with it, with over a 

fifth (21.4%) saying they ‘strongly disagree’.  

 

In the open comments, respondents were strongly supportive 

of the Day Crewing Plus (DCP) duty system (75 respondents), 

citing the benefits they felt it offers: cost-effectiveness; work-life 

balance; shift flexibility; and service coverage. Some queried 

why it was under threat, that more effort should be made to 

preserve it, and that alternative models would reduce service 

cover (33). Others felt the High Court ruling left little choice 

(17), and others were critical of the DCP system (15). Some 

respondents suggested alternative models that could be 

considered (18).  
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Alternative proposals 

 

When asked whether there were any alternative proposals 

that should be considered in the IRMP, respondents made a 

number of suggested changes to the day-to-day (16 

respondents) and strategic-level operation of the service (14). 

Other suggestions were also made, such as: improving the 

funding and resources available (13); preserving current 

arrangements such as the Day Crewing Plus system (12); seek 

greater multi-agency collaboration with blue light services 

(10); improve the on call system (8); and improve training and 

education programmes (7). 

 

Any other comments 

 

When asked whether they had any other comments, 

respondents provided a mixed response.  

 

Some felt the wording in the consultation documents was 

unclear and required more information to provide detail (18 

respondents). Others were critical of the current operations 

used by the service (6), and some felt the IRMP proposals 

would lead to service cuts (4). In response, some advocated 

that current funding and resourcing should be maintained or 

improved upon (10). 

 

Others were positive about the role of the service (7) and the 

proposals set out in the consultation (7). 

Some made suggestions of how the service could operate in 

future (9), and that further consultation with staff and 

stakeholders should be held over the proposals (6). 
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Overview of the process 

 

An Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) must assess all 

foreseeable fire and rescue related risks to communities, and 

put in place arrangements to respond to and deal with them. 

It must cover at least a three-year time period, be regularly 

reviewed, reflect local risk, be developed through consultation 

and be accessible and cost-effective.  

 

The current IRMP was consulted on in 2016 and is valid until 

2020. This report focuses on the results of the consultation 

carried out on the seven proposals of the forthcoming IRMP, 

starting in 2020 and ending in 2024. 

 

A consultation survey was made available on the websites of 

Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service (LFRS) and Leicestershire 

County Council (LCC) from 3 September 2019. This was 

accompanied by the IRMP proposals document and a range 

of other supporting information documents.  

 

The survey asked for views on the seven IRMP proposals.  

 

The consultation closed on 25 November 2019 (a 12 week 

fieldwork window). 

 

 

Communications and engagement activity 

 

LFRS provided the following information about the 

communication and engagement activity carried out for the 

IRMP consultation. 

 

A comprehensive communication exercise was undertaken to 

attempt to reach as many members of the public in Leicester, 

Leicestershire and Rutland as possible. 

 

The IRMP consultation was communicated via: 

• Internal channels - Service Matters, Members Briefing, Site 

Visits, Staff Briefings, all staff email 

• External channels - Service website and social media, 

printed materials (e.g. posters and flyers), newspaper, 

radio and TV, community events, direct mailing to 

stakeholders, partner channels (including websites), 

frontline word of mouth 

 

Greater use was made of social media and the use of shorter 

style animations to generate interest. All social media activity 

directed the recipient to the LFRS website and encouraged 

participation. 

 

An investment was made to target specific lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) and Black, Asian and 

minority ethnic (BAME) groups through social media to 

improve our ‘reach’ in those areas. 

Chapter 1: Introduction and methodology 
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The consultation was presented and discussed at the following 

meetings: 

• Police Independent Advisory Boards for Disability, Race, 

LGBT and Older People 

• Community Safety Strategic Board 

• City and Council Safeguarding Boards 

• Safer Communities Strategic Officer Group 

• Better Business for All Forum 

• A Learning Disability Conference 

 

It was further promoted at: 

• Team Rutland Summit 2019 

• A University Fresher’s week event 

• A selection of Ward and Joint Action Group Meetings 

• Station Open Days 

• Pop-Up Station events at Harby and Bottesford 

• Central Station Heritage Day 

• Station car wash events 

• Through the Fire Cadets Facebook page 

• Parish Councils, Equalities Challenge Group and 

Leicester City Council’s ‘FACE’ newsletters 

• Interviews with Radio Leicester and East Midlands Today 

 

The consultation was shared with other key stakeholders: 

• Local MPs and elected members 

• County, Unitary, District and Parish Councils in the area 

• Neighbouring Fire and Rescue Services 

• Leicestershire Police 

• East Midlands Ambulance Service 

• Clinical Commissioning Groups 

• Representative Bodies at the Staff Consultation Forum 

Alternative formats / Equality and Human Rights 

Impact Assessment (EHRIA) 

 

Measures were put in place to make the consultation process 

open and inclusive.  

 

The IRMP and supporting information was available to 

download from the LFRS website.  

 

Copies of the survey and documents were available as hard 

copy and in alternative formats on request.  

 

Contact details for the LFRS headquarters was also provided 

on the consultation documents. 
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Analysis methodology 
 

In total, 282 responses were received to the survey (i.e. either 

electronically or by paper), and are analysed in Chapter 2. In 

addition to these survey responses, formal responses were also 

received from Leicestershire County Council and the Fire 

Brigades Union. These responses have been provided to the 

Combined Fire Authority for their consideration.  

 

Graphs and tables have been used to assist explanation and 

analysis. Survey question results have been reported based on 

those who provided a valid response, i.e. taking out the ‘don’t 

know’ responses and no replies. Percentage totals may not 

add up to 100% due to rounding or multiple-choice questions. 

 

Postcodes supplied by respondents to the survey were used to 

assign geographical information, including lower-tier local 

authority, deprivation (IMD national quintile) and rural-urban 

classification (RUC). 

 

Chi-Square analyses was used to assess whether there were 

different levels of agreement for the proposals between 

different demographic groups. The results of this are available 

in Appendix 4. 

 

The survey contained nine open-ended questions, which 

received a total of 1,236 comments. All of the comments were 

read and coded. Open comment themes are available in 

Appendix 3. The comments in full have been passed to LFRS 

for their consideration. 

Survey respondent profile 

 

Nearly half (47.9%) of survey respondents were members of the 

public, and over a third (38.3%) were serving firefighters or 

support staff.  

 

A full respondent profile is in Appendix 2. It shows the profile of 

respondents was underrepresented by females, residents of 

Leicester, and disabled individuals, and was overrepresented 

by males, residents of Harborough, individuals of no religion, 

and White individuals. 

 

Chart 1: Survey respondent roles 
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Respondents were asked how they heard about the IRMP 

consultation. Chart 3 shows over a third (36.5%) of respondents 

heard about the consultation via Facebook. Over one in ten 

via a friend/relative or community leader (13.5%), email 

(13.5%), or Twitter (11.3%). 

 

Chart 2: Stakeholders - Official responses 

Chart 3: How respondents heard about the consultation 

In total, 17 stakeholders responded to the consultation survey, 

including East Midlands Ambulance Service, Rutland County 

Council, University Hospitals of Leicester, three schools/

academies, nine other businesses/organisations, and two 

individuals who did not specify who they represented. 

 

Of the 17 stakeholders that responded to the consultation 

survey, 5 (29.4%) said they were providing the official response 

of their organisation. 
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Chart 4: How respondents heard about the consultation - Other 

Chart 5: How respondents heard about the consultation - 

Charts 3 and 4 combined 

Although a notable proportion (16.1%) said ‘Other’, Chart 4 

shows these responses tended to be: internal LFRS 

communication, email, and other websites.  

 

Chart 5 combines the original and the coded ‘other’ 

responses. 
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IRMP proposals 

Survey respondents were asked for their views on each of the 

seven IRMP proposals.  

 

The seven proposals were: 

1. Use our fire engines flexibly, aiming to attend life 

threatening incidents in an average of 10 minutes 

2. Use our firefighters efficiently and flexibly to maximise our 

appliance availability 

3. Purchase a second high reach appliance to replace the 

older one of the two vehicles 

4. We want to continue to undertake our education and 

enforcement activities, targeting those most at risk 

5. Continue to collaborate with other blue light services and 

our partner agencies to support our purpose of safer 

people, safer places 

6. We want to enable our staff to do the right thing to help 

our communities 

7. We want to implement alternative crewing arrangements 

in the event of the Service moving away from the current 

Day Crewing Plus duty system 

 

Chapter 2: Survey response analysis 

Proposal 1: Use our fire engines flexibly, aiming to attend life 

threatening incidents in an average of 10 minutes 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 1. Chart 6 shows over two-thirds 

(68.2%) agreed with the proposal. The largest proportion of 

respondents (37.2%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, a 

quarter (24.1%) disagreed with it, with one in ten (11.3%) 

saying they strongly disagreed. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to agree 

(compared to the average) were: aged under 35 (84.8%).  

 

Chart 6: Proposal 1 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 7 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Several respondents responded positively, with some (27) 

emphasising the importance of flexibility and (26) prioritising 

life threatening incidents. Some respondents (19) felt the 

prioritisation of response times was the correct focus, and 

others (12) voiced their agreement generally to the proposal. 

 

Some respondents (28) were critical of the proposed average 

10 minute target response time for life threatening incidents, 

citing (i) it is too long to respond, (ii) using averages meant 

some responses would take longer than 10 minutes, 

particularly in rural areas, and (iii) response times have slowed 

in recent years. Others queried whether the 10 minute target 

would include the initial emergency phone call made. 

 

Other concerns were voiced. Some (20) queried concerns 

about moving fire engines and staff, suggesting it may result in 

gaps in cover or service availability, slower response times, a 

negative impact on staff wellbeing, and reduced staff 

knowledge of the locality. Some (16) respondents suggested 

LFRS should consider the implications of this. 

 

Some respondents (19) felt concerned that the proposal was 

masking cost-cutting/resource reduction measures. Whilst 

some of the respondents felt the proposal was a result of such 

measures undertaken in recent years, others felt it was a pre-

emptive move to administer further changes.  
 

Chart 7: Proposal 1 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“Flexible use of resources seems to be a sensible option to assist in 

achieving the desired attendance time for life-threatening incidents” 

“Good to get to life threatening incidents as quickly as possible” 

“Ten minutes is an average, therefore an emergency response to some 

areas could be 15 or even 20 minutes. That's a long time when a 

dwelling is involved” 

“LFRS should aim to respond within 10 minutes. Using average 

timescales tells you nothing about the actual incidents and often gives 

a misleading picture on performance in rural communities” 

“Moving fire engines from one area to another inevitably creates gaps 

in cover” 

“By moving your fire engines / specialist appliances around, I believe 

this may impact on the communities by way of the following: a - 

Firefighters not being familiar with their surroundings / buildings if they 

were to keep moving around. b - Building that rapport with their 

communities, if there is different firefighters / appliances all the while I 

believe this could have a detrimental effect” 

“Will the crews lose the team spirit by being shuffled around?” 

“This is an attempt to reduce number of appliances and crewing levels. 

Which are already at a dangerously low level” 
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Proposal 2: Use our firefighters efficiently and flexibly to 

maximise our appliance availability  

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 2. Chart 8 shows over seven in ten 

(72.2%) agreed with the proposal. The largest proportion of 

respondents (37.4%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, a 

fifth (21.2%) disagreed with it, with one in ten (11.4%) saying 

they strongly disagreed. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to agree 

(compared to the average) were: current LFRS employees 

(82.5%), or Christian (81.1%). Those who were significantly 

more likely to disagree (compared to the average) were: 

aged 55 or over (28.3%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 9 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Several respondents were positive in their comments. Some 

(21) voiced their general approval of the proposal, and others 

(20) felt the proposal would provide sufficient cover of service, 

and would improve areas such as staff recruitment, retention 

and cohesion. Others (15) felt the move to keep the service 

flexible to be a positive step. 

 

Other respondents voiced a number of concerns.  

 

Some (19) felt the proposal could result in an increased 

reliance of the service on on-call staff, which would have a 

detrimental effect as they may not have the same level of 

training, experience or availability to the service as wholetime 

staff. Some felt the proposal may be a precursor to wholetime 

staff reduction, with the intention of replacing them with on-

call staff.  

 

Others (15) were critical of the proposal to move fire engines 

and staff around, as it could result in service shortages and 

increased risks.  

 

Several suggestions were also made. Some (14) felt the 

potential implications of such a move on staff should be more 

closely considered. Other respondents (13) felt the current 

level of funding should be maintained or improved upon, and 

some (11) felt the on-call system could improve. 

Chart 8: Proposal 2 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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 Proposal 3: Purchase a second high reach appliance to 

replace the older one of the two vehicles 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 3. Chart 10 shows over eight in ten 

(83.3%) agreed with the proposal. Notably, the majority of 

respondents (59.8%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, less 

than one in ten (7.2%) disagreed with it. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to agree 

(compared to the average) were: Christian (90.2%).  

 

Chart 9: Proposal 2 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“Because the more fire engines we have on the run then we are best 

prepared to respond to emergencies” 

“On call recruitment is being hampered by the requirement to live 

within a very close proximity to the stations. A more flexible 

deployment model could increase the number of suitable 

candidates” 

“I agree with using on call Firefighters more to give them more 

exposure and experience especially at quieter stations” 

“Availability of appliances and trained responders is paramount to 

providing an effective fire and rescue capability, if by using staff more 

flexibly this achieves a greater degree of availability then again this 

has to be a positive” 

“Maybe it would not suit all on call firefighters to attend other stations” 

“This feels as though there may be a reduction in 'whole-time', with the 

increase in 'on-call' fire-fighters, which would be wholly unacceptable” 

“The on call are an underused resource which require developing in 

the workplace to gain experience” 

“I think we could be opening a can of worms allowing firefighters to 

not live within the current turnout times for on-call stations” 

“Think it is important that you keep your staff on board. I assume you 

have surveyed the staff to get their opinion?” 

Chart 10: Proposal 3 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 11 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Several respondents (40) felt the proposal would provide 

operational resilience due to having a greater number of 

vehicles available, and would expand the service as a newer 

vehicle would be able to tackle a wider range of incidents. 

Other (29) respondents felt replacing an older vehicle would 

help the service modernise and improve its reliability to deal 

with incidents effectively. Several respondents (26) felt this 

proposal was particularly required due to the increasing 

number of high-rise buildings, particularly in Leicester city 

centre, and several specifically cited the need to avoid 

events such as Grenfell Tower by investing in the service fleet. 

Others (14) simply voiced their general agreement. 

 

Other respondents were less convinced, as some (13) felt the 

capital outlay was not justified due to the current vehicle still 

being operational, the low numbers of incidents relevant to 

the proposed vehicle in recent years, the low numbers of high

-rise buildings in the county, and the fire prevention measures 

installed in modern high-rise buildings. Others (7) felt there 

would not be enough trained staff to operate the new 

vehicle, or to run both vehicles simultaneously.  

 

A number of suggestions were also made: alternative vehicles 

to consider purchasing; providing or considering a cost-

benefit analysis of purchasing a new vehicle; ensuring the 

vehicle is crewed sufficiently; or to buy/maintain an older 

vehicle in order to save money. 

 

Chart 11: Proposal 3 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“I think it's important to retain two appliances with this capability - apart 

from better response times, to deal with any mechanical failures you 

have to have a second appliance ready to pick up” 

“New vehicle will deal with a variety of incidents” 

“Important to replace older vehicles to maintain an effective fleet” 

“Absolutely, considering the Grenfell Tower fire and the amount of high 

rise buildings in Leicester and surrounding areas” 

“I would think the older appliance still works well without spending a 

whole lot more money” 

“Judging by the amount of incidents attended by high reach 

appliances highlighted in the report they appear to have gone down 

significantly” 

“Leicestershire and Rutland do have high-rise buildings, most are now 

new student living sites that should have the latest fire safety features 

reducing potential fire service call outs” 

“I agree but the high reach appliance isn’t always manned now, and 

with so few firefighters on station now how will you make sure you have 

trained operators on every time?” 

“Could a combined aerial rescue pump (CARP) be considered?” 

“A piece of information forecasting the cost per deployment of this 

type of appliance (based on its use in the data from the last 5 years) 

should be published to allow a better, more informed decision as to 

whether this represents value for money” 
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Proposal 4: We want to continue to undertake our education 

and enforcement activities, targeting those most at risk 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 4. Chart 12 shows over nine in ten 

(92.8%) agreed with the proposal. Notably, the majority of 

respondents (58.1%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, less 

than one in twenty (3.6%) disagreed with it. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to disagree 

(compared to the average) were: living in Charnwood 

(12.1%), or not employed by LFRS (currently or formerly) (6.6%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 13 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Many (60) respondents voiced their approval of using this 

proposal as it would likely result in a greater level of 

understanding of fire-related knowledge, what risks to be 

aware of, the ability to prevent future fire incidents, and as a 

consequence, the total number and impact of such incidents.  

 

Several (21) respondents approved of the approach to focus 

the proposal on groups they considered to be ‘at risk’, such as 

children, university students, and vulnerable individuals. Some 

(15) cited the proposal reflected the current approach and 

described how it was already an effective measure, whilst 

others (15) simply voiced their general agreement. 

 

Some (10) respondents cited the successes achieved by 

enforcement measures, describing how publishing the 

penalties placed upon organisations who fail to comply with 

regulations could encourage others to improve. 

 

A number of suggestions were also made: maintain or 

improve upon current funding or resourcing; how the proposal 

could be delivered; whether the remit of those considered ‘at 

risk’ could be expanded to include other groups; and 

considering the impact of the proposal on staff. 

 

Other (6) respondents felt the proposal should not be 

considered a priority by the service. 

Chart 12: Proposal 4 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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Proposal 5: Continue to collaborate with other blue light 

services and our partner agencies to support our purpose of 

safer people, safer places 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 5. Chart 14 shows eight in ten (79.6%) 

agreed with the proposal. The largest proportion of 

respondents (48.4%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, 

one in ten (10.4%) disagreed with it. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to agree 

(compared to the average) were: Christian (90.3%), or White 

(85.2%).  

 

Chart 13: Proposal 4 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“While it is impossible to completely stop incidents happening we can 

certainly educate people how to act when involved in an emergency 

situation” 

“We loved the pop up fire station in Bottesford...these education 

events spark questions in children's minds which is fantastic; my 5 year 

old now knows our various escape routes out of our home, and also 

now just chats away about potential fire hazards, smoke detectors 

etc.” 

“I believe we have seen this working over the past few years by the 

reduction of incidents we attend” 

“Protect and educate those most vulnerable” 

“Enlighten people to the dangers and that when businesses take short 

cuts and planning departments allow these practices they will be 

prosecuted” 

“(I) think we should work to increase a specialised education 

department rather than rely on operational staff to deliver messages” 

“Could training be given to enable voluntary work/groups to be able 

to undertake this work in order to support local crews?” 

“As long as other community groups are not neglected as a result of 

the targeted approach” 

“Community safety activities though should not cause appliances to 

be taken off the run, and cause crews not to be able to train daily” 

Chart 14: Proposal 5 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 15 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Respondents were often positive in their comments. Several 

(49) respondents felt collaboration between blue light services 

was an important practice, and had been proven to work in 

the past. Others (17) felt utilising the skills of other emergency 

services would develop a more holistic, multifaceted response 

to the various challenges that an incident can pose, and as a 

consequence will develop other valuable emergency service 

skills in firefighters, such as first aid, CPR, and locksmithing. 

Several (18) felt the pooling of resources between emergency 

services would reduce costs and duplication. Some (17) 

simply voiced their general agreement with the proposal, and 

others felt it would help achieve the overall responsibility of 

the fire service to keep the public safe. 

 

Respondents described in numerous ways how the proposal 

could be delivered. Some (13) felt the establishment of a 

dedicated resource would help, instead of relying on existing 

staff and vehicles to cope with additional demands. Some 

described specifically how future relationships with the 

ambulance service (10) and the police (10) could be 

developed. Others (8) felt that each emergency service 

should retain some specialisms and individual responsibility. 

 

However the second most common code described how a 

number of respondents (34) felt collaborative response could 

sometimes be a poor use of resource, or should be 

considered a lower priority. 

 

Chart 15: Proposal 5 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“Joint working is important - emergency services shouldn't work in 

isolation as there is efficiency by working together which underpins the 

services core values” 

“Work together and make use of joint ops rooms, personnel and 

services to produce the most appropriate cohesive effect” 

“Cost effective to have the 3 blue light services working together, 

understanding each services needs” 

“Working to keep people safe is the main goal” 

“A dedicated resource for gain entry incidents would be useful as 

apposed to committing potentially a fire engine which could be better 

utilised” 

“I feel stronger parameters should be set on how we support EMAS 

(East Midlands Ambulance Service NHS Trust)” 

“With the local police recruiting a large amount of new police officers 

over the next five years, consideration needs to be put into how much 

the service should still cover them when they have more capacity” 

“Emergency services should work together but still lead in their 

professional areas.” 

“A fully crewed fire engine should not be used for non fire related 

rescues/gain entry, due to the cost of resourcing this” 

“Using firefighters to do a police job or ambulance job is a risk not only 

for firefighters but (the) public as well. They are being pulled from their 

own job or training” 
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Proposal 6: We want to enable our staff to do the right thing 

to help our communities 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 6. Chart 16 shows seven in ten (71.8%) 

agreed with the proposal, split evenly between ’tend to 

agree’ (36.3%) and ’strongly agree’ (35.5%). In contrast, one in 

seven (14.7%) disagreed with it. 

 

There was no notable significant difference in responses 

between the demographic groups of respondents. 

 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 17 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Respondents provided a mixed response. Several (27) felt the 

proposal would enable the fire service to protect the public 

and local communities effectively, and others (23) said that a 

flexible, ‘common sense’ approach to helping communities 

would be a sensible decision. Some (13) said this was already 

practiced by the service, and others (11) simply voiced their 

general agreement with the proposal. 

 

Other respondents were more critical of the proposal. Several 

(19) felt the wording of the proposal was unclear or vague, 

and some (11) suggested more information should be 

provided in general for clarity. Some (16) felt the proposal 

would take firefighters away from their main role, or 

introduced responsibilities that should not be considered part 

of the job. Similarly, others (10) felt it would overburden the 

Service. Several (12) said the proposal would be difficult to 

apply, as doing ‘the right thing’ can be difficult to define. 

 

Several (13) respondents felt the potential impact of the 

proposal on staff needed to be considered more closely, 

including aspects such as safety, mental health, stress and 

fatigue. 

Chart 16: Proposal 6 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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 Proposal 7: We want to implement alternative crewing 

arrangements in the event of the Service moving away from 

the current Day Crewing Plus duty system 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with Proposal 7. Chart 18 shows the majority (53.0%) 

agreed with the proposal. The largest proportion of 

respondents (32.0%) said they strongly agreed. In contrast, 

over a quarter (27.8%) disagreed with it, with over a fifth 

(21.4%) saying they strongly disagreed. 

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to disagree 

(compared to the average) were: White (29.2%). 

 

Chart 17: Proposal 6 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“Those people who join an Emergency Service do so to serve their 

community, to help people and make a difference.  As long as 

appropriate training and support mechanisms are in place this should 

not be an issue” 

“Experienced officers have the knowledge and experience to know 

what is needed as every situation is different. They should be enabled 

to use this initiative without fear of recrimination” 

“The need to adapt procedures and improvise equipment use has 

always been part of the job” 

“This proposal is very ambiguous. An example of this would be 

beneficial” 

“LFRS are a successful and trusted organisation at fulfilling it’s core and 

statutory duties, it must not be diluted nor distracted from those 

activities to cover the shortfall or inadequacies of other organisations” 

“Again fire service could be taken advantage of, tidied up at places 

for hours when their time could be used better and potentially 

unavailable for jobs” 

“Helping communities is always a good thing, but where do you draw 

the line?” 

“If this puts certain stresses or pressures on staff then this should be re-

evaluated” 

Chart 18: Proposal 7 - To what extent respondents agree/disagree 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments. Chart 19 

lists the top 10 codes. See Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

The top two codes reflected respondents support for the 

current Day Crewing Plus (DCP) duty system. Several (75) 

respondents felt strongly that the DCP system offered 

numerous benefits: being cost-effective; facilitating good 

work-life balance; being flexible in terms of working hours; and 

provided good service cover. Many of these respondents said 

such benefits meant the majority of staff were happy working 

under the current system. Some respondents questioned why 

the DCP system was at risk and why change a system that 

works well, whilst others felt greater effort needed to be made 

to preserve it. Some (33) respondents felt any alternative 

system would inevitably reduce the level of service cover. 

Some (7) felt greater information about the DCP system 

needed to be made available. 

 

In contrast, some (17) felt the potential High Court ruling 

meant there would be little choice but to consider alternative 

systems. Others (15) were critical of the implementation of the 

DCP system, suggesting it was a cost-savings measure which 

endangered staff wellbeing. Some (7) felt alternative systems 

could maintain or improve service cover. 

 

Several suggestions were made: provide information or 

consider the (i) impact of the proposal on staff (20) or (ii) 

possible alternative systems (18); consult more with staff and 

the Fire Bridge Union (16); and to maintain or improve funding 

or resources to ensure service cover is sufficient. 

Chart 19: Proposal 7 - Open comments (Top 10) 

“DCP works, I work this system, I enjoy working this system, it saves the 

public money, it still gives excellent fire cover. Any other system would 

cost more and more than likely give poorer fire cover. It is an absolute 

no brainer. Staff are happy, I would presume the public are, lets make 

DCP work” 

“DCP is a great shift system and all its members want to work it and 

enjoy working it. It is cost effective and keeps a good level of fire cover 

for the county which would be decreased dramatically if we lost this 

shift system. As someone who works this system I believe I’m a lot more 

healthy, have a better family/personal life and achieve more when I’m 

at work. I believe a large majority of the DCP staff are doing all they 

can to make the DCP system work and want to get a collective 

agreement” 

“If they take DCP away from you, surely there would be no other option 

to find an alternative” 

“DCP is dangerous, allowing staff to work up to 120hours continuously 

(5 days and 5 nights, I’m aware negative stand down hours exist 

between 20.00-08.00 but these can be interrupted by calls) is a ticking 

timebomb. Firefighters can become exhausted on this shift pattern” 

“Better flexibility to provide the right cover” 

“Assuming this in done in consultation with staff and a feasibility review 

of the impact” 

“You must keep all stations fully crewed at all times. No cuts because 

you can't afford to pay the staff” 
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Chart 20: Proposals 1 to 7 (ordered by level of agreement) 

All proposals 

 

Chart 20 shows how respondents responded to the seven 

proposals.  

 

For each of the seven proposals, the majority of respondents 

were in agreement. Proposals 4 (92.8%) and 3 (83.3%) 

received the highest levels of agreement, with the majority of 

respondents saying they strongly agreed. 

 

 

Although each proposal was met with agreement by the 

majority of respondents, proposals 7 (27.8%), 1 (24.1%) and 2 

(21.2%) received the highest levels of disagreement. Over one 

in ten respondents strongly disagreed with proposals 1 and 2 

and notably, over a fifth (21.4%) strongly disagreed with 

proposal 7, and another fifth (19.2%) had a neutral view 

(neither agreed nor disagreed). 
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Alternative proposals 

 

Respondents were asked whether there were any alternative 

proposals that should be considered in the IRMP. Chart 21 lists 

the top 10 codes (excluding those who said ‘No/NA’). See 

Appendix 3 for a full list of codes. 

 

Respondents were forthcoming with a number of suggestions. 

 

Several (16) respondents suggested the current day-to-day 

operation of the service could be changed or improved in 

different ways, including: establishing minimum levels of 

staffing per station, shift, incident type or specific appliance; 

making medical expertise regularly available for incident 

response; sharing building space with other services; and 

utilising specific shift arrangements. 

 

Others (14) suggested the service could make a number of 

changes or improvements on a strategic level: establishing 

new or removing existing stations; establishing a new 

management board; ensuring new housing and business site 

developments are considered and sufficiently covered; 

reviewing the use and asset management of existing vehicles; 

ensuring cover is sufficient in sparsely populated areas; 

refocusing service activity; implementing resilience teams; and 

evaluating the location of appliances. 

Some (13) felt resources, such as the number of staff and 

vehicles available to the service needed to increase, and 

others (12) felt the service ought to seek greater levels of 

funding. 

 

Several (12) respondents felt the current arrangements used 

by the service such as the Day Crew Plus duty system and the 

current rota system should be maintained. 

 

Some (10) felt greater efforts should be made to achieve multi

-agency collaboration between blue light services. Some (8) 

felt the on-call system could be improved or better utilised, 

and others (7) suggested the training and education 

programmes used by the service could improve. 

 

Other (8) respondents were critical about the consultation, 

suggesting the wording was unclear and vague, and that the 

exercise itself may not have much impact, and some (7) felt 

more information needed to be provided to provide greater 

detail as to what was being proposed. 

 

Suggested alternative proposals will be considered by LFRS 

Senior Management and the Combined Fire Authority.  
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Any other comments 

 

Respondents were asked whether they had any other 

comments on the IRMP. Chart 22 lists the top 10 codes 

(excluding those who said ‘No/NA’). See Appendix 3 for a full 

list of codes. 

 

The response to this question was mixed.  

 

Several (18) respondents were critical of the wording used to 

outline the proposals in the consultation documents, 

describing it as being: unclear and vague; lacking detail; 

worded to fit an agenda; or overly technical for the public. In 

response, some (6) felt more information needed to be 

provided to provide greater detail as to what was being 

proposed. 

 

Some (6) respondents were critical of the current operational 

arrangements used in the service, and described how the 

technologies used negatively impacted on response times. 

Others (4) felt the proposals masked cost-cutting exercises in 

the future, and were critical of such a move. Several (10) 

respondents advocated a maintained or improved level of 

funding and resourcing available to the service. Within this, 

several respondents made particular reference to protecting 

the provision for Rutland, as they felt the area would be 

greatly isolated if the fire service was to be reduced in a 

similar way to that of the Police service. 

 

 

Chart 21: Alternative proposals - Open comments (Top 10, 

‘No/NA’ excluded) 

“Improved crewing levels to a minimum of 5 firefighters on pumping 

appliances. 9 firefighters at house fires” 

“Expanding our emergency medical response to have a dedicated 

resource able to give advice and guidance and support to fire crews at 

RTCs and other medical related incidents” 

“Close Shepshed and Loughborough (including training) and build a 

new station near J23 of M1 which will cover both the areas using the on 

call to assist with special appliances” 

“Ensure that the Magna Park extension is adequately covered once 

occupied, as it is a substantial development” 

“Stop cutting the service, employ enough firefighters to adequately 

cover the county and appliances for them to ride” 

“You should approach the government for more funding as safety 

should not be compromised” 

“DCP is needed. Maybe this could be where retained fire fighters help 

out, by covering DCP crew members that have reached their hourly 

target, so they can take a break for a few hours (relieved by retained)” 

“Communication and cohesion between all Blue Lights essential” 

“Find a way to make the on call job more appealing to people” 

“We should look to improve training provision. The L&D department 

seems under resourced and lacks credibility currently” 



Integrated Risk Management Plan (IRMP) 2020-2024 - Consultation results v1.0 

 

January 2020                                                                 28 

 

Chart 22: Any other comments - Open comments (Top 10, 

‘No/NA’ excluded) 

Positive comments were also made, with several (7) 

respondents outlining that the fire service is greatly valued and 

respected, and others (7) provided a general positive 

comment about the consultation and the proposals. 

 

Other suggestions were made. Some (9) suggested a model 

by which the service could operate in future, including the 

preservation of the Day Crew Plus duty system. Others (6) felt 

further consultation ought to be held with staff and other 

stakeholder groups, including trade unions, community 

groups, business organisations and political bodies. Some (4) 

felt the impact of the proposals on staff needed to be 

considered. 

“The proposals need to be more specific rather than general 

ambiguous statements. This will allow the public to understand what 

you are trying achieve” 

“The proposals appear to be worded in such a manner that however 

you answered they can be used as a mandate to reduce operational 

cover and/or used as a cheap replacement for other service 

providers” 

“Ensure the systems we use are efficient enough to withstand peaks & 

troughs in order to achieve attendance times and ensure positive 

incident outcomes” 

“Please don't reduce the coverage for Oakham and Rutland” 

“The Fire and Rescue element of the public sector must remain an 

important and required asset to the community it supports. Highly 

respected and proud to be in the public face doing what it does best, 

saving life” 

“DCP should stay… the system saves you money, provides 24 hour fire 

cover and you have happy staff” 

“I believe it important that communication and coordination with all 

operational personnel is vital to retain a healthy culture within the LFRS. 

Any operational changes should be carefully consulted to minimise 

dissatisfaction” 

“Please look after your firefighters better. Be kind, be considerate, listen 

to them” 
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Appendix 1 - Questionnaire  
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Appendix 2 - Survey respondent profile 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Gender identity # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Male 162 57.4 65.3 49.4 

Female 79 28.0 31.9 50.6 

Prefer to self-describe 7 2.5 2.8 N/A 

No reply 34 12.1    

     

Gender identity same as 

at birth # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 224 79.4 91.1 
N/A  

No 22 7.8 8.9 

No reply 36 12.8    

     

Age # % Inc NR % Ex NR % (15+) 

Under 15 1 0.4 0.5  

15-24 6 2.1 2.7 17.8 

25-34 26 9.2 11.8 15.4 

35-44 49 17.4 22.3 16.6 

45-54 82 29.1 37.3 16.7 

55-64 31 11.0 14.1 14.4 

65-74 18 6.4 8.2 10.1 

75-84 5 1.8 2.3 6.4 

85 and over 2 0.7 0.9 2.6 

No reply 62 22.0   

     

2011 Census figures for Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland 

NR = No reply 

MYE = Mid-year estimate 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Lower-tier authority # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Blaby 17 6.0 9.4 9.2 

Charnwood 34 12.1 18.9 16.3 

Harborough 35 12.4 19.4 8.4 

Hinckley & Bosworth 15 5.3 8.3 10.3 

Melton 6 2.1 3.3 4.9 

North West Leicestershire 18 6.4 10.0 9.2 

Oadby & Wigston 13 4.6 7.2 5.5 

Leicester 27 9.6 15.0 32.4 

Rutland 10 3.5 5.6 3.7 

Other authority 5 1.8 2.8  

No reply 102 36.2   

     

Rural Urban classification # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Hamlet and isolated dwellings 2 0.7 1.1 1.5 

Village 20 7.1 11.4 8.4 

Town and fringe 41 14.5 23.4 12.2 

Urban city and town 112 39.7 64.0 77.9 

No reply 107 37.9   

     

    2017 MYE 

National IMD quintile # % Inc NR % Ex NR %  

1 (most deprived) 16 5.7 9.1 12.4 

2 26 9.2 14.9 18.9 

3 28 9.9 16.0 17.2 

4 49 17.4 28.0 25.0 

5 (least deprived) 56 19.9 32.0 26.6 

No reply 107 37.9   
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 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Religion # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

No religion 107 37.9 44.6 27.2 

Buddhist 4 1.4 1.7 0.3 

Christian (all denominations) 113 40.1 47.1 55.0 

Hindu 1 0.4 0.4 7.2 

Jewish 0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Muslim 5 1.8 2.1 7.4 

Sikh 2 0.7 0.8 2.4 

Any other religion 8 2.8 3.3 0.5 

No reply 42 14.9   

     

Ethnic group # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Asian or Asian British 9 3.2 3.8 16.1 

Black or Black British 4 1.4 1.7 2.4 

White 204 72.3 87.2 78.4 

Mixed 13 4.6 5.6 2.0 

Other ethnic group 4 1.4 1.7 1.1 

No reply 48 17.0   

     

Illness, disability or infirmity* # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes 27 9.6 11.5 16.5 

No 208 73.8 88.5 83.5 

No reply 47 16.7   

*2011 Census asks if respondents day-to-day activities are limited a lot 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census  

Disability reduces activity # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Yes, a lot 4 14.8 14.8 

N/A  
Yes, a little 17 63.0 63.0 

Not at all 4 14.8 14.8 

Prefer not to say 2 7.4 7.4 

No reply 0 0.0   

     

Sexual orientation # % Inc NR % Ex NR % 

Bisexual 6 2.1 2.6 

N/A  

Gay 2 0.7 0.9 

Heterosexual/straight 169 59.9 74.4 

Lesbian 0 0.0 0.0 

Other 2 0.7 0.9 

Prefer not to say 48 17.0 21.1 

No reply 55 19.5   
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Proposal 1 

Appendix 3 - All open comment themes 

Proposal 2 
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Proposal 3 Proposal 4 
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Proposal 5 Proposal 6 
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Proposal 7 Alternative proposals 
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Any other comments 
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% of respondents who said ‘Tend to agree’ or ‘Strongly agree’ per proposal 

Appendix 4 - Proposal statistical matrices 
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% of respondents who said ‘Neither agree nor disagree’ per proposal 
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% of respondents who said ‘Tend to disagree’ or ‘Strongly disagree’ per proposal 
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Main contact 

Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service 

Headquarters, 12 Geoff Monk Way, Birstall, Leicester LE4 3BU 

Tel  0116 210 5550 

Fax  0116 227 1330 

Email  info@leics-fire.gov.uk 

leics-fire.gov.uk  
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