
Leicestershire Fire and Rescue Service (LFRS), Integrated Risk Man-
agement Plan (IRMP) Proposals, 2016 - 2020

We, the undersigned, are all recently retired members of Leicestershire Fire and Rescue 
Service. When in service our areas of responsibility were numerous and varied but we 
have something in common, we all spent many years at middle or senior management 
level.  

The views expressed in this letter are based on years of experience and an intimate un-
derstanding of the potential consequences of the proposals put forward in the latest IRMP 
consultation document. Although we appreciate the financial and political constraints under 
which LFRS operates we have grave concerns that the proposed changes will undermine 
the safety of the residents of Leicestershire, Leicester City & Rutland. We also believe the 
Public Consultation has not been conducted in an open and transparent manner.  

LFRS is a first class organisation staffed by dedicated men and women. It is a service that 
is valued by all, but is now at grave risk of being shamelessly dismantled; made a second 
rate shadow of what it has been in recent years, incapable of meeting the needs of the 
growing population of Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland. 

In the final quarter of 2014, LFRS, on behalf of The Combined Fire Authority (CFA) con-
ducted a public consultation on their IRMP proposals for 2015 -2020. The summary report 
published following the consultation took great pains to explain that the consultation was 
conducted “in accordance with the Gunning Principles, which are the obligations a public 
body must fulfil.” and that, whilst the consultation was not a referendum, its purpose "is to 
influence and inform officers and members, balancing but not displacing their professional 
and political judgement.”  

Despite clear and strong opposition shown in the public responses to those proposals, 
LFRS and the CFA chose to ignore public concern and to adopt and implement them as a 
way forward. Now, at the end of 2015, we have before us yet another set of IRMP propos-
als; proposals that are even more radical than those of 2014 and, from an operational per-
spective, represent a significant reduction in the capability of LFRS to deal with potential 
future incidents as effectively as they currently do. 

Concern regarding the downward trajectory of LFRS capability did not begin with the pub-
lication of the current consultation. The esteemed previous Chief Fire Officer, David Webb, 
made a notable and prophetic comment regarding the proposals adopted following the 
2015-2020 IRMP consultation; “The cuts.…are challenging for firefighters because 
they have to cope with fewer people potentially on fire engines. Members of the 
public would probably notice the difference if they called the fire service. Probably 
not with the first fire engine arriving but certainly the second, in some areas, it 
would be slower than it currently is.” 

Throughout this letter we have expressed our very sincere concern that current IRMP pro-
posals will impoverish the capability of LFRS to deal with future emergency events and, 
that those proposals have a very high potential to put the public of Leicester, Leicester-
shire and Rutland at unnecessary risk.  
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We are acutely aware of the financial pressures placed upon LFRS but feel very strongly 
that operational capability should not be a victim of politics. We strongly urge the principal 
management and the CFA to reconsider their proposals, find alternative measures that will 
support an operational response that can mitigate risk to the public and then consult in a 
more engaged and inclusive manner. 

The addenda to this letter explains our serious concerns regarding the validity of the cur-
rent consultation process and outlines alternative approaches to addressing the projected 
(but not yet confirmed) financial issues LFRS may face in the next five years 

The views expressed in this letter are held by the retired members of Leicestershire Fire 
and Rescue Service named here. These same retired members have agreed on and sub-
mit, for CFA consideration, the alternative approaches to addressing LFRS issues for the 
period 2016-2020. 

All those named below have been operational officers, each with around 30 or more years 
of service 
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Paul Percival
Retired Group Manager
Community Safety 
Support Group, IRMP 
Implementation Project 
Manager

Chris Bilby
Retired Station Manager
Station Commander, IRMP 
team member, National 
USAR tactical Advisor, 
Operational Performance 
Manager, Operational 
Planning officer

Jim Walker
Retired Station Manager
Station Commander, Community 
Safety Manager

Ian Lockyer
Retired Station Manager
Station Commander, Fire 
Protection Officer

Chris Arculeo
Retired Deputy Assistant 
Commissioner
Retired Deputy Assistant 
Commissioner Head of 
London Resilience Training 
Project, Head of CBRN 
and Hazmat response 
London Fire Brigade.

John Ong
Retired Station Manager
Station Commander, Community 
Safety Manager

Tim Herbert
Retired Area Manager
Head of Operational Per-
sonnel

Kay Moughton
Retired Group Manager
Head of Fire Control

Jerry Askham
Retired Station Manager
Appliances and Equipment

Rick Moughton
Retired Station Manager
District Manager Eastern 
Station

Paul Dickens
Retired Station Manager
Arson Task Force and 
Service Fire Investigation 
Lead

Tim Moss
Retired Group Manager
Head of Fire Protection 
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LFRS IRMP 2016-2020: Concerns and Alternative Approaches

Consultation 

The procedures adopted for the Service’s IRMP consultation appears flawed and are a 
cause for concern. The government guidance document regarding consultation states that 
the duration of a consultation on contentious issues should be of at least 12 weeks; The 
current consultation will run for only 10 weeks. The guidance also states that consultation 
exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people 
the exercise is intended to reach. Yet the current consultation is advertised very badly, it is 
almost unknown to the public outside of those who use social media or the internet or 
have a vested interest. This lack of effective promotion of the consultation is exemplified 
by public meetings in the second week of consultation having attracted as little as 2 per-
sons at affected fire stations. Consultation questions are misleading and assume a signifi-
cant understanding of ‘community risk’, and the capacity for a respondent to make their 
views known is restricted to 250 characters for the entirety of the questionnaire. 

We have serious concerns that public opinion is not seriously taken into considera-
tion following consultation; that the consultation period it too short and fails to 
comply with Government guidance, that the consultation is insufficiently well tar-
geted and fails to reach those people the exercise is intended to reach and, that the 
consultation does not allow for appropriate comment on each of the proposals and 
is very limiting in the single comment box that is provided. 

In June this year the structure of the CFA changed dramatically resulting in the removal of 
the Scrutiny Committee. Power in the CFA now rests with the Executive Committee which 
has a small composition including the Chief Fire Officer and the CFA Chair, Councillor 
Rushton.  

It is now hard to believe, with power residing in such a small elite group and a fail-
ure of the consultation process to meet Government guidance, that the current con-
sultation process is valid and that it meets the Gunning Principles. 

There is a duty placed upon CFA members to examine alternative proposals. However, as 
the 2016-2020 IRMP report submitted to members comprised only 2 pages, it is not evi-
dent that any alternatives have been offered to the CFA. Furthermore, it is worrying when 
the Chair of the CFA considers himself unable to reply to our written comments regarding 
consultation proposals and has to refer them to the Chief Fire Officer on the grounds that 
they are too technical in nature.  

We are concerned that executive members of the CFA are not adequately trained nor 
are sufficiently well informed to address the issues set before the Authority? 

Current IRMP proposals appear to be fixed on reduction of operational capability and ca-
pacity. They are predicated on the assumption that a drop in statistics equates to a drop in 
risk and that, in turn, the risk can be addressed by a significant reduction in operational re-
sources. A few short years ago LFRS operated on a budget of around £5m less than it op-
erates on today, some of the drivers for the need of a larger budget are undoubtedly infla-
tion and pay rises but these, in times of prolonged recession, are comparatively small. The 
current administration is dealing with a significant financial burden, a legacy created by the 
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previous administration, equating to around £2.7m pa. This sum services the debt accrued 
through; the building of the new headquarters, the building of Birstall Station, conversion of 
three stations for the purposes of accommodating fire fighters conditioned to the day crew-
ing plus duty system, the creation of Castle Donnington Station and the refurbishment of 
Central Station. Clearly, this debt cannot be avoided but there are steps that can be taken 
to mitigate this burden. 

We are concerned that action is not being taken to directly reduce the level of debt 
serviced by LFRS and, that proposals detailed in the current IRMP consultation will 
lead to further increases in that debt. 

Alternative Approaches 

Local Funding: 

At a public meeting at Hinckley station the Deputy Chief officer explained that the idea of 
an increase in Council Tax to support LFRS put forward in the 2015-2020 IRMP consulta-
tion, had not been met with strong approval. However the consultation summary report 
published earlier this year showed; An 87% positive response to this suggestion and 
an 82% positive response to a one-off increase of £10. 
Elected members of the CFA have explained that this suggestion had not been further ex-
plored because of the expense and the subsequent failure, of a similar but much bigger 
suggested increase in council tax in favour of the police in Bedfordshire.  
We believe that in light of previous consultation responses it is highly unlikely that the pub-
lic of the CFA area would not support a council tax increase in favour of LFRS. That to cite 
the experience of another county and another authority is folly. We believe that adherence 
to the claim of being one of the cheapest precepting authorities in the country is playing 
hubristic politics whilst placing the public at greater and unnecessary risk.  

We believe that the CFA and the Chief Fire Officer should explore the idea of a 
council tax increase in support of LFRS. 

Selling of assets: 

Whilst the selling of the new headquarters building would not clear the debt serviced by 
LFRS it would significantly reduce the burden. It would also make greater operational 
sense to maintain premises that can be used in part as a fire and rescue station in the 
centre of the City in order to more appropriately ensure first attendance times and speedy 
weight of attack in an environment of increasing traffic congestion.  
If Leicester City Council can vacate and demolish New Walk Centre and successfully dis-
tribute staff across a range of other premises, it cannot be beyond the capability of LFRS 
to dispose of its headquarters and distribute staff across Central and other stations. 

We suggest that in-depth financial analysis should be conducted to determine 
which premises, if sold, would financially benefit the service most and, to include in 
that analysis which premises would have the most practical and versatile use for a 
changing risk profile. 
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Vehicle replacement: 

The 2016-2020 IRMP proposals include a significant reduction in the number of front line 
appliances from 30 to 19, part of the argument here seems to be the cost of replacement. 
This concept is somewhat disingenuous as appliances are not bought out-right, they are 
leased. Currently the replacement programme results in appliances being replaced every 
10 years.  

We believe that fire appliances coming to the end of their lease period should be 
purchased by the Service (a comparatively minimal cost compared to that of a new 
vehicle) and be retained in service for a further 5 years. This will mean that the en-
tire fleet will no longer be ‘state-of-the-art’ but they will be no less safe or reliable. 

Tactical Response Vehicles: 

The proposed tactical response vehicles (TRV’s) cannot be portrayed as a suitable alter-
native to the pump rescue ladder or water tender ladder fire engines currently in use. The 
capability of TRV’s is severely limited and their deployment relies extremely heavily on the 
interrogation skills and experience of Control staff. As a front line appliance in an area 
such as Billesdon it is inevitable that the fire fighters onboard a TRV (there will only be two 
compared to four carried on a pump), neither of which will have operational command re-
sponsibility, will be placed in an invidious position on numerous occasions when the public 
are witness to their very limited capability. The reduced crewing levels on the TRV’s raises 
the questions of how a safe system of work can be developed and put into effective prac-
tice, particularly as such practice is contrary to safe systems of work expected to be 
demonstrated within the services own fire fighter promotional assessments. 

We do not believe that TRV’s are a suitable front line appliance and suggest that the 
two pumps already ear-marked for removal in the 2015-2020 IRMP be redeployed 
and used in place of proposed new TRV’s. 

Changes to on-call staff: 

There is a significant focus in the 2016-2020 proposals on Retained Duty System stations, 
some of which it is proposed to close entirely; convert to whole time crews (a process that 
will attract further debt due to necessary building work and continued revenue cost in 
terms of salary, national insurance and pensions), or significantly reduce in terms of capa-
bility. The logic behind these proposals is puzzling, seemingly based on the premise that 
although a retained station may be available 75% of the time, it is the fiscal imperative that 
demands that it is dispensed with all together for the sake of lack of imagination as to how 
to address the remaining 25% when it is not available. 

We would suggest that consideration is given to establishing operational day duty 
staff at retained stations and use them to bolster retained availability. 

Staff crewing patterns: 

Following the IRMP of 2010 the day crewing plus duty system was introduced at five sta-
tions. In terms of commitment to be demonstrated by a fire fighter, this is an onerous duty 
system requiring fire fighters to provide 13, 24 hour periods of cover duty per month. The 
incentive offered to the fire fighter to take on day crewing plus is a 27% increase in pen-
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sionable salary which is currently supported from central government funds. It would be 
naive to assume that this funding support will continue indefinitely and therefore, medium 
and long term planning should be carried out for this eventuality. 

We suggest that it would be prudent for LFRS to enter into discussion with repre-
sentative bodies in order to explore the future of day crewing plus and other crew-
ing patterns, and to explore alternative incentive packages should external funding 
sources be removed. 

Collaborative working: 

Although LFRS is currently involved in limited collaboration with other services such as 
East Midland Ambulance Service (EMAS), there is evident opportunity and encouragement 
for fire and rescue services to further explore joint strategic working with other agencies. 

We suggest that LFRS explore opportunities for transitional funding in support of 
greater collaborative working with EMAS and other health agencies. 

Other smaller savings: 

2016-2020 IRMP proposals are acutely focused on reduction of operational staff and ap-
pliances. We believe however, that there is much scope for cost reductions in many other 
areas of expenditure. 

We suggest that considerable financial savings can be made by curtailment of, 
wasteful, smaller amount expenditure on things such as LFRS cars, uniform and 
uniform embellishments which appear to be subject to frequent and unnecessary 
change. 
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