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Better Backs LA Events Report 
1.0
Introduction

This document has been produced to provide evidential feedback on the planning, organisation, and content of the LA events, staged to aid the delivery of the Better Backs 2006 inspection campaign. The events briefed the mainly LA visiting staff audience on the campaign itself, technical aspects of musculoskeletal disorders and managing sickness absence/return to work. Inexperienced HSE visiting staff or those requiring refresher training were also encouraged to attend.

2.0
Planning

Partnership managers provided information on the number and location of events required to fulfill the operational requirements of the campaign. These decisions were based on cost, convenience to attend and availability. In total there were 18 LA events across the country. (See table 1.1 for locations)

It would have been desirable to have had the events 2 months prior to the inspection campaign, however this would have meant the events taking place in August during the Summer holiday period. This would have led to problems in communication, attendance and organisation for the events. A decision was made to plan the events throughout September.

	Division
	Location
	Date
	Attendees
	Evaluation forms

	Scotland
	Perth
	4th Sept
	31
	31

	South West
	Bristol
	6th Sept
	16
	16

	
	Plymouth
	7th Sept
	22
	22

	
	Shepton Mallet
	8th Sept
	21
	21

	Wales
	Cardiff
	11th Sept
	22
	22

	
	Carmarthen
	13th Sept
	8
	7

	
	Wrexham
	14th Sept
	11
	11

	London
	City of London
	19th Sept
	59
	38

	Midlands
	Newark
	20th Sept
	81
	73

	
	Wolverhampton
	21st Sept
	68
	68

	North West
	Bootle
	6th Sept
	49
	47

	
	Lancaster
	18th Sept
	40
	39

	Yorkshire & North East
	Chester-le-Street
	14th Sept
	52
	41

	
	Castleford
	22nd Sept
	58
	44

	East & South East
	Reading
	18th Sept
	40
	27

	
	Harlow
	20th Sept
	32
	29

	
	Guildford
	22nd Sept
	45
	33

	
	Bury St Edmonds
	3rd Oct
	32
	26

	Totals
	18 Events
	
	687
	595


3.0
Content

The Project team produced the event programme and presentations in association with HSE ergonomists and occupational health inspector’s support and input from a senior LA manager. 

The topics covered were as follows: -

· Campaign overview including work recording

· Technical ergonomics including:

· Risk Factors

· Risk Assessments

· Push/pull

· Ergonomics and rehab/return to work

· Reasonably practicable controls

· Contacting specialists

· Managing sickness absence and return to work (MSA/RTW)

· Top tips for inspections

4.0
Finance

The project team was expecting a budget of 20k budget for the LA Events; however this was never confirmed and it was only well into the planning process when a budget of 5k was allocated. This apparent reduction changed the relationship with the Partnership Managers who were now asked to put in more resource and to rely on the goodwill of the LAs to identify or provide cheaper or free venues.

The Partnership managers and Local Authorities rose to the challenge of a reduced budget and provided invaluable help in ensuring the events kept to that budget.

5.0
Administration

Administration duties in preparing the events were carried out by the Partnership teams with overall coordination carried out by the inspection team, again this was an extension of the role expected by Partnership Managers.

Generally two Administration staff were provided at each event. They were supplied through the Partnership managers or by local offices.

6.0 Materials

A single CD was produced containing all the presentation material including speaker’s notes, and this was distributed to all involved in presenting well in advance of the events taking place. The CD and its contents proved to be of such a success that an extra 100 were produced for distribution to LA colleagues. The material was also available through the HELA extranet and some venues provided photocopies of presentations.

The inspection protocol, inspection guidance and campaign packs were not available for general issue at events, although 6 copies of the protocol and guidance were available at each venue as samples. The logistics of ensuring material arrived at the right place and time was considered too difficult and it was felt may detract from the material being presented. All these documents were available on the intranet and HELA extranet for download, on general issue to HSE visiting staff, and were available for LA visiting staff to order hard copies through the Better Backs website.  The Manual Handling Assessment Chart (MAC) was available at all events as part of the ergonomics presentation.

Continuing Professional Development (CPD) certificates were produced for all events and verified by the appropriate professional bodies – Chartered Institute of Environmental Health (CIEH) for England and Wales; and The Royal Environmental Health Institute of Scotland for Scotland.

7.0
Attendance

There were 687 attendees in total at the 18 events and some anecdotal evidence to say that contents of the presentations would be cascaded to colleagues who could not attend.

There was only one venue that received major criticism and that was Wolverhampton, with complaints of poor lighting and acoustics.

8.0
Event Evaluations

A total number of 595 evaluation forms were collected from the 18 events. The project team produced the evaluation form, which included the aims and objectives, and a three-part questionnaire as follows.

Part 1 – Objectives

At the end of each event delegates were asked if the following objectives had been met:

1. Demonstrate increased knowledge about Better Backs campaign 2006

2. Demonstrate increased awareness of the sensible workplace precautions which reduce the risk of back pain caused or made worse by work

3. Describe the benefits: to people of staying active with back pain, remaining at work and returning to jobs and; to employers of managing sickness absence and return to work.

4. Identify sources of support and expertise and be able to access them.
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The evaluation shows that overall the objectives were met. Only 6% of delegates added any further comment, and of these no single matters were outstanding.

Part 2 – Content

(a) Delegates were asked which aspects of the event did they find most useful?
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Delegates found the practical sessions of ergonomics, MSA/RTW, and the MAC tool the most useful.

(b) Delegates were also asked were there any parts of the course, which were not useful? If so, what were they?
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Delegates found that MSA/RTW (not relevant to LAs), and Ergonomics (repetitive training) the main topics disliked.

Part 2 evaluations has highlighted that the main presentation topics, were almost equally liked/disliked by the delegates.

Part 3 – Confidence/Competence

(a) Delegates were asked to score how confident/competent they felt dealing with the Better Backs campaign before the days event. On a scale of 1-10 with 10 being very confident, the average score was 5.
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(b) Delegates were then asked how confident/competent they felt post event. On a scale of 1-10 with 10 being very confident, the average score was 8.
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The above two charts provide clear evidence of overall increased awareness.

9.0 Lessons/Recommendations etc

· Partnership managers were crucial to the success of the events through their contacts with LAs, patience and enthusiasm.

· The role of the Partnership Managers/Teams should be clarified at an early stage

· The budget for events should have been confirmed before the planning process had begun.
· Future events with stakeholder funding worth investigating.
· A project meeting with the Partnership Managers at the initial planning stage would have been advantageous to all concerned, and would have eliminated various problems with budgets and resources that arose.
· Need to ensure the appropriate professional body is contacted to allocate the appropriate CPD time for any training (Scotland, England and Wales).
· Completing evaluation forms before collecting a CPD certificate was an effective way of gathering feedback on events.
· The content and delivery of presentations met the vast majority of delegates’ objectives.
10.0
Summary

Partnership working was a key element in the success of this part of the campaign.

The evaluation evidence clearly shows that the events were a success, to build on the momentum of the campaign. 

The project team proved that it is possible to organise effective external events on a shoestring, a fine example of team and partnership working.

Annex

Report on Sign Up activity
What was sign up?

Signing up was a way for stakeholders to demonstrate their support for and participation in the campaign. A template was provided which reflected Better Backs aims. By 31st March 2007 about 180 stakeholders had signed up for the Better Backs campaign. Not all of those organisations provided their logos and so some letters are not available on the Better Backs website. 

Who signed up?

The sign up organisations are spread across employment sectors. About 60 were from the health and public sector, 25 from manufacturing, 20 from training/health and safety service providers, 15 from construction and maintenance, 10 from retail , and 10 from transport activities. Trade associations, trade unions and insurance companies were also represented. In about 30 cases the sector from which the stakeholders came was unclear.

What did they pledge to do?

Almost all of those who signed up pledged risk control action such as training, risk assessment or workplace precautions with the largest number specifying training then assessment and then workplace precautions. 

About a quarter of sign up organisations, referred to back pain or attendance related action such as exercises, therapy, physiotherapy and the management of absence and return to work.  A similar number reported their intention to hold awareness days, events or workshops. 

Were the Better Backs sign ups also sign ups in 2005?

Only 5 of the 36 sign ups from 2005 did so again this year. Why were last years firms not signed up again? This could be for a number of reasons. They may have:

· got what they wanted/done what was needed with Backs 2005;
· been disillusioned with Backs / Better Backs; 

· seen no benefits from or forgot to sign up again even if they were taking part in                                    Better Backs;
· intended to work with MGS instead;
· moved on to another health and safety priority;
Is sign up worthwhile for Better Backs?

Sign up required resource to request and process logos – to enable the letters to go on the web site (rules about scanning logos prevented the MSD team scanning them for the web site).  A way of reducing resource would be a “click list” of sign up organisations rather than using their logos.

The pledges were accepted without attempt made to “improve” the content of the pledge. Many did not appear to be best practice but were things that were required to achieve compliance. Never the less if the promised action was done then improvements / promotion of the Better Backs messages should have occurred.

Backs! 2005 follow up found that nearly all organisations did what they promised  - results are in the Backs! 2005 report.  Based on this information and the significant additional resource which follow up would require for the number of sign ups follow up has not been done.

“Height aware” and “Watch your step” campaigns did not include sign up.  Whether sign up using logos is worthwhile for 2007/8 should be considered taking account of the team resources available and the extent of the rest of the campaign. If sign up continues in 2007/8 then it may be prudent to consider formal evaluation and recording of MSD team resource applied. 

Some Better Backs Sign up pledges
A retailer: 
· Increasing awareness of the hazards in our staff bulletin 

· Re-vamping our current training materials, system and procedures 

· Conducting comprehensive risk assessments in our high risk back injury areas 

A mental health trust: 
· In addition to our rolling programme of training we are organising Back Care Awareness Day (this coincides with National BackCare awareness Week)

· Raising the awareness of staff and managers of possible control measures available to them in the work place through discussion and demonstration

· Offering information  regarding fast track to physiotherapy

· Offering information regarding the role of occupational health

· Offering information regarding the role of the Trust Moving & Handling Manager
An ambulance trust:  
· Revise the Trust’s Safer Manual Handling Strategy to ensure that it encompasses innovative ways of working in line with best practice.

· Establish a network of ‘Back Care Leads’ across the Trust; involving a number of specially trained staff in every locality who will ‘champion’ safer handling practices and provide back care advice to their colleagues.

· Monitor and analyse actual musculoskeletal injuries and ‘near miss’ incidents to inform our risk reduction strategy.

· In conjunction with ambulance control develop and introduce an on line five step risk assessment process for bariatric patient bookings.

· Collaborate with human resources, operational managers and occupational health departments to develop a proactive rehabilitation programme for staff returning to work after injury or illness.

· Develop a greater awareness by ambulance control staff of manual handling issues encountered by operational crews, including risk assessment and availability and types of handling equipment.
A police force: 
· Rolling out new body armour to all Operational Police Officers, which is lighter and more flexible 

· Ensuring all Operational Police Officers receive training on how to maintain their core stability when they attend for their annual Personal Safety Training Programme 

· Provide Police Officers with an increased choice of options by which they can carry equipment (e.g. handcuffs, radio, baton etc) including utility vests as well as utility belts. 

· Ensure that fast track intervention measures are available (e.g. for physiotherapy etc.) for any member of staff who suffers back pain 

· Promote back care via in house news paper and poster campaigns. 
A further education college:
· Include the information from the packs, website etc within teaching areas,

particularly within the Construction area of our College (Carpentry,

plumbing, brickwork, electrical and painting and decorating)

· Display the information on boards on each of our sites (5 sites)

· Inform all staff by way of email

· HR will evaluate any sicknesses due to back problems
· Re-assess the provision of manual handling training for staff
An airport operator:
· Organising and sponsoring a 'healthy backs' promotion day at the airport for all staff. 

· Having our on-site occupational health nurse watch staff at work and provide help and guidance on improving set up and positioning of computer stations 

· Up dating staff on manual handling techniques in the workplace 

· Providing leaflets on backs, healthy lifestyle etc to raise awareness 

· Having a series of therapists provide free sessions for staff e.g. shiatsu, kinetic chain assessment, massage therapy 

· Working with business partners to identify and address common areas of concern e.g. baggage handling, check-in desks, work stations 
A County Council:
· Developing a Manual Handling Training Curriculum that embraces All Wales Manual Handling Training Passport and Information Scheme.

· Holding a meeting with Manual Handling Co-ordinators on the 15th September

promoting back care and safer manual handling.

· Working jointly with Community NHS staff to produce a joint policy for bariatric safe handling.

· Working alongside depot and refuse workers to identify issues and develop specific training that promotes safer handling.
A construction firm:
· As a Principal Contractor we will be disseminating all relevant information

to all our trade contractors

· Carry out various tool box talks

· We will be carrying out a workforce survey to establish in what area/trade

there are the most problems

A manufacturer:

· Retraining on Manual Handling

· Increase number of FLT drivers 

· Regular promotions via displays and Occupational health team

· Consider any automation of process which may be possible

· Train all staff in the use of current lifting aids
· Identify new lifting aids and try out
A pharmaceutical company:

· Devising a training module for all Occupational Health staff aimed at

· increasing skills and awareness in the management of back pain

· Devising a Musculoskeletal Impact Team to continuously improve absence

from work due to back pain

· Dissimenating information in the form of leaflets, posters and other media to

enhance awareness of back pain and other muculoskeltal conditions

· Undertaking Better Back Roadshows for all our employees on all sites in the

UK

Several health and safety service and equipment providers offered free services or trial of equipment. An example is: 

· Monitoring Manual Handling Activities

· Promoting Good Lifting Techniques

· Advising on Risk Assessments

·  Providing a free Manual Handling Seminar

Annex
Better Backs 2006 Feedback Report – Partnership Liaison Officers
Introduction

There were six regional Partnership Liaison Officers (PLOs) in post during the Better Backs campaign, and this report provides their feedback on the campaign. The feedback information was collected via a face-to-face or telephone interview. At the time that this report was produced, one PLO interview was still outstanding, but is not expected to change the findings.

Role of PLO
The PLO role within the Better Backs campaign was to act as a Local Authority (LA) coordinator for all project information cascaded by the Better Backs project team, and Partnership Managers (PMs).  LA Inspectors saw PLOs as a reliable source of information. All PLOs received full support from the PMs in all aspects of the campaign, and the PLOs played a vital role in making the campaign a success for partnership working.

There were slightly different levels of participation, but they all understood the aims and objectives of the campaign. They all played an active role in promoting Better Backs at various local liaison groups and believed that, as a PLO, they were able to encourage LAs in their approach and understanding of the campaign messages. The London PLO believed that his very proactive role enabled him to bear some influence on LAs at these and other planning meetings throughout the London area.

The level and content of communications from the Better Backs project team was generally found to be good, with good access to the team when direct contact was required. Two PLO’s felt that communications from the Better Backs project team sent to PMs should also have been copied to PLOs. This is because some information was not received (various reasons possible), although it was later obtained via another source. There is no evidence to suggest that this was a universal problem, and there is also no evidence to suggest that communications to other PLOs did not arrive. 

Two PLOs felt that some clarity of what support the Better Backs project team needed would have been useful in the early planning stages. This would have certainly helped when organising the LA events and more detailed feedback could have be collected as the campaign went along.

Suggestion - That for future campaigns where PLOs are utilised, PMs are approached for guidance on when communications should be copied direct to PLOs.

Materials

Various campaign materials including inspection/guidance documents, campaign packs and CDs were produced and made available for LAs to either download from the local authority Extranet website, or order via the Better Backs website. Guidance on the ordering process, in the form of a written procedure, was issued to LAs via PMs and also uploaded onto the local authority Extranet. It was also generally accepted that LAs do not like to download materials in bulk, as it is expensive and time consuming.

The general opinion is that the website form for requesting funding/materials etc was over complicated and confusing.  Main feedback is that LAs would rather see a simple system; where funding requests were separate from ordering materials. There is also a general consensus that the response time following requests (especially for funding) was too slow, resulting in various events being cancelled at late stages, causing embarrassment with stakeholders and interested parties.

PLOs were unanimous that the campaign materials were well accepted by LAs, and that the quality and content complemented all aspects of the campaign. A couple of PLOs commented that the materials were better than last year. PLOs were also unanimous that they and LAs were disappointed that campaign packs were not available at the LA events.  The distribution problems were discussed with the PLOs, who were all aware of the problems, resulting in the following suggestions.

Suggestions: – 

· That materials are made available earlier, and certainly in time for any LA briefings. 

· That a small number of material sets are distributed to all LAs using a mail shot database (including named contacts) obtained from county liaison group secretaries or;

· The actual requirements obtained from LAs using the same system.

· A procedure for ordering further copies is enclosed with the sets.

MSA/RTW

Not a great deal of feedback available from PLOs on what LAs did with this topic, but the general feeling is that it would have been given low priority as most inspections would have been to small companies.  It was generally thought this topic was rushed at the LA events.  All bar one PLO familiarised themselves with the MSA/RTW materials, and agreed that they were well put together.

Targeting

A targeting portfolio was produced and issued to LAs as a guide to poor performers/work activities. This document was also uploaded onto the local authority Extranet. There is little feedback to how the document was used by LAs, but it appears the targeting document was found useful in helping LAs decide whom to inspect. Most PLOs reported that it is important to give LAs a steer on targeting, but added that LAs also valued the flexibility of responding to local targets.

Use of specialists

HSE/HSL ergonomists and Occupational Health Inspectors (OHIs) provided specialist support to HSE and LA staff  during the inspection phase of the campaign. Local authorities received advice on how to access specialist help via their respective Enforcement Liaison Officers (ELOs) in the Inspection Protocol.

PLOs report that the instructions to access specialist support were very clear, and overall an excellent service provided (e.g., in the SW additional ergonomist support was provided with extra training re a drinks industry related investigation). That said, feedback from one of the ergonomists involved expressed concern that “we found ourselves doing nowhere near the amount of work that we had budgeted for”.  They themselves offered possible explanations for this: 
“1 Feedback I had from HSE inspectors was that they had assumed that we would be fully booked and therefore they would not be able to get access to our time.  This contact did result in work with them.

2 My perception is that the process that LA inspectors had to go through to use specialist support was far too complex and time consuming and seemed deliberately designed to dissuade them from contacting us.  The requirements that they gather large amounts of information and then go through a gatekeeper to contact us are what in retrospect I would have scrapped.

3 We had provided a central HSL phone number and the idea was that the B6 answering it would take basic details of the call and pass it on to one of the CHSD4 or HSL ergonomists.  In the previous campaign we had given out names and numbers of ergonomists allocated to different regions so that inspectors could contact them directly.  I would not repeat the central number approach except as a backup.

4 Possibly the level of MSD expertise in both HSE and LA inspectors is now sufficiently great that they feel comfortable dealing with MSD issues without us.”

Participation

The PLOs were not in a position to comment on the level of LA participation, but it was expected to be higher than the HSE resource used. Feedback will probably be provided by PMs and/or via the LAU quarterly returns at another stage of the feedback process.  The PLO for London reported that that the London LAs had fulfilled their commitments.  The general feeling is that there was very good uptake by LAs, and that all went well around the country. 

Local stakeholder events

Stakeholder events were not restricted to the campaign period, and LAs were able to apply for funding, materials, and various other support items via the Better Backs webpages.  Not a great deal of involvement by PLOs at stakeholder events, but general LA feedback is that events went ahead around the country without any problems, with the exception of one SW event, which was cancelled due to lack of numbers. 

Better Backs campaign

Yorkshire & North East Division

Educational / awareness-raising events

This table provides details of educational events that were either run by, or involved staff from, HSE’s Yorkshire & North East Division in support of the Better Backs campaign. NB: it does not list events run by stakeholders without the involvement of staff from the Division.

	Date
	Event or Organisation Name
	Funded by Better Backs?
	Location
	Type of event (if known) / Other comments

	04/10/2006
	Microelectronics National Joint Working Group
	N
	Newton Aycliffe
	Safety group meeting at Filtronic Components plc

	17/10/2006
	Safe Towns Washington
	N
	Washington
	Better Backs day within week-long initiative

	17/10/2006
	Bellway Homes
	N
	Darlington
	

	18/10/2006
	Northern TUC Health and Safety Forum
	Y
	Newcastle
	Seminar for trade union safety reps

	18/10/2006
	National Back Exchange (Northern)
	N
	Hartlepool
	Safety group meeting at University Hospital of Hartlepool

	19/10/2006
	Safe Towns Washington
	N
	Washington
	Better Backs day within week-long initiative

	23-25/10/2006
	Yorkshire Water Authority
	N
	Esholt
	Stand/info for 250 -300 staff

	01/11/2006
	Handling Home Care
	Y
	Sedgefield
	SHAD-type event for domiciliary care providers

	01/11/2006
	Yorkshire Consultants Day
	N
	Leeds
	SHAD-type event for H&S consultants based in Yorkshire area

	02/11/2006
	Ice Cream Alliance
	N
	Harrogate
	Stand / provision of information

	07/11/2006
	Greencore Group
	N
	
	Full day event at company with presentations and MAC assessment demonstrations

	08/11/2006
	CSCI Providers Meeting
	N
	Newcastle
	Seminar for managers of care homes and domiciliary care providers

	08/11/2006
	North East Automotive Safety Forum
	N
	Washington
	Safety group meeting at Nissan

	11/11/2006
	North East Occupational Nurses
	Y
	Gateshead
	

	16/11/2006
	Elsecar Heritage Centre
	Y
	Barnsley
	SHAD-type event for general manufacturing companies in the area

	30/11/2006
	Leeds University
	N
	Leeds
	Stand/info organised with Unison branch H&S officer

	05/12/2006
	National Coal Mining Museum
	Y
	Wakefield
	SHAD-type event for employers and managers in the manufacturing sector

	23, 24 or 25 Jan 07
	Sedgefield Borough Council
	N
	Sedgefield
	Event for SMEs


Better Backs campaign

Yorkshire & North East Division

Regional publicity

This table provides details of regional publicity (from information provided by GNN Leeds and GNN Newcastle offices).  GNN’s national targets are 110 items of print coverage, 20 items of TV and 20 of radio, which equates to 11 print items and 2 each for TV and radio for each region.

	Date
	Event / location
	Media attended/coverage/interviews

	09/10/06
	Launch Event – Tesco, Stockton
	Northern Echo “Shoppers get help to beat back pain on workout through the aisles” 10/10
Middlesbrough Evening Gazette

	09/10/06
	Launch Event – Tesco, Bradford
	BBC Look North (Yorkshire & Humberside)

Telegraph & Argus (Bradford)

	09/10/06
	Launch Event – Northern Carriage and Riding School, Dewsbury
	Home FM 

Yorkshire Evening Post 10/10

Huddersfield Daily Examiner “Beating back pain with a bit of effort” 10/10

	09/10/06
	Launch Event – Benfield Motors, Newcastle 
	BBC Look North (NE & Cumbria) 



	09/10/06
	Launch Event – Allied Bakeries, Gateshead
	BBC Radio Newcastle

Sun FM

Evening Chronicle

Northern Echo “Back pain campaign” 11/10

The Journal “Advice on backs” 11/10

Evening Chronicle “Batch of back advice 11/10

Evening Chronicle “Using their loafs!” 19/10

	09/10/06
	Launch Event – York Archaeological Trust, York
	Stray FM 

BBC Radio York

The Press (York)

	11/10/06
	Joint visit with reporter, Sheffield
	BBC Radio Sheffield

	19/10/06 
	Partnership working with Local Authorities (various)
	Northern Echo, “Random raids to target back problems” 19/10

Hartlepool Mail: ‘Tackling workers’ back problems’ 07/11

Northumberland Gazette: ‘Back pain hurts both workers and business’ 09/11

Teesdale Mercury – “Work can be a pain in the back” 1/11

Middlesbrough Evening Gazette – “Easing back pain at work” 24/10

	24/10/06


	Ergonomic Audit + Case Study at APS, Blyth
	News Post Leader in attendance – awaiting coverage

The Journal  - “Better Backs” 26/10

	26/10/06
	Agriculture advice, Berwick
	Berwick Advertiser – “Cultivating Ways to avoid hurting your back” 26/10

	09/11/06
	Washington Safe Towns manual handling session
	Evening Chronicle 9/11 “Lifting safely”

	14/11/06
	Joint working with Tyne and Wear Fire & Rescue Service
	Tyne Tees TV

Shields Gazette “Gym’ll fix it for fire Crews” 14/11

Sun FM

Sunderland Echo “Back care campaign keeps fire crews fit for work” 16/11

	27/11/06
	Exercise sessions for mums to be and new mums, Whitley Bay
	T.b.c.

	Various


	Other articles in regional newspapers
	Berwick Advertiser 19/10: Make bad backs ‘better backs’: HSE launches campaign

Barnsley Star
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