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Draft CRMP 2024/7 consultation event  

Friday 17th May 2024 (9.30 – 11.30) 

Merseyside community groups  

 

Community groups represented: 

LCR Pride 

Citizen’s Advice Liverpool 

Merseyside Society for Deaf People 

Sahir House (LGBTQ+ Asylum Seeker & Refugee Support) 

Sefton older person’s forum 

People First (learning disabled and Autistic people) 

Merseyside Police community liaison 

 

MFRS Officers present: 

CFO 

Director of Strategy and Performance 

GM CRMP projects 

Community Engagement Advisor 

 

The Chief Fire Officer provided a presentation for the attendees that introduced the role of 

Merseyside Fire and Rescue Service (MFRS) and in particular explained the concepts of Risk, 

Demand and Vulnerability that underpin the Service’s approach to Community Risk 

Management Planning.  

In relation to this initial introductory session the participants gave the following feedback: 

 

Q Have we considered producing slides and documents in Easy Read? 

A This is something we have just started to look at and we hope to introduce it. 

 

Q Are we aware of BSL 999 and do we promote it to communities? 
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A We are aware of it but would be happy to promote it more widely. The participant was 

also invited to discuss this further with Control and this will be arranged. 

 

Q are we able to translate documents into other languages and or provide interpreters? 

A Our website includes Recite Me which provides a translation service and staff can use 

Language Line for interpretation.  

We would welcome community groups reviewing Recite Me to help us understand how 

effective it is for them. 

We will also look at how we can promote accessibility more widely. 

 

Q There are digital barriers for some communities, so we should also look into the impact of 

that and not rely entirely on digital communications. 

A We have posters and leaflets too but will consider whether we can do more. 

 

The CFO then explained the 15 proposals contained within the CRMP: 

 

 

Comments and observations: 

Proposal 1 
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The participants agreed with the proposal. One participant mentioned that it would be helpful if 

sirens could only be used when necessary as they could affect people with sensory issues.  

Proposal 2 

The participants mentioned that this could be useful if only used when needed and as such, might 

be a good use of money. They also mentioned that its use could help improve response times for 

life risk appliances 

Proposal 3 

The participants understood the proposal and felt that it was common sense with some asking why 

it hadn’t been done before. Some also suggested increasing staff numbers but understood budget 

constraints. 

Proposal 4 

The participants understood why MFRS would want to do this and they initially thought that a 

drone might be a more efficient use of resources than a dive team. When the current role of the 

marine rescue team and their potential role in a dive team was explained, the participants 

considered this a more viable option than they had initially. They were supportive of the Service’s 

recent investment in the Fasty remote controlled floatation devices. 

Proposal 5 

The participants supported the proposal and wondered whether MFRS could work with other 

organisations to make sure more easy to understand advice is provided to people who buy items 

containing LI-Ion batteries. They also mentioned working with Trading Standards to improve testing 

of products. 

During this section the participants also discussed why different types of fire extinguishers are no 

longer as easy to distinguish (because they are now all red but with different coloured labels). They 

also asked whether more could be done to make sure landlords comply with their fire safety duties. 
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Proposal 6 

The participants were supportive of this proposal 

Proposal 7 

Regarding 999 Eye, there was some concern that this application, which would allow Control to 

access video on a member of the public’s mobile phone (with permission) would not work for deaf 

people. It was discussed that there might also be people who do not want Control to access their 

camera and people who don’t have a smart phone, so this is not something that we would expect 

to be used by everyone. That said, MFRS will look into the potential for adaptations. 

During discussions the participants asked whether there is a non-emergency phone number for the 

FRS. The reporting processes used during the bonfire period were discussed as an example of this. 

Proposal 8 

There were no observations on this proposal 
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Proposal 9 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 

Proposal 10 

The participants were supportive and wondered whether this could be suited to a small fires unit. 

Proposal 11 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 

Proposal 12 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 
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Proposal 13 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 

Proposal 14 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 

Proposal 15 

The participants were supportive of this proposal. 

Further comments: 

The participants were pleased to hear about the community rooms on stations, they suggested the 

Liverpool Access to Advice Service and Community Champions as useful contacts for accessing harder 

to reach people. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D Appleton - Director of Strategy and Performance 


