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1. Introduction 

In preparing this report, I have been asked to adopt as accurate the times stated at 

pages 5 and 6 of BRE Global Report number 259449, dated 17 December 2010, 

relating to the sequence of fire spread and development. I have also been asked to 

assume that the following times are accurate: the times of 999 calls; the time stamps 

on photographs; the times stated in the document "Computer presentation sequence 

of events", and the times which Professor Bion in his report concludes were the 

latest times at which the deceased might have been successfully resuscitated. 

Times from these sources are shown in bold text (e.g. 16:15). Times from other 

sources are shown as 16:15. 

On 19 October 2012 I visited Lakanal House to gain knowledge on the construction, 

layout of stairwells, lobbies, dry riser inlets and escape routes as well as to improve 

my understanding of the design of the flats. 

The time of detection (D) of the fire by the occupant of flat 65 is taken as 16:18. 

Where a time is related to the time of detection it is shown as (D+number of 

minutes). 

The times relating to the arrival of fire appliances and those derived from the 

breathing apparatus (BA) equipment are taken from other reports and so may not be 

synchronised with the times referred to above. However, I have still found such times 

helpful in gaining some insight into the timing of some events and actions that 

occurred during the fire and I refer to them where this helps to understand what was 

happening. 

An extract from the report "Role and actions of the LFB Control, November 2012", 

advice about "flats and maisonettes", provides a helpful description of the individual 

occupancies within Lakanal: 
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These consist of a number of self-contained dwellings within a building served 
by one or more common staircases. Lifts may also be installed but these 
should never be used in a fire situation. A smafl number of such dwellings will 
normally open onto a common balcony or landing which will in turn be served 
by one or more stairways. 

Individual dwellings will generally be separated from each other and from the 
common landing by fire resisting construction. In multi-storey flats, the 
staircase will usually be separated from the landing by fire resisting 
construction. Whilst a fire in an individual dwelling may smoke log the 
common landing it should not directly affect adjacent dwellings or the 
protected stairway. 

A maisonette has two levels and its own staircase within the individual 
dwelling and some alternative escape route is normally provided from the 
level which does not contain the main entrance. These alternative exits may 
lead onto a balcony or corridor giving’ access to a common stairway." 

(From The Home Office a Fire Control Personnel Training Package ’Keeping People Safe’ to 
complement FSC 10/1993) 

In the documents provided various terms are used to describe the occupancies in 

Lakanal House. In this report I have used a single term, "flat", to mean any of the 

occupancies. 
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2. Fire Behaviour 

It is useful to describe the process of fire development from the time of ignition 

through to extinguishment. All fires follow a development curve that depicts fire 

growth from the incipient stage, to fully developed, then to decay and finally 

extinguishment. 

Figure 1 Typical Fire Development Graph 

Following ignition of a fire, the earlier the intervention, the smaller the amount of heat 

that is released and the quicker extinguishment can occur. 

Early intervention relies on early detection. Detection or discovery is generally by 

human observation or automatic means, such as a fire detection system, and may 

occur at any point on the fire growth curve. 

Intervention can be by human means, such as by the discoverer attempting to 

extinguish the fire or calling for assistance (e.g. calling the Fire Brigade), or by a fire 

extinguishing system such as an automatic sprinkler. 

In the case of the Lakanal fire there was early detection by the occupant of flat 65 

and the intervention was by that occupant making a 999 call to the London Fire 

Brigade (LFB) (16:18, (D+0)). The doors within flat 65 were left open, allowing airflow 

to increase fire development, and, following flashover, allowing the fire from the 

upper and lower levels to impinge on the bedroom window of the flat above, flat 79 

(BRE Report 259449, page 5). There was no automatic fire sprinkler system in the 

building. 
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If the doors in flat 65 had have been closed, or had an attempt been made to 

extinguish the fire, fire development would have been slowed. This might possibly 

have allowed intervention by the LFB before the fire reached a fully developed stage. 

In the event the fire reached that stage following flashover or a backdraught event 

shortly after the arrival of the first fire appliance at 16:23 (D+5), and there was no 

opportunity for intervention by the LFB until around 16:32 (D+14). 

In summary, therefore, the initial circumstances were as follows: there was a prompt 

999 call; the doors inside flat 65 were open; and there was no automatic fire sprinkler 

system in the building. In these circumstances, the fire was going to spread until 

intervention by the LFB. 
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3. The operations undertaken by the LFB 

In this section I consider the operational aspects of the fire at Lakanal House under 

the following sub-headings: 

¯ Initial response and actions 

¯ Command and control 

¯ Bridgehead actions 

¯ Brigade Control 

3.1 Initial response and actions 

Mobilisin,q 

LFB Policy 412 Mobilising Policy (2005) sets out the required attendance of 

appliances for different incident types. This is known as the Predetermined 

Attendance (PDA) and is set for a location as well as incident type. The PDA may 

also specify the minimum rank level to be included in the PDA. 

Policy 412 states that the Brigade Control Commander may increase the attendance 

to an incident if multiple calls are received. It also states that the Incident 

Commander is responsible for requesting additional appliances if he considers them 

necessary. 

The PDA for Lakanal was three pumps (including a pump ladder) and an aerial 

ladder plus a Watch Manager (WM). 

The crews which formed the PDA that responded to the fire did not include a WM. 

Therefore an additional appliance with a WM responded, making a total initial 

response of four pump appliances and one aerial ladder. 

The five appliances, in order of response as 

1. E371 Peckham Pump Ladder; 

2. E351 Old Kent Road Pump Ladder; 

identified in the Incident Report were: 
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3. E372 Peckham Pump; 

4. E352 Old Kent Road Pump, and 

5. E355 Old Kent Road Aerial Ladder Platform. 

The appliances from Peckham Fire Station were crewed by two Crew Managers 

(CM) and six fire fighters (FF) and, from Old Kent Road by a WM, two CM and eight 

fire fighters. On the initial response this gave, in comparison to the specified PDA, 

four additional fire fighters and one additional officer. There were nineteen fire 

fighters in total. 

On an initial response, aerial appliances are often tactically placed in order to 

perform rescues. In the early stages of this fire, that is possibly what the first Incident 

Commander would have had on his mind as part of the initial action plan. As the fire 

developed, the first aerial ladder platform (ALP) appears to have been deployed in its 

rescue rather than fire fighting capability although this has yet to be clarified. The 

next ALP to arrive was the Greenwich ALP, at about 17:47. 

The PDA as listed for Lakanal House was suitable for an initial response to a 

property fire in this type of building. There are instructions to make up appliances 

when a fire is confirmed. This was carried out, although it is possible given the speed 

of fire development that the actions of Brigade Control and the initial Incident 

Commanders to respond additional appliances overlapped. This may have led to the 

Incident Commander in the very early stages of the incident not knowing exactly 

what had been responded. 

Initial actions followinq arrival 

By "initial actions" I mean those actions from arrival of the first appliance to the 

establishment of the Bridgehead and deployment of the first breathing apparatus 

(BA) crews. 

On arrival at Lakanal House (16:23, (D+5)), CM Willett (Peckham E371) located his 

appliance by the dry riser main in order to act as the base or supply pump and as the 
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first arriving officer immediately became the Incident Commander. He then instructed 

CM Dennis (Peckham E372) to take his crew and the high rise kit and establish a 

Bridgehead on the 7th floor, this being 2 floors below flat 65, the flat within which 

there was a well involved fire, and then sent the priority message "Make pumps 4" 

(16:24 (D+6)). He also had the remaining crew set into a fire hydrant and charge the 

dry riser main situated to the right of the main entrance on the ground floor. 

Appliance E371 (Peckham) would be expected to act as the initial command vehicle 

for the purposes of communication between Brigade Control and the Incident 

Commander (CM Willett). At this point in the incident, appropriate decisions had 

been made and initial priorities established, utilising the resources on scene and 

calling for additional resources. 

At about 16:22 (D+4), Brigade Control had started to respond additional appliances 

based on the information that was being received from callers. Information on the 

additional response was passed to E371 (Peckham Pump Ladder) but it is not clear 

if E371 received it, since shortly afterwards the Incident Commander requested one 

more pump to make pumps four. 

Following the flashover in Flat 65, the fire impinged on the bedroom panels of Flat 79 

(16:25, D+7). This was shortly after the time of arrival of the first fire appliance. 

A Bridgehead was being established on the 7th floor (4 floors below flat 79) and CM 

Dennis had reported smoke on the 9th floor at 16:29 (D+I 1). CM Dennis carried out 

an assessment of the fire on the 9th level and reported flames burning through the 

top of the door to flat 65 and smoke entering the corridor. 

Brigade Control contacted Peckham E371 at 16"26 (D+8) and advised that a caller 

from flat 79 on the 11th floor was trapped and her flat was heavily smoke logged. 

This appears to have been the first advice to the incident ground of a request to 

investigate flat 79. WM Howling stated that he noted the number on the call slip and 

considered it a priority for action once he had more information. 
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On his arrival, WM Howling was briefed by CM Willett and then took over as the 2nd 

Incident Commander (IC2) (16:29, D+I 1). The briefing appears to have related to a 

Bridgehead having been established by CM Dennis on the 7th floor, and did not 

include any discussion on the report of a person in flat 79. He then tasked CM Willett 

with maintaining contact with the Bridgehead. 

At about this time, IC2 Howling also detailed CM Clarke (E352) and a crew to 

investigate the message he had received en-route about the person in flat 79. 

IC2 Howling also set up E351 (Old Kent Road) as the command pump and Brigade 

Control was advised at 16:30 (D+12). 

From about 16:30 until 16:36, three messages were sent by Brigade Control to 

E351, E372 and E351 providing information about people in flats 68, 79 and 80. 

IC2 Howling then had FF Mullins (E351) compile a list of flat numbers of people who 

had contacted Brigade Control. 

At 16:33 (D+15) two fire fighters deployed a hose line from the 7th floor dry riser main 

outlet to the 9th floor level (flat 65, flat of fire origin) and encountered members of the 

public who were evacuating the building down the stairs, past the fire fighters. 

At 16:34 (D+16,) Catherine Hickman reported that she could not open her front door. 

At this time the stairs do not appear to have been involved in fire. 

The reported banging at her front door at 16:34 was possibly Helen Udoaka from flat 

82 as she left her flat and entered ~ flat. It is unlikely to have been a fire 

crew as there had not been sufficient time to establish the bridgehead and move up 

4 floors. 

At 16:35 (D+17), two more fire fighters were tasked to support the fire fighters on the 

9th level. They found the lower floor bedrooms fully alight and could not access the 

staircase to the upper floor. 
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At 16:36 (D+18) IC2 Howling made pumps 6 and at about this time observed fire 

spreading from the 9th floor to the 10th and 11th floors, breaking windows and igniting 

curtains. This would involve the upper part of flat 65 (flat of origin) and the lower floor 

of flat 79. At 16:35 two fire fighters had reached the front door of flat 65 on the 9th 

floor and observed that fire had burnt away part of the top right side of the door. 

It was at around this time~ from flat 80 on the 11th floor reported that he and 

his family were trapped in their flat. Brigade Control also advised E351 that there 

were residents trapped in flat 68, 79 and 80 (access from the 9th and 11th floors). 

The first two Incident Commanders were therefore presented with a fire on the 9th 

floor (flat 65) that, as they were deploying resources, spread to the 11 th floor (flat 79), 

with building occupants evacuating as crews were making their way up the stairs 

Building occupants were presenting new information to both the IC and the crews 

establishing the Bridgehead. This new information created challenges for the limited 

resources as they were then faced with conflicting priorities. 

When faced with an over whelming number of "rescues" there would be decisions 

made which, post incident, could be viewed as demonstrating a lack of control by the 

IC, but which might more fairly be seen as responses to the new information being 

received. 

Due to the escalating fire conditions there were a large number of tasks for the BA 

crews to carry out. The escalation in the fire conditions also made it necessary to 

move the Bridgehead twice. This compromised the role that the Bridgehead would 

otherwise have played and had an impact on the functions of those managing it. The 

initial actions in the first 20 minutes or so, in my view, were carried out well under 

difficult conditions. 

At 16:38 (D+20) CM Clarke and his crew went to check flat numbers they had, to 

establish where they were in relation to the fire. These appear to have been spread 

over the 13th, 11th and 9th floors. 
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At 16:42 (D+24) CM Clarke and his crew reached the Bridgehead. 

At around 16:52 CM Clarke and FF Bennett rescued the occupant of flat 68 on the 

9th floor. They then returned to check the 10th floor and did not notice any signs of 

fire. As they were running short of air they could not check any other levels so they 

returned to the Bridgehead and reported to WM Payton. 

At 16:48 (D+30) the fire involved the staircase of flat 79 (BRE Report 259449, 

page 6). 

3.2 Command and control 

In considering the application of command and control during this incident it is 

acknowledged that the responsibility and accountability increases as an incident 

escalates. While there is always an Incident Commander there is also a requirement 

for a higher-ranking officer to monitor, respond and take command as more 

appliances are committed. 

CM Willett (IC1) (6 minutes as IC) 

CM Willett was the first CM to arrive at Lakanal at 16:23 (D+5), in Peckham E371, 

and on arrival he assumed command. He was responsible for the initial decision 

making and tasking of fire fighters. 

His initial decisions included: 

¯ an initial assessment or size up, leading to - 

¯ locating an appliance adjacent to the front entrance, connecting to a fire 

hydrant and charging the dry riser main; 

¯ sending the priority message, "make pumps four", and 

¯ detailing CM Dennis and three fire fighters to establish a Bridgehead on the 

7th floor. 
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It is not clear from the various reports how the Dynamic Risk Assessment (DRA) 

process was applied at this point and if that had resulted in a conscious decision on 

the tactical mode (Offensive, Defensive, or Transitional). 

The first few minutes of any incident are extremely busy as the IC tries to assimilate 

the initial despatch message, the visual signs, intelligence from his initial 

assessment, and new information presented on his arrival. The IC then tries to turn 

this into tactics and tasking for his crews as well as considering how the incident may 

develop or change in the next few minutes. Often, the assessment process is done 

subconsciously or automatically (and rapidly). All officers should, on reflection, be 

able to identify the steps or processes taken during the early stages of an incident 

even if the actual decisions cannot be clearly recalled. 

It is not clear why a "make pumps four" priority message was made. It perhaps 

indicates that IC1 Willett had forgotten that four pumps had already been responded. 

It might have been more appropriate to call for six, or possibly more, pumps given 

the potential escalation of the fire, the number of floors that could become involved, 

and the need for additional fire fighter resources and relief crews. Six pumps would 

also mean that a Station Manager would be responded to take over as IC and might 

have led to fewer changes of Incident Commander. 

WM Howlin.q (IC2) (27 minutes as IC) 

As the PDA required a WM as part of the response and there was no WM on any of 

the three pumps that had been selected, WM Howling (from Old Kent Road) was 

responded. 

He arrived at Lakanal at 16"26 (D+8) in Old Kent Road E351 and was briefed by IC1 

Willett. 

At 16:29 (D+11), E351 was set up as the Initial Command Pump; it is assumed that 

WM Howling took over as Incident Commander at this time. Given the early arrival 

time and additional information received en route, the briefing by IC Willett would not 
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have taken long. IC2 Howling had the information from Brigade Control about 

someone trapped in flat 79 on the 11th floor. 

As with IC1 Willett, there would have been a considerable amount of additional 

information being received from a range of sources. 

At about 16:31 (D+13), CM Clarke (E352) had been given the numbers of the flats 

(78, 79 and 94 plus some numbers in the 60’s) where people were still inside and he 

passed the numbers to IC Howling by radio. 

16:33 (D+15) FF Crowley (E372) passed a message to IC2 Howling from Brigade 

Control regarding people in flats 68 and 79. IC2 Howling advised he was aware of 

those. At about this time--evacuated flat 

91 on the 13th floor. She reported really bad smoke in the stairwell and unbearable 

heat on the 9th floor. On the 7th floor she came across fire fighters who helped her 

evacuate. 

At 16:36 (D+18) the priority message "make pumps 6" was sent. Brigade Control 

contacted E351 again reporting people trapped in flats 68, 79 and heavy smoke 

logging in flat 80. IC2 Howling observed fire spreading from the 9th floor to involve 

the 10th and 1 lth floors. 

Also at 16:36 (D+18) a 999 call was received by Brigade Control from~in flat 

80 on the 11th floor reporting that he and his family were trapped in their flat. 

At 16:37 (D+19) flames were observed in the living room window on the 10th floor, 

protruding into the east side escape balcony. 

At 16:38 (D+20) IC2 Howling instructed CM Clarke to take 3 fire fighters to the 

Bridgehead and check the flat numbers they had (78, 79 and 94 plus some numbers 

in the 60’s) and establish where they were in relation to the fire and if possible check 

conditions above the fire floor. 
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He discussed with CM Sharpe the feasibility of using the Aerial Ladder Platform 

(E355) from the front of the building, where he had set up his command point, on the 

grass area opposite where the fire was showing on the 9th floor. However because of 

access restrictions (E371, hose lines from the hydrant and into the dry riser main) it 

was unlikely to have been of much use and the idea was rejected. 

At 16"42 (D+24),            phoned 999 and reported that ~ 

(Dayana, Felipe and Thais) were stuck in their flat (flat 81 on the 11th floor), that they 

could not breathe and the fire was spreading to their flat. 

CM Clarke reached the Bridgehead, observed CM Dennis under "an awful lot of 

pressure" and was told that immediate back up crews were needed for the fire 

fighting crews already committed to search and rescue on the 9th floor. 

At 16:44 (D+26), a 999 call from Helen Udoaka was received. She said that she and 

her baby were trapped in flat 82. 

Also at 16:44, (D+26), IC Howling was passed a message from WM Cook at CU4 

(via WM Best) that the occupants in flats 68 and 79 (9th and 11th floors’ could not get 

to their doors because of smoke. 

At 16:45, WM Payton was detailed to take over the Bridgehead, report on the 

situation and resource requirements and to coordinate the search being undertaken 

by CM Clarke and crew. A list of flats recorded by FF Mullins was also given to him, 

(78, 79 and 94 plus some numbers in the 60’s, which may have included flat 68). 

At 16:46 (D+28) CM Clarke and FF Bennett rescued 4 occupants from flat 57 on the 

9th floor. They had been instructed by IC2 Howling to search the 11th floor flats. It is 

not known why CM Clarke started the search on the 9th floor instead of the 11 th. 

At 16:47 (D+29) an informative radio message was sent to Brigade Control advising 

that the fire was involving "a block of 12 floors, 10% of 9th, 10th and 11t~ floor aright. 

Riser main in use. Tactical mode Qscaf’ together with additional, descriptive 

information, referring to smoke and persons inside flat 57. 
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IC Howling briefed WM Payton to take over the Bridgehead on the 7th floor and co- 

ordinate the search being undertaken by CM Clarke’s crews and was given a list of 

flats for searching, these were flats 78, 79, 80, 81 and 57. 

At 16"48 (D+30) the fire involved the staircase of flat 79 (BRE Report 259449, 

page 6). IC Howling advised CM Dennis that fire had spread down to the 7th and 5th 

floor levels. Also at about this time, a fire attack crew working in flat 65 on the 9th 

floor were relieved by a fresh crew who then gained access to the upper level of flat 

65 (1 0th floor) and extinguished the remaining fire in this flat. 

At 16:49 (D+31) the priority message "make pumps 8" was sent. This was some 13 

minutes after the previous make pumps request. 

Also at 16:49, a message was sent from Brigade Control to CU4 advising that there 

had been calls from flats 80 and 82, asking them to check the situation regarding 

flats 68 and 79 and informing them that the ceiling had fallen down in flat 79. 

At 16:50 (D+32) WM Payton took control at the Bridgehead and requested an 

additional 4 BA crews. IC2 Howling planned to allocate crews from E331, E381, 

H242 and H222, for fire fighting and to instigate a search sector. CM Dennis 

remained to assist at the Bridgehead. It is not identified if this was an IC decision or 

one made at the Bridgehead because of the increasing workload. By this time the 

fire had spread to the 5th and 7th floors which made the Bridgehead on the 7th 

untenable and meant that it needed to be moved. 

IC2 Howling was faced at this time with the decision to pull the Bridgehead back 

down to the 3rd floor level because of the developing fires between the 5th and 7th 

floors and the impact on the safety of fire fighters operating on the floors. He was 

supported in the decision he made to lower the Bridgehead by SM Cartwright who 

was being briefed by IC Howling prior to taking over as IC. IC Howling also instructed 

CM Hider to assist with gathering information that was coming from a number of 

sources. 
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At 16:51 (D+33) IC2 Howling instructed CM Hider to assist with coordinating 

information that was coming in from a number of sources, e.g. MPS, LAS and LFB 

personnel at the scene, Brigade Control and members of the public. This is an 

indicator that the IC’s span of control was increasing and he started to fill the posts in 

the Command structure. 

At 16:52 (D+34), a crew rescued              the occupant of 68 on the 9th floor 

who was lead out from the Bridgehead, which was still on the 7th floor. 

At 16:54 (D+36) SM Cartwright was briefed by IC2 Howling with SM Cartwright 

taking over as IC3 some 2 minutes later. 

It was not until about 17:36 (D+78) that crews reached the 11th floor, by which time 

the door of flat 79 had totally collapsed. 

IC Howlinq’s decisions 

FF Mullins was instructed to compile a list of flat numbers where people had 

contacted Brigade Control. 

IC2 Howling instructed CM Clarke to lead the pump’s crew in BA to check those flats 

as a matter of priority. 

As these flats were on floors above the Bridgehead, this instruction should have 

been given to the OIC Bridgehead (CM Dennis) to task crews rather than bypassing 

him. 

By 16:49, there had been two or more "make pump" requests, make pumps 6 and 8. 

There is no reference in the documents I have seen to use of the DRA although in 

the message at 16:47 there was reference to tactical mode Oscar, which forms part 

of the DRA method. As referred to in the section above regarding the period during 

which CM Willett was IC, it would be expected that an experienced WM would have 
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been familiar with and used the method to help assess the additional resources that 

would be required. 

Although Command Unit CU4 had been on site for approximately 11 minutes and 

was receiving calls from Brigade Control, it was not until 16:55 that it took over as 

the Incident Command Pump. This would mean that IC2 Howling (via FF Mullins) 

was presumably using limited facilities (the Incident Command Wallet (ICW)) to 

record decisions and information until that time. There is no reference to the ICW 

having been used and so it is not clear whether it was used or, if it was, how. 

Briefinq of SM Cartwri,qht 

This was in conjunction with the overall Command function being carried out by IC2 

Howling. During this briefing SM Foster informed SM Cartwright that he was 

attending as Press Liaison Officer, but was assigned the role of "Sector Commander 

Fire" and instructed to move the Bridgehead down to the 3rd floor level. It is not clear 

who made this decision - IC2 Howling or SM Cartwright. The time of this decision is 

not recorded. It would be useful to know who made this decision. 

SM Cartwri,qht (IC3) (23 minutes as IC) 

LFB polices require a SM to take charge of an incident when 5-6 pumps are 

committed. As a "make pumps 8" message had been sent at 16:49 SM Cartwright 

was required to take charge. He was the first IC responded for the purpose of taking 

charge of the incident. Prior to this, the previous ICs had responded on a fire 

appliance and were part of the crew. At 16:,~6 (D+38), SM Cartwright took over from 

IC2 Howling as the 3rd IC. 

At 16:55, the Command Point was relocated to a Command Unit (CU4) and it is 

assumed that this is where IC3 Cartwright operated from. 

With the arrival of GM Freeman and SM Glenny, there were another two senior 

officers who could be allocated tasks in the Operational Command Structure. SM 

Glenny was made Sector Commander Rescue. 
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At 17:04 (D+46), during a briefing of GM Freeman, IC3 Cartwright sent the message 

to Brigade Control "make pumps 12, aerials 2". This make up would also require a 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner (DAC) to take charge and become the IC. 

At 17:06 (D+48), IC3 Cartwright ordered crews to move a car from the north eastern 

corner of the building to allow access for the aerial ladder platform in preparation for 

the rescue of the~ 

At 17:18 (D+60) GM Freeman and SM Foster discussed committing EDBA crews, 

with the London Ambulance Service’s Hazardous response Team (HART), to rescue 

the residents from flat 81 on the 11th floor. It is not identified if this discussion 

included IC3 Cartwright. 

While IC3 Cartwright appointed a number of people into roles within the command 

structure, and made some operational decisions, there is no reference to him having 

considered reassessing the tactics that had been deployed. 

GM Freeman (IC4) (3 minutes as IC) 

At 17:19, (D+61) GM Freeman took over as IC4. 

At 17:21 (D+63), an informative message was sent to Brigade Control stating "Block 

of flats of 12 floors. 30m by lOm. 20% of 5th floor, 10% of 7th floor, 20% of 8th floor 

alight. Multiple rescues being carried out. 2 jets dry riser. Tactical mode OscaP. 

This message now indicates a major fire on at least three floors of the building with 

fire fighting crews engaged in rescues and mounting an offensive attack on the fire. 

DAC Chid.qey (IC5) (57 minutes as IC) 

At 17:22 (D+64) DAC Chidgey took over as IC5. 

He resent the informative message that IC4 Freeman had sent and requested a 

FRU. One FRU, Lewisham E216 had already attended, at 17:02. 
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GM Freeman was appointed Operations Commander and briefed to get an ALP 

working at the front and back, fire fighting on all floors affected by fire. 

At some point a decision was made to section the scene for ease of identification of 

location. 

At 17:25 (D+67), GM Andrews arrived and was appointed as Incident Safety Officer 

in the Command Structure. 

At 17:33 (D+75) the first EDBA crew (Lewisham E216) were instructed at BA Entry 

Control (BAEC) to go to the 11th floor and search flat 81. While it was reported that 

there should be no fire on this floor, they were to take fire fighting medium with them. 

Standard procedure is not to commit a BA crew to anything other than a simple task 

without the support of another BA crew to act as a safety crew. It is not clear if there 

were BA safety crews available at the Bridgehead at this time. 

The LAS HART crew were delayed, so 3 members of the EDBA crew (FF Towler, 

FF Gilbert and FF Geddes) went ahead of the remaining two (CM Niblett and FF Hill) 

and the HART crew. 

At 17:35 (D+77) IC5 Chidgey requested an additional three FRU’s. 

At about this time, CM Sharpe and FF Mullins were in the ALP and applying water to 

the 11th floor ventilation grille, north end, from which smoke was coming. This would 

seem to indicate that the information given to the EDBA crew, that there was no fire 

on the 1 lth floor, was incorrect. 

CM Ford and 3 fire fighters (FF Baker, FF Keefe and FF England) were informed of 

people trapped in flat 81 on the 1 lth floor. They then made their way to the 11th floor 

having informed BAEC. On arrival at the 11th floor, they found a severe fire in the 

north corridor with the whole corridor ablaze. It is possible that the water being 

applied from the ALP into the corridor would have contributed to the conditions this 
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crew encountered. The EDBA crew also arrived on the 11th floor and reported the 

same conditions. 

At about 17:39 (D+81), the EDBA crew took over fire fighting from FF Baker, FF 

Keefe and FF England. 

By 17:41 (D+83), the EDBA crew noted that the door to flat 79 was burnt away and 

they could see through to the outside of the building. Due to the damage and 

untenability of the conditions they decided not to enter flat 79. Members of this crew 

reported heat as "unbearable" and some burns were reported. 

At 17:42 (D+84) a message was sent by IC5 Chidgey that the LAS HART had been 

com m itted. 

At 17:44 (D+86) the priority message, "make pumps 15, two additional Station 

Managers" was sent. 

At this level of resource, an Assistant Commissioner (AC) is required to take overall 

command. AC Turek arrived at the incident at this time and made his way to the 

Command Unit. 

He was briefed by IC5 Chidgey on the operation to date and the current actions 

being taken, then went to the building and met with GM Andrews and GM Foster 

(Sector Commander, Lobby) and was informed that about 20 to 25 people had been 

rescued. He also identified that at that time there was no record of how many people 

may still be in the building, but was satisfied that the search and rescue operation 

was progressing correctly and there was enough equipment. He was also satisfied 

that people visible on balconies were in clear air. Just as he left, the Bridgehead was 

being re-established on the ground floor. 

At 18:17 (D+119) FRU’s were made 6 following a request by AC Turek on behalf of 

IC5 Chidgey following a request by one of the officers assisting with BA resources. 
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AC Turek then returned to the command Unit, attended the Silver Command meeting 

and, as there was no opportunity to complete the briefing, he took command at 

18:19 (D+121). 

Similar to ICs 3-5, there is no reference to DRA having been carried out and the 

processes associated with this being used to either reassess tactics/tasking or to 

confirm that those in use were appropriate. While ICs 1-3 had limited assistance or 

facilities for recording the development of an incident action plan, the later ICs were 

working from a Command Unit/s with the support structure that accompanies them. 

There were large amounts of information being presented to the ICs, all of which 

required some analysis in order to make decisions. The number of changes of ICs 

during this time must have hampered the ability of each IC to fully understand the 

priority and number of tasks, and the resources required to meet those priorities, as 

well as the time needed to review the incident action plan as well as brief the next IC. 

AC Turek (IC6) (35 minutes as IC) 

In addition to the preliminary briefing he had from IC5 Chidgey, AC Turek had 

observed basic building layout diagrams showing floor layout but not of the individual 

flats. During his discussion with GM Andrews and GM Foster, he asked for their 

assessment of whether they had sufficient resources, which they confirmed they 

had. This was supported by the number of crews resting and waiting for deployment. 

However, it was soon identified that additional EDBA crews were required due to the 

distance from the Bridgehead on the ground floor to the 11th and 12th floors. 

AC Turek believed that as he had been on the incident ground for about 30 minutes 

he had gathered enough information on the overall situation and the progress that 

had been made to be able to take over command. 

Having taken over command 

priorities. These were: 

¯ rescues; 

at 18:19 (D+121) IC6 Turek established a list of 
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¯ resident safety; 

¯ fire fighter safety; 

¯ resourcing with EDBA, and 

¯ media and inter agency liaison. 

A point he noted shortly after taking command was that although a number of 

rescues had been, and were being, performed, there did not appear to be a 

structured approach. Following discussion with Brigade Manager (BM) Dobson, 

priority was given to putting in place a robust search and rescue procedure and to 

support it with sufficient resources such as fire fighters, BA and a dedicated CU for 

co-ordination. 

The contradiction of the need for resources in such a short time following the briefing 

from GM Andrews and Foster perhaps indicates that no one really had considered 

the incident as a whole or had the opportunity to take a more strategic rather than 

tactical approach. 

Additional staff were formally appointed into the command structure with specific 

functions, as can be seen in the Operational Command Structure (MPS 182). 

It is my view that from about this point command and control was starting to perform 

as it should. Prior to this, all the ICs were busy dealing with the immediacy of the 

rescues and fire fighting and probably lacked the resources to step back and look at 

the incident as a whole. 

For a number of reasons already identified, it was not possible to have a high level of 

control over the incident as it was in a state of rapid change and the various ICs 

were not able to reduce their spans of control by appointing additional staff to assist 

with all the functions and sub levels that become active as an incident escalates. 

At 18:46 (D+148), a make "pumps 18, FRU’s 9" message was sent. This was the last 

"make pumps" message sent. 
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AC Turek declared that the fire was out at 00:09 (D+411, or D+ 6 hours 51 minutes). 

Opportunities to obtain information from crews who had been inside the buildinq 

It appears as though there was little opportunity during the first 60 minutes or so to 

fully debrief crews who were exiting due to low air. The demand on fire fighting and 

search and rescue during this time probably meant that the OIC Bridgehead was 

trying to keep up with the calls for assistance and tasking any crew that became 

available. I note that a request was made by WM Payton for a large pad to record 

information. It was probably not until 18:30, when yellow marker crayons and the 

lobby wall were used to record information, that debriefing started to provide useful 

information for deployment of crews. 

Radio channels 

It would be helpful to identify whether LFB, as part of their Command and Control 

policy/procedure, have a system of allocating radio channels to reduce the traffic on 

each channel. This could have helped in advising BA crews operating on the 9th and 

7th floors of the relocation of the Bridgehead. If there was such a system, it is unclear 

whether and when it was used during the incident. 

3.3 Bridgehead actions 

The decision to establish a Bridgehead on the 7th floor, two floors below the visible 

fire on the 9th floor was a standard and appropriate procedure. It was made by CM 

Willett, the first Incident Commander soon after arrival at about 16:24 (D+6). 

CM Dennis and three fire fighters were detailed to set up the Bridgehead. 

Often a "staging area" is set up below the Bridgehead floor to reduce crowding at the 

Bridgehead and to help with briefing/debriefing of crews tasked with fire fighting and 

search and rescue. It appears that no staging area was set up during the initial 

establishment of the Bridgehead, although one was set up when the Bridgehead was 

moved to the ground floor. 
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It took CM Dennis and three fire fighters about four minutes (16:28) to reach the 7th 

floor, where a fire fighter was approached by the occupant of flat 49 who still had 

children in her flat. CM Dennis advised her to stay put as there was no smoke in the 

south corridor. 

CM Dennis then made his way to the 9th floor and reported some smoke logging in 

the stairwell and lift lobby with reduced visibility. He also observed flames coming 

from the door to flat 65. 

At about 16:38 IC2 Howling instructed CM Clarke to lead his crew (Old Kent Road, 

E352) to check those flats as a matter of priority. This is not what would be normally 

expected. It would be usual for the resources to be sent to the Bridgehead and for 

the IC to task the Bridgehead Commander to check the flats and leave him to select 

the resources. 

At 16:42 CM Clarke and crew reached the Bridgehead and observed that CM Dennis 

was under a lot of pressure and that he needed immediate back up crews for fire 

fighting and for search and rescue on the 9th floor. 

Also at this time 999 call was received from            reporting that~ 

were in flat 81 on the 1 lth floor. It appears that this may have been the first 

call reporting that there were people in flat 81. 

At 16:45 (D+26) a 999 call was received from Helen Udoaka advising that she and 

her baby were trapped in flat 82 and there was "so much smoke". It appears that she 

in fact in the ~ flat 80, where she had gone after speaking with her was 

husband on the telephone at about 16:24. 

All the occupants of flat 80 went upstairs to the 12th floor level and exited via the 

escape balcony on the east side (lounge/kitchen area), as smoke was getting worse 

in the flat. They knocked on neighbours’ windows as they moved along the balcony 
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towards the north end. Dayana Francisquini (flat 81) let them in and led them to the 

bathroom downstairs, which at that time was clear of smoke. 

At 16:45 (D+27) WM Payton took over control at the Bridgehead to coordinate the 

search being undertaken by CM Clarke. 

At 16:47 (D+29) two more fire fighters were instructed by CM Dennis to go to the 9th 

floor and continue fire fighting. 

At 16:48 (D+30) CM Willett (assisting IC2 Howling) advised CM Dennis that the fire 

had now involved the 7th and 5th floor, which were below the Bridgehead. CM Dennis 

requested additional BA crews for fire fighting, search and rescue and emergency 

backup for crews already engaged. Flames were reported in the bedroom of flat 53 

on the 7th floor. 

At around this time CM Clarke returned from the Bridgehead and briefed IC Howling 

on the actions of his crew. This was also passed to WM Payton who was to be 

deployed to the Bridgehead. 

At 16:50 (D+32) WM Payton took control at the Bridgehead. At 16:54 (D+36) SM 

Foster took over as "Sector Commander Fire" and was tasked to move the 

Bridgehead to the 3rd floor by SM Cartwright. At 16:56 (D+38) SM Cartwright took 

over as IC3 from IC2 Howling. 

Between 16:24 and 16:54, there were three different OICs at the Bridgehead (CM 

Dennis, WM Payton and SM Foster). The Bridgehead was where most of the fire 

fighting and search and rescue activity was managed from. Given the rapid fire 

development and extent of the search and rescue, there is the possibility that 

comprehensive briefings and crew management could not take place and that there 

was an element of uncertainty in terms of decision making. 

The LFB Fire Investigation Report (para 3.175) identifies that SM Cartwright and CM 

Hider ordered WM Payton, CM Dennis and BAECO Farmer to move the Bridgehead 

down to the 3rd floor. This could be an indication that there had not been time for a 
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clear handover and there was some degree of confusion between the earlier OICs 

as to who had actually taken over, though it could nonetheless be that the officers 

were working collaboratively to ensure the tasking and work was as effective as 

possible. 

At about 17:00 (D+42) smoke started to come out of the extractor in the bathroom of 

flat 81 and ~used parcel tape to try and stop it. Smoke was also entering 

through the bottom of the bathroom door. Shortly after was seen shouting 

out of the window of flat 81 (west side), asking for a ladder. He was told to go back 

inside and close the window. He did so and went back inside and up to the 12th floor 

and onto the escape balcony on the east side.~ was still in (lounge/kitchen) 

the bathroom when Dayana Francisquini returned and stated that the fire was now in 

the mattress she had placed against the window. According to--she stated 

"let’s get ou~’ but Dayana refused to leave, believing there was a device in the toilet 

that would let water gush down and put the fire out.~ left 

the bathroom to join~on the balcony from where they were subsequently 

rescued. 

Having evaluated the conditions on the 3rd floor, SM Foster made the decision to 

move the Bridgehead to the ground floor, east side. This required some fire fighters 

to stay on the smoke-filled 7th floor to ensure crews that had been committed in BA 

were directed back to the repositioned Bridgehead on the ground floor. 

At 17:06 (D+48), a crew (FF Ford, FF Hull, FF Field and FF Stevens) were instructed 

by SM Glenny to enter the building to rescue the on the 12th floor, east 

side. Another officer informed them that they were on the 6th floor in flat 81. They 

were subsequently asked by CM Hider to rescue the resident in flat 56 on the 7th 

floor. They reached the 6th floor at about 17:17 (11 minutes to reach half way) and 

questioned the floor level as it did not correspond with the flat numbers they had 

been given. They forced the security door and saw no one on the balcony. They 

again questioned the floor level and were told it was the 6th. This conflicting 

instruction is possibly an example of how information can be miscommunicated 

when there are more tasks than resources available. 
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At 17:10 (D+52) FF Crowley and FF Green were engaged in fighting the fire in flat 53 

on the 7th floor when FF Green had to leave due to low air supply. FF Ismail who had 

been trying to open the louvre at the north end of the corridor, again spoke to the 

~ of flat 56 who was concerned about the amount of smoke in occupant 

the flat and advised her to stay put, then rejoined FF Crowley in flat 53. He also 

advised WM Payton that the person in flat 56 required rescuing. Then, due to low air, 

FF Crowley and FF Ismail left for the ground floor and the Bridgehead. 

At 17:17 (D+59) the Bridgehead was re-established on the ground floor east side. 

At 17:18 (D+60) WM Paffett went to the Bridgehead and was advised by an officer 

that 1 adult and 5 children were in flat 81 on the 11 th floor. 

At 17:19 (D+61), on returning to the CU, he passed an EDBA crew from Lewisham 

(FRU) and instructed them to go to the Bridgehead. It is not clear if this is a new 

deployment or if the crew were on their way to report to the Bridgehead anyway. 

At 17:20 (D+62), FF Stevens and FF Hull, who were part of the crew tasked with 

rescuing ~ and a person in flat 56, reached in flat 56 and 

escorted her to the ground floor. 

At 17:22 (D+64), CM Thomas and FF Gray were given a key to flat 50 on the 7th floor 

south corridor and advised that required rescuing from the flat. 

At 17:27 (D+69) CM Thomas and FF Gray reached flat 50 and found the key did not 

open the lock so they forced the door and found the flat smoke logged. ~ 

from flat 49 was advised to stay put in her flat as it was not smoke logged. 

A boy then came from flat 50 ran down the stairs and was assisted to safety by the 

BA crew. 

At 17:29 (D+71) WM Payton briefed CM Willett and FF Smith and Wellman to check 

all flats on the 7th floor, north corridor (flats 51 to 56) for occupants and carry out fire 

fighting if necessary. 
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At 17:30 (D+72) CM Ford and FF Field broke through the security door on the 8th 

floor and realised they were not on the correct floor and proceeded to the 12th floor. 

On reaching this floor they broke through the security door and saw the~ 

through the glass viewing panel in the security door on the north east escape 

balcony. They attracted ~ attention and he opened the escape door from 

the balcony side and the family were assisted into the stairwell, reported 

that the stairwell was black and filled with smoke. Halfway down the stairs~ 

was overcome with smoke and collapsed and she was assisted with air from FF 

Field’s BA set. As this is about 24 minutes from startup, all of the BA sets of this 

crew would have been getting low on air. Although CM Ford thought he could go 

back and search flat 81, this would not have been a safe or possible task to manage 

with the little air they would have had. They exited the building with ~at 

about 17:37. 

At 17:3,5 (D+77) FF Baker, FF Keefe and FF England made their way to 11th floor, 

having informed BAEC by radio, followed shortly after by CM Niblett and FF Hill, and 

the LAS HART crew. On arrival they found a severe fire in the north corridor and 

could not progress more than about two or three metres from the lobby. 

Between about 17:36 and 17:44 the BA crews on the 11th floor reported limited fire 

fighting progress due to severe fire conditions, with at least one fire fighter receiving 

burns and another’s ADSU activating requiring him to be taken out of the 1 lth floor. 

CM Niblett advised BAEC that he could not identify flat 81 because of the fire 

conditions, heavy smoke logging and the fact that door numbers were no longer 

visible. 

At 17:35 (D+77) CM Willett and FF Smith and FF Wellman searched the flats on the 

7th floor and stated that they had cleared flats on the east and west side, noting they 

were smoke logged but there were no occupants. One of the flats on the west side 

was still alight and they used a hose line to extinguish it, but as their air supply was 

getting low, they handed over fire fighting to a relief crew and withdrew. 
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I note that 17:38 (D+80) was the last time that Dayana Francisquini answered her 

telephone, and that 17:43 (D+85) was the last time at which Helen Udoaka 

answered her telephone. 

At 17:44 (D+86) WM Payton was advised that all flats on the 7th floor north had been 

searched with the exception of the upper floor level of flat 53. 

At 17:46 (D+88), on the 11th floor, FF Hill’s DSU activated and he was escorted down 

by FF Towler. CM Niblett, FF Geddes and FF Gilbert continued fire fighting in the 

north corridor. 

At 17:47 (D+89) FF Sharpe, FF Badger and FF Farmer were tasked by WM Payton 

to search the 4th floor level via the 3rd floor. 

At 17:49 (D+91)WM Rosendale and FF Birks completed fire fighting in flat 37 on the 

5th floor and closed down their BA sets, advising the Sector Commander a new 

branch would be required on the delivery there. 

At 17:50 (D+92) CM Thomas and FF Gray were briefed by BAEC to go back to the 

7th floor to rescue ~from flat 49. She had 

previously been advised to stay put. 

At 17:53 (D+95) CM Thomas and FF Gray arrived on the 7th floor and found the 

corridor and stairwell smoke logged. They assisted the occupants of flat 49 down the 

stairs. On the 11th floor FF Geddes was searching flat 80 which was smoke logged. 

He was overcome by heat exhaustion and exertion and was assisted out by 

FF Gilbert. FF Hill had reset his DSU and was now with CM Niblett back on the 11th 

floor and observed fire travelling across the ceiling and lobby into the south corridor 

and flat 78. He advised BAEC of the fire development and that relief crews were 

needed. In his judgement they were unlikely to find any survivors in the north corridor 

and effort was needed to stop fire spread in the south corridor. FF Badger, FF 

Farmer and FF Sharpe knocked on all doors on the 3re level, assisting 1 person from 

a flat in the south corridor. 

Page I 31 

CLG00000250 0031 
CLG00000250/31



At 17:57 (D+99) CM Niblett, FF Towler and FF Hill were fighting the fire on the 11th 

floor south corridor and managed to bang on the doors of the first 3 flats on either 

side of the corridor, to which there were no responses. CM Niblett became 

concerned about the effects on his crew of exhaustion and low air supply and 

withdrew, leaving the LAS HART crew in the stairwell. 

At 18:03 (D+105) WM Chapman and FF Cloke, FF Godfrey and FF Corbett started 

their BA sets at the ground floor Bridgehead and were tasked to carry additional kit 

to the HART crew on the 11 th floor and to extend the hose line already in place. 

At 18:05 (D+107) FF Fournier, FF Izod and FF Waters were briefed at the 

Bridgehead to search flats on the 3rd floor level. When CM Niblett and his crew 

reached the Bridgehead he briefed the Sector Commander and Clerkenwell’s EDBA 

crew regarding flat 81 and the severity of the fire. 

At 18:07 (D+109) FF Fournier, FF Izod and FF Waters arrived at the 3rd floor and 

knocked at all the doors on the north and south corridors. They found ~ 

in flat 18 and assisted them to the ground floor. 

At 18:09 (D+111) EDBA crew CM Rose, FF Thorpe, FF Badcock and FF Knight were 

briefed to go to the 1 lth floor and locate and search flat 81. 

At 18:10 (D+112) WM Chapman and FF Cloke, FF Godfrey and FF Corbett handed 

over the equipment to the HART crew in the stairwell on the 11th floor and on 

reaching the lobby area found a severe fire in the north corridor. 

At 18:14 (D+116) FF Belmont and FF Sanchez were briefed at the Bridgehead to 

rescue 2 people seen on the 1 lth floor escape balcony, flat 75, by WM Payton. 

At 18:17 (D+119) they reached the 11th floor and made their way along the south 

corridor to flat 75 and made forced entry into flat 75 and found ~ 

~on the 12th floor escape balcony and escorted them to the ground floor. 
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At around 18:20, (D+122) Dayana Francisquini, Michelle Udoaka, Felipe Francisquini 

Cervi, were all found, with no signs of life, by fire fighters in flat 81. 

At 18:21 (D+123) GM Snazell was tasked to establish a separate Command Unit to 

coordinate the search and rescue operations being conducted at the Bridgehead. 

At 18:25 (D+127) GM Andrews completed a DRA of the stairwell and began to 

relocate the Bridgehead from the ground floor back to the 3rd floor. This would 

enable BA wearers to better utilise the air in their sets by starting three floors up, 

rather than on the ground floor. 

At 18:32 (D+134) GM Andrews used the wall to write on, marking off floors that had 

been searched following debriefing of crews who were exiting and to brief crews on 

areas yet to be searched. Yellow marker crayons were to be used to identify flats 

that had been searched. 

Between 16:23 and 18:32, the Bridgehead had been moved three times. This 

number of moves, while needed for the safety of fire fighters, took time and 

resources and added to the work load of crews and impacted on the effective control 

of resources that would normally be tasked with search and rescue and fire fighting. 

At 19:48 (D+200) IC6 Turek advised Brigade Control that floors 1 to 7 inclusive had 

been searched and confirmed clear and progress was being made on the upper 

floors. 

At around 20:51 (D+263) Catherine Hickman was found in flat 79 with no signs of 

life. 

At around 20:54 (D+266) Thais Francisquini and Helen Udoaka were found in flat 81 

with no signs of life. 
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Evaluation of issues relatinq to the Bridqehead 

The action by the first IC to give priority to establishing the Bridgehead was in 

accordance with LPB policies and procedures. The effect of this was that for 

subsequently arriving crews (and ICs) a safe place to commence search and rescue 

and fire fighting operations was in place. 

What was unexpected was the development of fire downwards, compromising the 

safe start position for fire crews and necessitating relocation, eventually, to the 

ground floor. The impact of this was that fire crews had further to walk up the stairs 

while wearing BA, thereby reducing the effective time available for search and 

rescue and fire fighting. 

While the establishment of a Bridgehead is part of a structured approach to 

Command and Control, because of the rapid changes to conditions and the number 

of tasks for search and rescue crews, there were elements of a less disciplined 

approach with inaccurate information being passed and additional tasks allocated 

from officers other than the OIC of the Bridgehead. 

It seems that CM Clarke had been tasked to go to the floor above the fire floor, but 

when he reached the Bridgehead he was given new instructions by CM Dennis who 

was in charge of the Bridgehead. The correct procedure would have been for IC2 

Howling to have instructed the OIC of the Bridgehead on operational priority rather 

than task someone from the command point. This has the potential to cause 

confusion, as it did, by tasking being given from two locations and by two different 

people. 

3.4 Brigade Control 

I refer to the following extracts from the LFB Report regarding the role and actions of 

Brigade Control: 
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Definitions: 

Fire survival guidance (FSG) - "... guidance to maintain the caller’s safety, provide 
reassurance to the caller that help and assistance is forthcoming, and [to] strengthen 
relationship with caller". [LFB policy 539 on emergency call management (November 2007 
version)]. 

Stay put advice - "... high rise flats are built to be fire-proof and most fires won’t spread 
further than one or two rooms. Walls, ceilings and doors will hold back flames and smoke, so 
if there is a fire somewhere else in the building, you are usually safest in your fiat unless you 

are affected by heat or smoke". [ODPM Fire prevention handbook, August 2005]. 

LFB Reference Information File (RIF) on FSG 

The key advice: 

¯ "GETOUTAND STAYOUT" 

STAY CALM AND REASSURING - throughout the call 

SUGGEST AN ALTERNATIVE ESCAPE ROUTE - if normal means of escape is blocked 
e.g., back door, window, balcony, adjacent balcony, flat roof. 

IF THE CALLER CANNOT ESCAPE - OFFER REASSURANCE - BE POSITIVE! 
(suggested phrases to use are "the fire brigade is on the way", "the firemen/fire fighters 
will be with you very soon", "stay calm and don’t be frightened"). It says to consider 
exchanging names, speak clearly with authority, remain calm and supportive, avoid using 
fire brigade jargon and be reassuring throughout the call 

PROTECT THE CALLER- IF THEY CAN’T ESCAPE (does the caller have any disability, 
is their mobility impaired, that may affect them carrying out any of these actions?) 

- CLOSE DOORS - Block off the bottom of the door and any other opening where 
smoke could get in, use bedding, clothes, towels etc. anything that is to hand. This 
will reduce the amount of smoke coming in 
- STAY LOW- Getyour face down close to the floor. There is cleaner, fresher, cooler 
air closer to the floor. Cover nose and mouth with handkerchief or anything else 
- OPEN WINDOW- Ifyou can open a window then do so. Stay on the fioorby the 
window. Fresh air will come in through the open window, and provide an opportunity 
to attract attention. If smoke or flames appear to come in then CLOSE I T A GAIN 

Fire Survival Guidance / Stay put advice 

The definitions for Fire Survival Guidance and Stay put advice are important in 

understanding the circumstances in which such advice is given and the 

understanding of the Control Officers in recognising the appropriate circumstances 

when it should be applied. 
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Obtaininq information 

Control Officers generally have no prior knowledge about the buildings they deal 

with, the layout and potential alternative escape routes. The Control Officer will, 

generally speaking, have only the information obtained from the caller to help 

her/him understand the situation of the caller. 

If it is difficult to contact the IC, e.g. in the initial stages of a fire, in order to pass key 

or critical information to the incident ground the Control Officers can attempt to 

contact any appliance attending the incident through ’all mobiles’, as happened in 

the early stages of the Lakanal fire. All appliances shared the same radio channel so 

that fire crews could hear messages about any incident even if they were not 

directed at their specific appliance. 

I will consider later in my report the question of whether or not it would have been 

appropriate for the Incident Commanders to have considered giving different advice 

to the occupants of flats 79 and 81. 
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4. Prevention of the development and spread of the fire 

4.1 The bedroom and staircase of flat 79 

At the time the fire impinged itself on bedroom 1 of flat 79, the LFB would not have 

had sufficient resources in attendance or the time needed to establish a fire attack 

through the front door to prevent the fire from establishing itself in bedroom 1 of flat 

79 on the 11 th floor. 

In my view there was therefore no opportunity to prevent the fire from establishing 

itself in bedroom 1 of flat 79. 

Given the number of tasks that the available crews completed over the first 30 

minutes, they could not have prevented the fire involving the staircase in flat 79 

unless they had excluded all other instructions and requests for assistance. 

4.2 Flats 37 and 53 

At around 16:49 (D+31), the fire entered flats 37 and 53. Flat 37 is on the 5th floor, 

4 floors below the flat of origin (flat 65), and flat 53 is on the 7th floor, two floors below 

flat 65. 

BRE Report 259449, page 6, notes that the fires in these flats were started by falling, 

burning debris. 

At that time the Bridgehead was on the 7th floor, with a focus on search and rescue 

and fire fighting on floors above this level. When fire was noted in flat 37, CM Willett 

and FF Sharpe directed a hand held delivery from ground level into the bedroom 

window of flat 37. The effectiveness of this ground based fire attack was likely to be 

limited due to the height and angle of entry required to extinguish the fire and the 

penetration required to control the fire. I note that image IMPG5592.jpg (photo 21) 

shows that the height reached by the water jet is almost at its effective maximum. 
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In order to have prevented the fire from developing in flats 37 and 53, the LFB would 

need to have had crews working in the north corridor of level 5 and the north corridor 

of level 7 by 16:49. It was not until 17:08 that fire fighting commenced in flat 53 and 

17:42 for flat 37 (other than the ground based delivery). It is noted in the BRE Report 

259449 page 6, that the fire in flat 37 was not extinguished until about 17:42. As is 

also noted in the BRE Report, there appears to have been re-ignition of fire in flat 53 

(17:16; 18:23 and 20:53). This could be an indicator that each crew did not, or could 

not, spend sufficient time fire fighting to ensure the fire was completely out, and of 

the pressure they were under to cope with the number of tasks they were faced with. 

In my view, there were insufficient resources available at that time (16:49) on the fire 

ground to have prevented fire from entering flat 37 and 53 by an internal fire attack 

on two additional levels. 

The possibility of falling debris is known and recognised as a hazard in high rise 

building fires. In fact, CM Clarke set up a cordon to reduce the risk to residents and 

restrict access to the lift lobby at about 16:31. It is uncommon, however, for falling 

debris to cause fires on lower floors. It seems that the windows being open (because 

it was a hot day) and possibly wind conditions caught falling debris which then fell 

into the room and ignited contents. 

The spread of fire upward in a high rise building is common and appears to have 

been considered during the selection of tactics. The spread of fire downwards by, in 

this case, burning debris catching on pigeon spikes or netting and entering open 

windows, is unusual and something that during the initial stages of directing crews 

and prioritising tasks would be difficult, but not impossible, to predict. In light of the 

number of competing considerations during those early stages and the inherent 

difficulty of predicting the downward spread of the fire, I would not make any criticism 

of the failure to anticipate that the fire would spread downwards. 

4.3 The 11th floor corridor and the boxing in beneath the stairs of flat 81 

The BRE Report 259449, pages 5 and 6, concludes from computer modelling and 

reconstruction that fire was being introduced into the communal corridor on the 11th 
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floor from about 16:52 (D+34). This was through the letter box and gaps around the 

sides of the door until the complete collapse of the door at about 17:20 (D+62). 

It was not until about 17:36 (D+78) that crews reached the 1 lth floor, by which time 

the door of flat 79 had totally collapsed. By that time there was no chance of 

preventing fire from spreading and penetrating through the boxing beneath the stairs 

of flat 81. 

In order to prevent the fire from penetrating the boxing in beneath the stairs of flat 81 

the LFB would have needed to have gained entry to the 11th floor with fire fighting 

crews well before 17:20 and to have either prevented the fire spreading from flat 79 

or extinguished such fire as had spread from it. 

Even if the first Incident Commander had immediately increased his request for 4 

pumps to 8 pumps, the time needed for them to respond and establish the 

Bridgehead with sufficient fire crews and equipment was such that it would have 

been difficult to achieve this unless doing so had been prioritised to the exclusion of 

all the additional tasks resulting from the rapidly developing fire. 
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5. The decision not to evacuate Lakanal House 

The LFB Control Report identifies that a total of five fire survival calls took place 

during this fire: 

¯ one to Catherine Hickman in flat 79; 

¯ two to in flat 68; 

¯ one to ~in flat 57, and 

¯ one to Helen Udoaka in flat 81. 

There are a number of factors that influenced the advice given to occupants of 

Lakanal House during the fire. These can be summarised as: 

¯ the premise that residents are usually safest in their flats (and therefore do not 

need to be evacuated) unless the fire is in their flat or they are affected by 

heat and smoke has been established as a principle from the design stage of 

buildings such as Lakanal House. I note that in the significant fire in flat 81 in 

1997 the fire was contained within the flat; 

¯ documentation published to give advice to the occupants of high rise 

accommodation buildings; 

¯ the Brigade Control operators’ training on the provision of basic fire safety 

advice and the giving of fire survival guidance; 

¯ previous experience as an indicator that these procedures are appropriate; 

¯ the fact that if all occupants had been told to evacuate the building, the total 

number exiting via the one central staircase might have caused congestion 

and delays to fire fighting, and 

¯ the fact that the flats involved in fire were all off the north corridor and 

generally close to the lift and stairway lobby would have meant some 

occupants having to try and pass an area of flame from the involved flats, 

creating a potential area of greater danger to them. 

The information given to some occupants was correct and appropriate, especially for 

those more remote from the fires. The advice to the residents of flats 57 and 68, both 

of whom survived, appears to have been appropriate. 
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With the benefit of looking at all the information now available, I do not consider that 

the LFB should have advised a complete evacuation by all residents. They were 

giving generic advice based on their training, previous experience and accepted 

policy and procedure. 

Although not directly part of pre-planning, the various other documents that are 

mentioned in the LFB Control Report all give the impression that it is safe to stay put 

if your flat is not involved in fire. This is supported by the fire in Lakanal House in 

1997 where fire was contained to one flat. 

Some further investigation is probably justified to enable more guidance to be given 

to both Control and operational staff regarding the issue of staying put in high rise 

apartment blocks with no alarm or fire protection systems. 

The premise that residents are usually safest in their flats (and therefore do not need 

to be evacuated) unless the fire is in their flat or they are affected by heat and smoke 

has been established as a principle from the design stage of buildings such as 

Lakanal House. It is not unreasonable that the LFB should develop policies and 

procedures, as well as training for staff, based on this principle. 

I do not consider that the LFB should have advised a complete evacuation by all 

residents for this fire. To have done this would have required both the benefit of 

hindsight and a departure from established advice. 
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6. Opportunities to qive advice to Dayana Francisquini and 
Helen Udoaka 

If the Lakanal fire had behaved as a high rise fire was expected to behave then all 

the information relating to occupants being able to stay safely in their flats would 

probably have been appropriate, with the exception of the occupants of flat 79 and 

81 whose position was such that they were affected by heat and smoke. 

There was a point at which the appropriateness of the stay put advice needed to be 

considered and reassessed, especially for those residents immediately impacted by 

the developing fire, that is, above and to the north of flat 65. If this was to occur it 

would have needed to have been before conditions in those flats and along any 

escape routes became untenable. The development of the fire within flat 79 meant 

that any evacuation or rescue from flat 81 which involved passing flat 79 would need 

to have been undertaken by about 16:48, before the conditions made it too 

dangerous. 

With the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to say that the prospects of survival for the 

persons trapped in flat 81 were better on the east balcony of the 12th floor than in the 

bathroom of flat 81 and that, in normal circumstances, there was a simple route from 

one to the other. 

Any decision to give Dayana Francisquini and Helen Udoaka advice to exit flat 81 

would have needed to be taken by an Incident Commander. Those working within 

the control room at Brigade Control could not have been expected to depart from the 

advice to "stay put". It is my view that Brigade Control staff followed the appropriate 

LFB policies and procedures that applied at the time of the Lakanal fire. 

I have seen no evidence that any Incident Commander considered advising those in 

the bathroom of flat 81 to make their way to the east balcony of the 12th floor. There 

appear to be several reasons why this may not have been considered. 

The knowledge that the LFB had of Lakanal House at the time of the fire was limited. 

While there were fire fighters who did have some experience and knowledge of 
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Lakanal House, mainly through attendance at previous incidents, this knowledge 

was largely not shared or available to those who were required to make decisions or 

brief crews. 

Whilst Dayana Francisquini and Helen Udoaka had, at vanous points, been in direct 

contact with Brigade Control and with other persons outside the building, Incident 

Commanders do not appear to have recognised that they could use these lines of 

communication to advise those in the bathroom of flat 81 to exit it and move 

elsewhere. 

There were five changes of Incident Commander, with three changes occurring in 

the first 61 minutes. This raises questions about the ability of the Incident 

Commanders to have a full picture of the incident and to consider any change in 

tactics. 

While it is standard practice for an escalating incident to require a more senior officer 

to take charge, the rapid development of this fire and the progressive "make pumps" 

messages meant that there were a number of changes in quick succession. If the 

early ICs had made a greater number of pumps in their early messages, it is possible 

that a more senior officer would have taken command at an earlier time, allowing 

their experience to have a greater impact on the operation. The LFB should consider 

how such assistance can best be provided to the ICs in the early stages of incidents. 

Had any of the Incident Commanders reached a considered decision against 

advising those in the bathroom of flat 81 to move to the east balcony on the 12th floor 

I would not criticise it. Any attempt at the time to compare the relative safety of the 

bathroom of flat 81 and the east balcony of the 12th floor would have needed to 

recognise that: it was uncertain whether conditions in the bathroom would become 

untenable and if so when; persons on the 12th floor balcony could not be reached by 

an aerial ladder platform; the fire in flat 79 lay between them and the escape route 

along the balcony to the ground floor via the central staircase; there was smoke 

logging in the central staircase; the future development of the fire could not fully be 

predicted; and conditions on the balcony might become untenable. In the 
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circumstances, advising those in the bathroom of flat 81 to move to the east balcony 

on the 12th floor would have been a bold decision to make. 

I cannot express a firm view on whether any attempt to advise those in the bathroom 

of flat 81 to move would have saved their lives as that would depend on: when the 

decision to do so was made; how any communication with those in the bathroom of 

flat 81 would have been achieved; what would have been said; and how those in the 

bathroom would have responded. 
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7. Opportunities to rescue the occupants of the bathroom of flat 81 

The fire in the 11th floor corridor prevented any access from the corridor to flats 81 to 

84. There had been several reports of people in flats off the 11th floor corridor, but 

there does not seem to have been any information passed to crews working in this 

area of the access from the escape balconies on the 12th floor. 

I have seen no evidence that Incident Commanders considered tasking firefighters to 

rescue those in the bathroom of flat 81 via the route from the east balcony on the 

12th floor as opposed to via the central corridor on the 11 th floor. The main reason for 

this would appear to be the limited knowledge that LFB had of Lakanal House. The 

number of changes of Incident Commander may also have been a factor. 

The rescue of ~ stemmed from them being observed on the balcony. A 

crew of 4 firefighters was tasked with rescuing them. As this crew entered the 

building they were provided with incorrect information about which floor flat 81 was 

on. They were subsequently instructed by another officer to carry out a rescue of the 

occupant of flat 56. While this may be an indication of the pressure crews were 

under as new information came to hand, it also indicates that the incident command 

function was not effective as this new instruction effectively split the rescue crew and 

meant that only a crew of two reached the 12th floor. 

I cannot express a firm view on who, if anyone, within flat 81 would have been saved 

had more resources been deployed or the crew of 4 firefighters not been split, given: 

the hostile environment within the building; the limited air supply that firefighters 

would have had available to them by the time they reached the 12th floor; and the 

uncertainty over the last time when the route from the balcony to the bathroom would 

have been viable. 
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8. Opportunities to consider the escape options available to 

Catherine Hickman 

The situation for the occupant of flat 79 was different. The rapid fire spread into flat 

79 from flat 65 meant that there was only a limited time for Catherine Hickman to 

escape. Reports from Catherine Hickman to Brigade Control indicate that by about 

16:32 it was "orange everywhere" and at 16:35 she attempted to open her front door 

but was unable to do so. 

Nevertheless there were opportunities during the fire survival call to explore in more 

detail, and make use of, the escape options available to her before they became 

untenable. However I do not think it would be right to criticise the individual operator. 

In my view, any such criticism would be based on the excessive use of hindsight. 
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9. Pre-planninq 

Peckham fire station is the closest fire station to Lakanal House. The building was 

within the station’s geographical area of responsibility for the purpose of 

fam iliarisation visits. 

LFB have a number of policies and procedures that relate to pre-planning. These 

are: 

¯ 

¯ 

¯ 

¯ 

Policy 633 High Rise Firefighting; 

Policy/Procedure 521 Information Gathering; 

Policy/Procedure 513 Premises Information Box Systems, and 

Policy/Procedure 238 Incident Command Procedures. 

In summary, these policies / procedures identify that pre-planning is essential when 

dealing with a fire in a high rise building. Pre-planning assists with identifying the 

tactics and resources required to mount a safe rescue and fire fighting operation. 

Borough Commanders, Station Managers and Watch Managers are required to 

maintain agreed lists of the premises on their station’s ground that they consider 

meet the hazard criteria specified in Policy/Procedure 521 Information Gathering. 

The policy on Incident Command procedures (Policy/Procedure 238) identifies the 

importance of pre-planning, training and up to date information to deal with the risks 

on a station’s ground. Operational News, Issue 10, November 2008, also identifies, 

as a mandatory training requirement for all watches, an article on high rise fires and 

in particular the importance of pre-planning to identify building layout and the fact 

that flats may have a front door which could lead either up or down into the flat from 

the one level. 

The frequency of familiarisation visits and the extent of the information gathered / 

recorded will depend on the type, use and occupancy of the building. The 

information gathered should be available in the operational information folder carried 
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on pump and pump ladder appliances to enable first attendance officers and crews 

to have site-specific and risk critical information about premises. 

The LFB Operations Response Report indicates that between 1981 and 2004 there 

were many inspections of Lakanal by crews from Peckham fire station and that there 

were some familiarisation visits after 2004. The two most recent pre-planning visits 

were by White Watch and Blue Watch in May 2009. Green Watch had also 

conducted a number of training sessions in high rise fire fighting tactics at a similar 

building during May and June 2009. 

In addition to specific familiarisation visits for the purpose of pre-planning, there were 

a number of other visits such as attendance at other calls for fires, special services 

or malicious calls and home fire safety visits. 

Whilst all the visits to Lakanal House provided opportunities for individuals to obtain 

knowledge of the building and its features, they do not appear to have resulted in 

any structured information being recorded for reference in accordance with pre- 

planning policies. 

The Borough Commander for Peckham, the Station Manager for Peckham and the 

Watch Managers were responsible for deciding which buildings met the criteria for 

specific fam iliarisation visits. 

While this allows those with local knowledge to interpret what buildings meet the pre- 

planning requirements of the LFB policies and procedures, it also means that there is 

room for variation in the approach applied and therefore in which types of buildings 

are captured. 

Policy 521 Information Gathering, states that "the aim is... to have information 

available for the first attending appfiances". LFB should bear in mind that this 

information is probably just as useful for Incident Commanders that are appointed at 

6 or 8 pump working incidents as at smaller incidents, and should consider how this 

information should be made available to them. 

Page 148 

CLG00000250 0048 
CLG00000250/48



On the basis of the material that I have seen at the time of writing this report, I am a 

little surprised at the content of the available pre-planning information and its limited 

nature. Once I have seen more evidence about how and why information was and 

was not collected, recorded and shared, I will be able express a view on the 

adequacy of the approach that prevailed at the time. 
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10. Conclusions 

Prevention of the development and spread of the fire 

The initial circumstances were as follows: there was a prompt 999 call; the doors 

inside flat 65 were open; and there was no automatic fire sprinkler system in the 

building. In these circumstances, the fire was going to spread until intervention by 

the LFB. 

In my view there was no opportunity to prevent the fire from establishing itself in 

bedroom 1 of flat 79. 

Given the number of tasks that the available crews completed over the first 30 

minutes, they could not have prevented the fire involving the staircase in flat 79 

unless they had excluded all other instructions and requests for assistance. 

In order to prevent the fire from penetrating the boxing in beneath the stairs of flat 81 

the LFB would have needed to have gained entry to the 11th floor with fire fighting 

crews well before 17:20 and to have either prevented the fire spreading from flat 79 

or extinguished such fire as had spread from it. 

Even if the first Incident Commander had immediately increased his request for 4 

pumps to 8 pumps, the time needed for them to respond and establish the 

Bridgehead with sufficient fire crews and equipment was such that it would have 

been difficult to achieve this unless doing so had been prioritised to the exclusion of 

all the additional tasks resulting from the rapidly developing fire. 

The spread of fire upward in a high rise building is common and appears to have 

been considered during the selection of tactics. The spread of fire downwards by, in 

this case, burning debris catching on pigeon spikes or netting and entering open 

windows, is unusual and something that during the initial stages of directing crews 

and prioritising tasks would be difficult, but not impossible, to predict. In light of the 

number of competing considerations during those early stages and the inherent 
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difficulty of predicting the downward spread of the fire, I would not make any criticism 

of the failure to anticipate that the fire would spread downwards. 

The decision not to evacuate Lakanal House 

The premise that residents are usually safest in their flats (and therefore do not need 

to be evacuated) unless the fire is in their flat or they are affected by heat and smoke 

has been established as a principle from the design stage of buildings such as 

Lakanal House. It is not unreasonable that the LFB should develop policies and 

procedures, as well as training for staff, based on this principle. 

I do not consider that the LFB should have advised a complete evacuation by all 

residents for this fire. To have done this would have required both the benefit of 

hindsight and a departure from established advice. 

Opportunities to give advice to Dayana Francisquini and Helen Udoaka 

However, there was a point at which the appropriateness of the stay put advice 

needed to be considered and reassessed, especially for those residents immediately 

impacted by the developing fire, that is, above and to the north of flat 65. 

With the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to say that the prospects of survival for the 

persons trapped in flat 81 were better on the east balcony of the 12th floor than in the 

bathroom of flat 81 and that, in normal circumstances, there was a simple route from 

one to the other. 

Any decision to give Dayana Francisquini and Helen Udoaka advice to exit flat 81 

would have needed to be taken by an Incident Commander. Those working within 

the control room at Brigade Control could not have been expected to depart from the 

advice to "stay put". 

I have seen no evidence that any Incident Commander considered advising those in 

the bathroom of flat 81 to make their way to the east balcony of the 12th floor. There 

appear to be several reasons why this may not have been considered. 
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The knowledge that the LFB had of Lakanal House at the time of the fire was limited. 

While there were fire fighters who did have some experience and knowledge of 

Lakanal House, mainly through attendance at previous incidents, this knowledge 

was largely not shared or available to those who were required to make decisions or 

brief crews. 

Whilst Dayana Francisquini and Helen Udoaka had, at various points, been in direct 

contact with Brigade Control and with other persons outside the building, Incident 

Commanders do not appear to have recognised that they could use these lines of 

communication to advise those in the bathroom of flat 81 to exit it and move 

elsewhere. 

There were five changes of Incident Commander, with three changes occurring in 

the first 61 minutes. This raises questions about the ability of the Incident 

Commanders to have a full picture of the incident and to consider any change in 

tactics. 

Had any of the Incident Commanders reached a considered decision against 

advising those in the bathroom of flat 81 to move to the east balcony on the 12th floor 

I would not criticise it. Any attempt at the time to compare the relative safety of the 

bathroom of flat 81 and the east balcony of the 12th floor would have needed to 

recognise that: it was uncertain whether conditions in the bathroom would become 

untenable and if so when; persons on the 12th floor balcony could not be reached by 

an aerial ladder platform; the fire in flat 79 lay between them and the escape route 

along the balcony to the ground floor via the central staircase; there was smoke 

logging in the central staircase; the future development of the fire could not fully be 

predicted; and conditions on the balcony might become untenable. In the 

circumstances, advising those in the bathroom of flat 81 to move to the east balcony 

on the 12th floor would have been a bold decision to make. 

I cannot express a firm view on whether any attempt to advise those in the bathroom 

of flat 81 to move would have saved their lives as that would depend on: when the 

decision to do so was made; how any communication with those in the bathroom of 
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flat 81 would have been achieved; what would have been said; and how those in the 

bathroom would have responded. 

Opportunities to rescue the occupants of the bathroom of flat 81 

I have seen no evidence that Incident Commanders considered tasking fire fighters 

to rescue those in the bathroom of flat 81 via the route from the east balcony on the 

12th floor as opposed to via the central corridor on the 11 th floor. The main reason for 

this would appear to be the limited knowledge that LFB had of Lakanal House. The 

number of changes of Incident Commander may also have been a factor. 

The rescue of~ stemmed from them being observed on the balcony. A 

crew of 4 fire fighters was tasked with rescuing them. As this crew entered the 

building they were provided with incorrect information about which floor flat 81 was 

on. They were subsequently instructed by another officer to carry out a rescue of the 

occupant of flat 56. While this may be an indication of the pressure crews were 

under as new information came to hand, it also indicates that the incident command 

function was not effective as this new instruction effectively split the rescue crew and 

meant that only a crew of two reached the 12th floor. 

I cannot express a firm view on who, if anyone, within flat 81 would have been saved 

had more resources been deployed or the crew of 4 fire fighters not been split, given: 

the hostile environment within the building; the limited air supply that fire fighters 

would have had available to them by the time they reached the 12th floor; and the 

uncertainty over the last time when the route from the balcony to the bathroom would 

have been viable. 

Opportunities to consider the escape options available to Catherine Hickman 

The situation for the occupant of flat 79 was different. The rapid fire spread into flat 

79 from flat 65 meant that there was only a limited time for Catherine Hickman to 

escape. Reports from Catherine Hickman to Brigade Control indicate that by about 

16:32 it was "orange everywhere" and at 16:35 she attempted to open her front door 

but was unable to do so. 
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Nevertheless there were opportunities during the fire survival call to explore in more 

detail, and make use of, the escape options available to her before they became 

untenable. However I do not think it would be right to criticise the individual operator. 

In my view, any such criticism would be based on the excessive use of hindsight. 

Pre-planning by LFB 

On the basis of the material that I have seen at the time of writing this report, I am a 

little surprised at the content of the available pre-planning information and its limited 

nature. Once I have seen more evidence about how and why information was and 

was not collected, recorded and shared, I will be able express a view on the 

adequacy of the approach that prevailed at the time. 
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EXPERT’S DECLARATION 

I, Brian William Davey, DECLARE THAT: 

I understand that my duty in providing written reports and giving evidence is to 

help the Court, and that this duty overrides any obligation to the person who 

has paid or is liable to pay me. I confirm that I have complied and will continue 

to comply with my duty. 

2. I confirm that I have not entered into any arrangement where the amount or 

payment of my fees is in any way dependent on the outcome of the case. 

3. I know of no conflict of interest of any kind, other than any which I have 

disclosed in my report. 

4. I do not consider that any interest which I have disclosed affects my suitability 

as an expert witness on any issues on which I have given evidence. 

I will advise the Assistant Deputy Coroner if, between the date of my report 

and the inquests, there is any change in circumstances which affects my 

answers to points 3 and 4 above. 

6. I have shown the sources of all information I have used. 

7. I have exercised reasonable care and skill in order to be accurate and 

complete in preparing this report. 

I have endeavoured to include in my report those matters, of which I have 

knowledge or of which I have been made aware, that might adversely affect 

the validity of my opinion. I have clearly stated any qualifications to my 

opinion. 
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I have not, without forming an independent view, included or excluded 

anything which has been suggested to me by others, including those by whom 

l am instructed. 

10. I will notify those instructing me immediately and confirm in writing if, for any 

reason, my existing report requires any correction or qualification. 

11. I understand that: 

a) questions may be put to me in writing for the purposes of clarifying my 

report and that my answers shall be treated as part of my report and 

covered by my statement of truth; 

b) the court may at any stage direct a discussion to take place between 

experts for the purpose of identifying and discussing the expert issues 

in the proceedings, where possible reaching an agreed opinion on 

those issues and identifying what action, if any, may be taken to 

resolve any outstanding issues; 

c) the court may direct that, following a discussion between experts, a 

statement should be prepared showing those issues which are agreed, 

and those issues which are not agreed, together with a summary of the 

reasons for disagreeing; 

d) I may be required to attend court and that I may be asked questions 

about my report by one or more of the properly interested persons, who 

may be assisted by an expert; 

e) I am likely to be the subject of public adverse criticism by the Assistant 

Deputy Coroner if the Court concludes that I have not taken reasonable 

care in trying to meet the standards set out above. 
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STATEI~IENT OF TRUTH 

I confirm that, insofar as the facts stated in my report are within my own knowledge, I 

have made clear which they are and I believe them to be true, and that the opinions I 

have expressed represent my true and complete professional opinion. 

Signatur~ ~¢Lr_~v-,, .... .~:~ .............................. 

Date... I~11 !.!.~.~. ....................................... 
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Appendix 1 

LIST OF MATERIAL CONSIDERED 

All witness statements contained in the set of advocates bundles entitled "Witnesses 

to be called" dated 19 December 2012 

All witness statements contained in the set of advocates bundles entitled 

"Statements to be read" dated 19 December 2012 

All documents contained in the set of advocates bundles entitled "Bundle of 

documents relevant to the witnesses giving evidence in the first half of the inquests - 

sections 01 to 08" dated 21 December 2012 

All witness statements contained in the bundle of witness statements dated 11 

September 2012 

The fire investigation report by Peter Mansi dated 30.3.12 and the appendices to it 

BRE report (271805v3) dated 11.5.12 

BRE report (266862v2) dated 21.4.11 

BRE report (278607) dated 30.4.12 

Expert report of Emma Wilson dated 16 November 2012 

Letter of instruction to Professor Bion dated 9 November 2012 

Expert report of Professor Julian Bion dated 22 November 2012 

Documents from LFB (938 pages) together with an index and covering letter dated 

7.9.12 prepared by LFB 
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The appendices to the LFB’s operational review report dated November 2012 

Letter from the Assistant Deputy Coroner to LFB dated 14 December 2012 

Letter from the LFB to the Assistant Deputy Coroner dated 20 December 2012 and 

all 12 attachments to that letter 

All MPS exhibits disclosed by the Assistant Deputy Coroner to properly interested 

persons 
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