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3 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

Executive Summary 

On the 3rd July 2009, a fire broke out in Lakanal, CambePwell, London. The fire spread extensively 
throughout the building and claimed the lives of six people. 

The Metropolitan Police Se~ice has requested assistance to collate and amalgamate all the expert 
evidence and other relevant information that has been produced and/or collected by the vadous agencies 
involved in the investigation. I have presented the findings from the vadous pieces of work undertaken as 
par[ of the investigation into this incident in a single coherent document wherein the implications of the 
conclusions of each piece of work and their relationship to one another can be readily identified and 

understood 

My interpretation and analysis has necessarily involved a substantial element of expert opinion. This report 
makes clear where I am giving opinion. This report has been prepared using a large number of documents 
from which quotes and excerpts have been taken where they are of relevance to this piece of work. Where 

quotes and excerpts have been taken, every effort has been made to try to avoid them being presented out 
of context; however the reader is advised to consult original documents where there is any doubt in this 
regard. 

This report is based upon information provided to me by the Metropolitan Police Service. Any new 
information or changes to current information and/or assumptions may necessitate review or modification of 
the findings of this report. 

The following documents have been received from the Metropolitan Police Service and have been 

reviewed. 

Witness statements ($1 to $296). 

o Please note that I have reviewed the 999 transcript for Catherine HICKMAN but I have not 
provided any review as, in my opinion, it should only be reviewed/presented in its entirety. 

The BRE reconstruction and modelling report commissioned by MPS and LFB (BRE report number 

259441). 

The BRE stairwell smoke movement report commissioned by DCLG (BRE report number 

266862v2). 

The LFB Fire Investigation report for incident number 117648091. 

rd A letter, dated 23 February 2011, from the Principal Construction Professional at DCLG 
responding to questions posed by LFB regarding recommendations in Approved Document B that 

are relevant to the incident at Lakanal. 

A latter ti0ed The Lakanal fire on 3 July 2009, Information for the Police" and annexed material 
from Burton Copeland Solicitors (not dated). 
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4 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

An email, and attached material, from Bur[on Copeland Solicitors to MPS regarding fire safety 
guidance given to residents at Lakanal, sent on the 1st March 2011. 

An approval from the Greater London Council Depadment of Architecture and Civic Design, dated 
21st December 1984, in connection with an application dated 3rd December 1984, reference 

AR/X20743/CRS, for the installation of doors and screens into the common paris of Lakanal and 
Marie Curie. 

A letter from Donald James Chadered Surveyors dated 2nd December 1986 in connection with 
improvement works at Lakanal and Marie Curie. 

The contract between Southwark Council and Apollo London Ltd for the refurbishment work of 

2006 to 2007. 

TLT Solicitors report; Report relating to a refurbishment contract for Lakanal House, Cambe~ell, 
dated 5th Apd12011. 

The building manual and property file for Lakanal produced by Apollo London Ltd in relation to the 
refurbishment work of 2006 to 2007. 

Legislation relevant to the design, construction and maintenance of Lakanal with respect to fire. 
Details of the documents reviewed can be found in the references chapter. 

Guidance and standards relevant to the design, construction and maintenance of Lakanal with 
respect to fire. Details of the documents reviewed can be found in the references chapter. 

The review of the documentation has been used to compile information regarding the following fire 
protection measures installed throughout Lakanal. 

The doors separating the flats from the communal areas 

Front doors to flats 

Escape doors 

Balcony doors 

The panels above the front doors to flats 

The ’boxing in’ around where the flat staircases penetrated into the cross-section of the suspended 
ceiling above the communal corridor 

The walls separating the flats from the communal corddor 

o Fire resistance 

o Reaction to fire 

The construction of the suspended ceiling of the communal corridor 

The composite panels within the window assemblies 

The balcony panels 
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5 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

The cross ventilation scheme through the building 

I understand from MPS that they wish this report to link all of the relevant information from the documents 

listed in 7.1 to 7.14 into a coherent form. Specifically, the report collates information on all, or as many as 
possible, of the following points: 

What was found to be in Lakanal, with respect to the fire protection measures detailed above, at 
the time of the fire? 

What fire protection measures would be expected to be present in a block of fiats to meet the 
requirements of Par[ B of the Building Regulations or any previous equivalent requirements? 

The likely fire performance of the relevant measures in Lakanal at the time of the fire, based upon 

data from testing and the reconstruction, compared with the performance that would have been 
expected for the building to be deemed, in my opinion, to satisfy the requirements of the Building 
Regulations. 

Whether there are any direct implications arising from the difference between the actual fire 
performance of features and their expected performance? 

Which individuals or organisations have been identified through contracts associated with the 
building as being responsible for either the design, construction or ongoing maintenance of the 
relevant fire protection measures in Lakanal? 

Discussion 

Given the complexity of the issues dealt with in this report, and to minimise the risk of mis-interpretation, the 
findings presented here in the Executive Summm~ are a direct copy of the Discussion and Conclusions 
chapters, including references to chapters within the main text. 

Front Doors to Flats 

Four types of front door were found to be in Lakanal at the time of the fire. There was, in my opinion, 
significant variability in their fire performance. More detail can be found in chapters 6.3 and 7.6. 

The original doors appear to have been of FD30 (30 minutes fire resistance) specification, and this level of 
specification should have been maintained throughout the life of the building. Any building work that 
significantly altered the strategy for means of escape or compartmentation should have considered the 
possible need to upgrade these doo~s in accordance with guidance relevant at the time works would be 

carried out. Fire risk assessment under the RR(FS)O should have identified the need for these doors to be 
upgraded to FD30S (30 minutes fire resistance with smoke seals), see chapter 5.4.5. 

The doors present at the time of the incident, and directly involved in the development of the fire during the 

incident, appear to have been broadly equivalent to an FD30 door. However, given the presence of hollow 
core doors used as front doors elsewhere in Lakanal, this level of protection appears to have been involved 
in the incident as a result of chance rather than as a result of design. 

The absence of smoke seals on the doors contributed to the quantity of smoke that was able to pass 
between maisonettes and the communal corridor prior to the integrity of the doors themselves being 
breached by the fire. Front doors that were physically breached by the fire (i.e. burnt through to some 
extent) were the front doors of Flat 65, Flat 79 and Flat 81. The basic construction of these doors appears 
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6 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

to have been broadly equivalent to that of the original FD30 doors, as evidenced by the correlation of the 
incident timeline with data from the reconstruction, discussed in chapter 7.6. 

As previously mentioned, the front doors to fiats should have been upgraded to FD30S doors. In not 
having been so upgraded, the front doors throughout Lakanal allowed more smoke to spread throughout 

the building than would have been the case. This included smoke spread into the common areas repor[ed 
by people evacuating the building dudng the eady stages of the incident and later smoke spread into Flat 
81 from the communal corridor. This also included smoke spread from the common areas back into flats. 

Responsibility for replacement of doo~s during the life of the building will, in my opinion, rest with: 

in the case of work commissioned on the basis of like-for-like replacement, the company fitting the 
replacement doors; 

in the case of work commission on the basis of doors specified for installation in lieu of existing 
doors, the person specifying the doors, unless responsibility for Building Regulations (or equivalent) 

compliance had been fo~ally passed to another pariy through contract. 

Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment and subsequent upgrade of the front doors to FD30S 
doors rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the role of the 
person commissioning the fire risk assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role 

likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the 
building. 

Escape Doors 

The escape doors in Lakanal at the time of the fire appear to have been those which were originally 
installed in Lakanal when it was built, see chapters 6.3 and 7.6. 

Given that these doors were not changed since the construction of the building, more recent versions of the 
Building Regulations and associated guidance would not have become applicable at any point during the 
life of the building. However, as with the front doors to flats: 

Any building work that significantly altered the strategy for means of escape or compar[mentation 
should have considered the possible need to upgrade these doors in accordance with guidance 
relevant at the time works would be carried out. 

Fire risk assessment under the RR(FS)O should have identified the need for these doors to be 
upgraded to FD30S (30 minutes fire resistance with smoke seals), see chapter 5.4.5. 

The absence of smoke seals on the doors contributed to the quantity of smoke that was able to pass 
between maisonettes and the communal corridor prior to the integrity of the doors themselves being 
breached by the fire. 

In not having been so upgraded, the escape doors throughout Lakanal allowed more smoke to spread 

throughout the building. This included smoke spread into the communal areas reporied by people 
evacuating the building dudng the early stages of the incident and later smoke spread into Flat 81 from the 
communal contdor. This also included smoke spread from the common areas back into flats. 

Responsibility for replacement of doo~s during the life of the building will, in my opinion, rest with; 
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7 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

in the case of work commissioned on the basis of like-for-like replacement, the company fitting the 
replacement doors; 

in the case of work commission on the basis of doors specified for installation in lieu of existing 
doors, the person specifying the doors, unless responsibility for Building Regulations (or equivalent) 

compliance had been formally passed to another par[y through contract. 

Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment and subsequent upgrade of the escape doors to FD30S 
doors rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the role of the 

person commissioning the fire risk assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role 
likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the 
building. 

Balcony Doors 

The balcony doors, at the time of the incident, were aluminium frame with a glazed upper half and a 
composite panel, which I understand incorporated compressed cellulose (wood) and resin outer layers 
(Trespa) and a foam core, in the lower half. 

BS 5588 Par[ 1 1990, through Approved Document B 2000, recommends that all doors opening onto 
external escape routes should be FD20 fire doors. In my opinion, if a suitable engineering case was put 

forward at the relevant design stage, it could be argued that given that the remainder of the wall only 

provided fire resisting construction up to 1100ram above the deck of the external escape route, a glazed 
panel could have been installed in the door above 1100mm. However the lower half of the door would have 
to remain fire resisting. Like-for-like replacement of the kitchen balcony door (to avoid the need for Building 
Regulations approval with respect to this feature) should have resulted in a non-glazed fire door being 
installed here. 

In my opinion, the balcony doors installed would not have provided suitable fire resistance in the upper 
glazed half or in the lower half (i.e. the half incorporating the composite panel). The composite panels in 
the BRE reconstruction allowed fire to pass from one side to another in less than five minutes, with total 

collapse of the panels occurring within seven minutes. The recommendation in BS 5588 Par[ 1 1990, 
through Approved Document B 2000 is for the balcony door to provide 20 minutes fire resistance, albeit 
against a standard fire curve. 

Because the tire performance of the balcony doors was less than recommended, this reduced the level of 
protection afforded to that escape route. The comments made by the family rescued from the 12th floor 

balcony (statements 110 and 202/202A, paragraphs 70, 85 and 86) indicate that the level of fire protection 
afforded to the balcony may have contributed to their decision not to self evacuate, although they also 
mention concerns about what they might have encountered in the main stairwell, had they used it. 

The repor[ from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006-2007 refurbishment, and my own review 
of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 
Regulations and that, in par[icular, Apollo had design responsibility for the balcony doors (see chapters 
3.10, 3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10 there are issues regarding communication 
between the various par[ies involved in the refurbishment that may require funther review by a contracts 
specialist. 

Panels above Front Doors to Flats 
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8 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

The panels above the front doors were made of timber and appeared to be part of the odginal frame around 
the front doors of the flats in Lakanal. The panel tested in the reconstruction was exposed to fire 
temperatures for approximately 16 minutes prior to the temperature data from the reconstruction indicating 

that it had failed. However, this panel was originally associated with the odginal suspended ceiling/ser~ice 
duct arrangement in the communal corddor for which I have no information, so it is not possible to assess 
how this panel originally interacted, or was intended to interact, with the corridor in the original design and 
construction of Lakanal. 

The panels above the front doors, from the time of the installation of the suspended ceiling at the position 
rd 

where it was located at the time of the incident on the 3 July 2009, became a part of the line of 
compartmentation separating the flats from the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the corridor. In 
respect of the cavity above the suspended ceiling, the panel was not associated with any door or an~hing 

penetrating the line of compartmentation and so should have been designed and modified to provide an 
equivalent level to that provided by the remainder of the wall. In my opinion, this would have been 
approximately 60 to 90 minutes fire resistance. Note that ascertaining this would require subjecting the wall 

to a suitable standard fire test. 

The panels in place in Lakanal at the time of the incident appear from the reconstruction data to have 
provided a lower level of fire resistance than the remainder of the compartment wall. The reconstruction 
data indicates that the panels afforded approximately 16 minutes of fire resistance rather than the 60-90 
minutes likely to have been provided by the wall. The data from the reconstruction indicates that the 

conditions the fire produced in Flat 79 were not significantly more severe than those of a standard fire in 
accordance with BS476 Part 20 (see chapter 6.1). 

The performance of the panels led to fire being able to spread from Flat 79 into the cavity above the 
th suspended ceiling in the 11 fioor communal conidor more quickly than would be the case if they were as 

described in paragraph 971, allowing the fire and large quantities of smoke to spread within the suspended 

ceiling, which then, as a result of the per[ormance of the panel above the front door of Flat 81 and other 
deficiencies, led to smoke spread into Flat 81 and the bathroom of Flat 81. 

Responsibility for the condition of the panels above the front doors during the incident, in my opinion, rests 
with the person responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the 
improvement works detailed in the letter from Donald James Chartered Surveyors in 1984 (see chapter 
3.9). Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 

Regulations responsibility had been formally passed to another par[y through contract. The design should 
have considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and 
the various other fire compartments within Lakanal. 

However, the fire protection afforded by the panel should have been identified on three other occasions: 

During the inspection of the building by SBDS prior to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of the 
suspended ceiling during the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 

required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to repot[ any defects in the existing 
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9 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 

defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire risk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Further inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 

my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the panels, and suitable remedial work being 
carried out. Note that I would not expect a risk assessor to have been able to see the panels from 
within the flats, as fire ~isk assessment is only concerned with the common parts of blocks of flats, 
not individual dwellings. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O 

would rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk assessment in 
Marie Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since 
someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

’Boxing in’ under Staircases 

At the time of the fire, the ’boxing in’ under the stairs consisted of a few sheets of ceramic board, fixed 
using nails to the underside of the timber staircase. The ’boxing in’ examined during the BRE on-site 
investigation of Lakanal appeared to be only ve~ weakly fixed to the underside of the stairs. The 
reconstruction fire indicated that the ’boxing in’ provided a negligible level of fire resistance from the 
maisonettes into the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the common corridor. This is largely due to the 

fact that this fire stopping was fixed to a combustible structure, which was consumed by the fire. The level 
of fire resistance afforded against fire spread from the cavity above the suspended ceiling into the 
maisonettes appears from the analysis of the incident timeline to have been slightly higher. This is due to 

the combustible structure of the stairs being protected by the ’boxing in’ from fire spread in this direction. 

Approved Document B 1985 and 2000 recommend, among other things, that fire-stopping should be 
reinforced with or supported by materials of limited combustibility where the unsupported span is greater 
than 100mm. The 1974 GLC guidance on means of escape recommends that all linings and the supports 
of those linings should be non-combustible. In my opinon, modification of all of the staircases (understood 
to be an original feature of the building) so that they no longer cut into the cross section of the common 
corridor, would have required a considerable amount of work. This existing feature, combined with the 
provision within Approved Document B forfire stopping to span a distance in excess of 100ram, gives room 
for the interpretation that the staircase was in effect a penetration through the line of compartmentation and 
should be suitably fire stopped. However, given the span of the fire stopping, work under the Building 
Regulations should have led to the reinforcement of the fire stopping. Under the requirements of the 

London Building Acts 1930-1939, the ’boxing in’ should not have been fixed to the combustible structure of 
the staircase. Under either regulato~ environment, the ’boxing in’ should have been fixed to a non- 
combustible structure. In my opinion, this piece of fire stopping around the underside of the stairs should 
have been designed and installed to provide a minimum of 30 minutes fire resistance, and should have 

been suppor[ed by a structure independent of the timber staircase (i.e. fixed with suitable reinforcement into 
the compar[ment wall and compartment floor) as has been done in Marie Curie since the incident at 
Lakanal. 

The ceramic ’boxing in’ under the stairs in Lakanal provided negligible protection against the spread of fire 
from Flat 79 into the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the communal conidor. In my opinion, it only 
provided a few minutes of fire resistance to fire spread from the cavity above the suspended ceiling into Flat 
81. In both cases, it should have provided a minimum of 30 minutes fire resistance against a standard fire. 
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10 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

The performance of the ’boxing in’ under the staircase led to rapid fire spread into the cavity above the 
suspended ceiling in the communal corridor linked to the fire in Flat 79 involving the staircase. It 
subsequently also then led to fire spreading to involve the staircase in Flat 81. 

Responsibility for the ’boxing in’ under the stairs during the incident, in my opinion, rests with the person 

responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the improvement 

works detailed in the letter from Donald James Char[ered Surveyors in 1984 (see chapter 3.9). 
Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 

Regulations had been fo~ally passed to another pariy through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 

vadous other fire compartments within Lakanal. This should have included the provision of adequate fire 
stopping around penetrations. 

However, the fire protection afforded by the ’boxing in’ under the stairs should have been identified on three 

other occasions: 

During the inspection of the building by SBDS prior to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of the 
suspended ceiling during the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire risk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Further inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 
my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the ’boxing in’ under the stairs, and suitable 
remedial work being carried out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the 
RR(FS)O would rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire dsk 
assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark 
Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

Corridor Walls - Fire Resistance 

The fire resistance of the walls had, in the main, not altered since the construction of Lakanal. However the 
line of compar[mentation had been breached by various pieces of pipework installed since initial 
construction. These pieces of pipework are, in my opinion, likely to have been associated with the 
replacement of the heating system in 1985. 

Approved Document B 1985 makes recommendations regarding the provision of fire stopping in 
compartment walls in Appendix H (see chapter 5.2.5). Approved Document B 2000 makes 

recommendations regarding the provision of fire stopping in compartment walls in Section 11 (see chapter 

5.4.3). 

The poor fire stopping in the compartment wall allowed smoke to spread across compar[ment walls 
throughout the building, and in par[icular into the bathroom of Flat 81. This fire stopping should have 
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11 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

prevented smoke from entering the bathroom of Flat 81 at least until it began to become affected by direct 
fire impingement. 

The effect of the poor fire stopping was to cause exposure of the occupants of the bathroom of Flat 81 to a 
greater dose (dose is the product of concentration and time) of smoke and fire effluent than would have 
been the case if the fire stopping had been adequate. 

Responsibility for the fire stopping around these penetrations, in my opinion, rests with the person 
responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the improvement 

works detailed in the letter from Donald James Char[ered Surveyors in 1984 (see chapter 3.9). 

Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 
Regulations had been fo~ally passed to another party through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 

various other fire compartments within Lakanal. This should have included the provision of adequate fire 
stopping around penetrations. 

However, the condition of the fire stopping should have been identified on three other occasions: 

During the inspection of the building by SBDS prior to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of the 
suspended ceiling during the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up or other-wise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire risk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Further inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 

my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the fire stopping, and suitable remedial work 
being carried out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O would 
rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire ~isk assessment in Marie 
Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since 
someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

Corridor Walls - Reaction to Fire 

The walls in the communal corridors of Lakanal had numerous layers of paint on them that had been 

applied over the life of the building. The sur[ace pen~o~ance of the walls of the conidor, with all of the 
layers of paint that had been applied, was, in my opinion, not Class 0 (see chapter 5.4.3). 

Approved Document B (all versions) and the Fire Risk Assessment guide, through Approved Document B, 
recommend that the sur[aces of walls and ceilings in common and circulation spaces in blocks of flats 
should be Class 0. 

The Class 0 recommendation effectively means that walls in common and circulation spaces should be of 
ve~ limited combustibility. A Class 0 sur[ace, in my opinion, would not have contributed to the spread of 
the fire. It may burn, but it would not be expected to contribute to the size and spread of the fire. In my 
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12 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

opinion, the surfaces of the walls of the common corridors did contribute to the spread of the fire along the 

corridor and to the amount of energy that was released by fire involving the corridor. This is supported by 
the work carried out by Bureau Vedtas and further analysis of the work carried out by BRE detailed in the 
reconstruction and modelling report (see chapter 3.2). 

The performance of the surface of the walls in the common corridor contributed to both fire spread along 
the corridor and to the severity of conditions encountered by London Fire Brigade when they reached the 
11th floor corridor. 

Depending on when the layers of paint were added to the surface of the walls of the corridor, responsibility 
could lie with one or all of; 

the person responsible for complying with the fire centiflcate under the Fire Precautions 0Norkplace) 
Regulations 1997, 

the person responsible for the building fire risk assessment under the Fire Precautions 0Norkplace) 

Regulations 1997 and the Fire Precautions (Workplace) (Amendment) Regulations 1999, 

the responsible person under the RR(FS)O. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the 
role of the person commissioning the fire risk assessment in Marie Curie and the subsequent 
remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark 
Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

Suspended Ceiling in Communal Corridor 

The suspended ceilings in the common corridors of Lakanal were constructed from laminated chipboard 
panels supported on a timber frame. The surface performance of the suspended ceilings, both upper and 
lower surfaces, was, in my opinion, not Class 0. The addition of suspended ceilings in the communal 
corridors of Lakanal also resulted in the introduction of extended concealed spaces (cavities) above the 

suspended ceilings. The concealed spaces above the suspended ceilings in Lakanal extended along the 
entire length of the building; approximately 60 metres. 

Approved Document B (all versions) and the Fire Risk Assessment guide, through Approved Document B, 
recommend that the surfaces of walls and ceilings in common and circulation spaces in blocks of flats 
should be Class 0. Table A5 of Approved Document B 1985 indicates that, even with proprietm~ 
treatments, timber products may only be capable of achieving a Class 1 surface spread of flame 
classification. Approved Document B 1985 recommends that concealed spaces in all buildings, other than 

between a roof and a ceiling (i.e. a loft) should be limited in length to 20m, and that all surfaces exposed in 
the cavity should be Class 0. 

In my opinion, the materials involved in the construction of the suspended ceiling contributed to the spread 

of the fire in the common corddor and to the overall fuel load in the common corridor. In addition, the 
absence of any subdivision of the cavity above the suspended ceiling meant that there were no barders to 

the rapid fire spread that occurred. These factors contributed to the severity of the conditions encountered 
by London Fire Brigade when they reached the corridor and contributed to the spread of smoke into Flat 81 
and the bathroom of Flat 81. If the suspended ceiling and its supporting structure had been Class 0, in my 

opinion, the ceiling would have conbibuted ve~j little, if any[hing, to the fuel load in the corridor. Conditions 
for fire fighters in the corridor would have been less severe and they would have been able to progress 
more quickly along the conidor as, once the fire in Flat 79 had been dealt with, the corridor should not have 
continued to burn by itself. 
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13 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 

specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 
Regulations had been fo~ally passed to another party through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 

vadous other fire compartments within Lakanal. The design should also have considered the fire 
performance of the surfaces that would be facing into the cavity and into the common corridor. 

However, the condition of the fire stopping should have been identified on three other occasions: 

During the inspection of the building by SBDS prior to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of the 
suspended ceiling during the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up OF othe~’wise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire risk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Further inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 
my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the fire stopping, and suitable remedial work 
being carried out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O would 
rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire dsk assessment in Marie 
Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since 
someone within $outhwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

Composite Panels 

Composite panels were installed into the window sets in the bedrooms, the balcony doors in the kitchens 
and living rooms, and as a panel to the side of the kitchen door. The panels, at the time of the incident, 

were composite panels which I understand incorporated compressed cellulose and resin outer layers 
(Trespa, see statement 249, paragraph 521) and a foam core. These panels were subjected to B8476 Part 
7 tests and found to have a surface spread of flame classification of Class 3. 

Approved Document B 2000 recommends that all doors opening onto external escape routes should be fire 
resisting (20 minutes fire resistance, albeit against a standard fire cuwe). Approved Document B 2000 also 
recommends that all external non-glazed surfaces over 18m above ground level should be Class 0 (see 
chapter 5.4.3). 

In my opinion, the balcony doors installed would not have provided any fire resistance in the lower half (i.e. 
the half incorporating the composite panel). The composite panels in the reconstruction allowed fire to 
pass from one side to another in less than five minutes, with total collapse of the panels occurring within 
seven minutes. The composite panels were also tested to BS476 Part 7, where they achieved a surface 
spread of flame classification of Class 3. 

It should be noted that the statement from Trespa (statement 249) indicates that their panel can be supplied 
in a "Fire Retardant" (F.R.) grade, although this was not used. Furthermore, it is stated that where F.R. 

grade is used for panels of 8ram thickness or greater, it achieves a Class 0 rating (see paragraph 859 for 
definition). In my opinion, the F.R. grade Trespa panel could have been used in conjunction with a suitably 
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14 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

formulated foam (see paragraph 546.1) to achieve a finished composite panel that was Class 0. However, 

this opinion is based upon my experience of fire testing at BRE, not the preparation of composite panels. I 
suggest that this subject needs to be addressed by an appropriate experL 

Because the fire performance of the composite panels was less than recommended, this reduced the level 
of protection afforded to that escape route. This was evidenced by the various people that became trapped 
on the balconies because they became cut off from their only means of escape; the common staircase. 

The lower than recommended per[ormance of the window panels, in my opinion, promoted the spread of 
fire from Flat 65 to Flat 79. 

The repot[ from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment, and my own 
review of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 

Regulations and that, in par[icular, Apollo had design responsibility for the window sets (see chapters 3.10, 
3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10, there are issues regarding communication 

between the various par[ies involved in the refurbishment that may require fur[her review by a contract 
specialist. 

Responsibility for carrying out a risk assessment which would have identified these issues with respect to 
the composite panels rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to 
the role of the person commissioning the fire dsk assessment in Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial 
works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in 
control’ of the building. 

However, the information in the building manual regarding the composite panels indicates that they 
are as specified for the refurbishment, rather than as installed/built. This information indicates that 
the window panels are faced with aluminium and provides no information regarding the insulation 
material in the panel. As such, unless there was intrusive examination of the panel, anyone 
can~ing out a fire risk assessment and seeking information on the fire safety implications of the 
panel would have been mis-informed in this respect. 

Balcony Panels 

The balcony panels, at the time of the incident, were found to be compressed cellulose and resin sheets 
(Trespa panels). These panels were subjected to BS476 Par[ 7 tests and found to have a sur[ace spread 
of flame classification of Class 2. 

Neither Approved Document B 2000 nor BS5588 Par[ 1 deals specifically with balcony panels or the 
protection of external escape balconies. However, there is guidance with regards to external stairs which 
has some relevance (see chapter 5.4.3). 

The performance of the balcony panels during the incident led to them burning through, with implications for 
the usability of the means of escape balconies. 

The repor[ from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment, and my own 
review of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 

Regulations and that, in par[icular, Apollo had design responsibility for the window sets (see chapters 3.10, 
3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10, there are issues regarding communication 
between the various par[ies involved in the refurbishment that may require fur[her review by a contract 
specialist. 
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15 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

Cross Ventilation Scheme 

Lakanal was designed and built with a scheme of cross ventilation intended to ensure that the common 
areas of Lakanal remained sufficiently clear of smoke to allow for safe evacuation of the building. This 
incorporated permanently open vents where the communal spaces met the external walls of the building; at 

the ends of the corridors and within the lobbies. Originally, this required that the common paris of Lakanal, 
with the exception of the main staircase, should be kept fully clear in te~s of the free ventilation area. This 
meant that there were no doors across the corridors of Lakanal when it was originally built. At the time of 
the fire, security doors were present, separating the corridors from the lobbies. These had small vents 
installed in them, but still caused a significant restriction to the free ventilation area of the common spaces. 

In 1984, an approval was issued by the Greater London Council for the installation of security doors across 
the corridors. However, this approval was issued on the condition that "The new screens and doors across 
the corridor shall be provided with permanently open ventilation of not less than O. 5m2 as shown. In 

2 addition lm of clear operable ventilation area in the doorway shall be provided giving a total of 1.5m of 
ventilation area" (see chapter 3.8). The security doors present at the time of the fire only had a ventilation 
area of 0.3m2. This smaller ventilation area would have restricted the free flow of air along the corridors 

more than had been intended by the Greater London Council. 

This form of natural cross ventilation of corridors in blocks in flats was phased out as an acceptable means 
of safeguarding means of escape with the withdrawal of CP3 Chapter IV. As such, further work on the 
security doors after the application for the Building Act and Building Regulations to inner London, should 

either have ensured like-for-like replacement to ensure preservation of the original, albeit flawed, fire safety 
system, or refurbishment work should have included the design of a new means of protecting the means of 
escape that was accepted by the guidance of the time. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 7.3. 

The pen~ormance of the cross ventilation of the contdo~s was, in my opinion, compromised by the security 
doors which were present at the time of the fire. These security doors caused a reduction in the free 
ventilation area of the corridor, limiting the ability of the cross ventilation scheme to allow dilution and 
removal of smoke from the corridor, evidenced by the degree of smoke logging reported by occupants of 
Lakanal evacuating early during the incident (see chapter 3.1.2). 

Either the security doors that were installed in relation to the approval dated 21st December 1984 

(see chapter 3.8) did not comply with the conditions of the approval, or the doors that were installed 
in relation to this approval did comply, but were later replaced with doors providing a decreased 

ventilation area. 

If the security doors that were installed in relation to the approval did not comply with its conditions, the 
responsibility for this falls with the person or persons that took the decision not to comply with the approval. 
I have not seen any information with which to identify any such person or persons. 

If the security doors that were compliant with the approval were later replaced with doors with a smaller 
ventilation area, the responsibility rests with with the person that specified the design of the replacement 

security doors, unless Building Regulations (or equivalent) responsibility had been formally passed to 
another party through contract. The design should have considered that the original ventilation scheme 
was being compromised and considered an alternative means of ensuring safe means of escape. 

Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment rests with the responsible person. The risk assessor, in 
my opinion, should have used the guide on fire dsk assessment which should have then led the fire risk 
assessor to seek specialist advice on the ventilation scheme used at Lakanal. I presume that the 
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16 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

responsible person would be a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk 

assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council 
since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

Lifts 

As part of this piece of work, I have received and reviewed information regarding the maintenance of the 
lifts in Lakanal. The original layout of the lifts and main staircase was approved by the then Metropolitan 

Borough of Cambe~well when Lakanal was constructed. With the exception of issues affecting the common 

spaces already discussed, the layout of the lifts, lobby and stairs (the aspect which is relevant to Building 
Regulations) does not appear to have changed since Lakanal was constructed, so presents no fudher 
issues in this regard. 

However, the maintenance of the lifts does present some concerns and whilst not a specific objective of this 
piece of work, I make the following observations based on the documents I have reviewed. 

The standard to which lift inspection reports were kept and passed on appears to have varied 

greatly. In padicular, two of the reports I have seen may be amended photocopies of one another, 
although this needs verification by an appropriate expert. 

I have not seen any evidence of a handover of information between the vadous contractors 

carrying out works on the lifts. I would consider such a handover to be beneficial in te~s of 
ensuring that any high priority areas (such as those impacting on safety) are not missed. 

Other than the submission of inspection reports, I have not seen any evidence of correspondence 

between Southwark Council and the lift contractors. 

Conclusions 

Technical - Incident Timeline 

The impact of the modifications to Lakanal on the way in which the fire spread can be summarised as 
follows: 

The severity of the fires in Flat 65 and Flat 79, as well as the spread from the former to the latter, in 

my opinion, was partly attributable to the pedormance of the window panels installed during the 
2006 to 2007 refurbishment. However, the comparison of the reconstruction temperatures with the 
standard temperature-time fire cur~e (see chapter 6.1), and the comparison of the reconstruction 

heat release rate with the MEDIUM fire cu~e (PD 7974 Pad 1) from the reconstruction and 
modelling report indicates that the room fires did not present an unreasonable level of severity for 
the fire protection measures in Lakanal to have to deal with. 

The way in which the fire developed in Flat 79 was affected by the removal of the padition wall and 

the modifications to the staircase in the flat. The modifications to the staircase are understood to 
have been made by Andrew AVELING, with the approval of Southwark Council. I have no 
information regarding the removal of the partition wall. 

Severe smoke logging of the common areas of Lakanal, early during the incident, was in my 
opinion padly attributable to the ventilation area in the security doors present during the fire being 
smaller than specified by the Greater London Council. The cross ventilation scheme, which is no 
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17 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

longer recommended for means of escape corridor protection, contributed to smoke spread. 
However, in my opinion, this smoke logging was made worse by the security doors. 

Fire spread to the lower fioors of Lakanal was due to burning debris, which is not currently 
specifically precluded by any regulations or guidance. 

The smoke spread into the bathroom of Flat 81 occurred padly as a result of smoke overwhelming 
the bathroom ventilation extract system. However, this did not prevent various actions by the 
occupants of the bathroom of Flat 81, including the decision by four individuals to leave and 

evacuate, wherein they succeeded in reaching the external balcony and were later rescued by 
London Fire Bdgade. Later smoke logging was predominantly caused by smoke entering the 

bathroom via the poor fire stopping in compar[mentation of the common corridor. This was as a 
result of vadous deficiencies in relation to the suspended ceiling above the corridor and the 
compartmentation and fire stopping between the cavity above the suspended ceiling and the fiats. 
The suspended ceiling is understood to have been initially installed in conjunction with upgrade of 
the heating system circa 1984. The suspended ceiling panels, among other things, were upgraded 
from standard chipboard to a fire rated board circa 1986. 

The decision of London Fire Bdgade to move their bridgehead outside the building was a result of 

two factors: 

o initially, the fire spreading below the level of the bridgehead on the 7th floor, causing it to be 

moved to the 3rd floor, 

o later, the design of the building (specifically features pertaining to cross ventilation) and the 
prevailing weather conditions during the incident causing smoke logging of the common 
areas throughout the height of the building, forcing London Fire Brigade to move the 
bridgehead out of the building. 

th The involvement of the 11 floor corridor resulted from fire penetrating through the 
compartmentafion separating the corridor from the flats. Compantmentation comprised both the 

front doors and escape doors, and the fire stopping and compar[mentation associated with the 
suspended ceiling installed circa 1984. 

The severity of the fire in the 11 th floor corridor was, in my opinion, due to the amount of fuel 
th loading that was present in the 11 floor corridor, both in te~s of multiple layers of paint on the 

walls, likely to have built up during the life of the building, and the fuel load presented by the 
suspended ceiling panels in the communal corridor, installed circa 1986. 

o The severity of the fire produced in the 11th floor corridor impeded both the progress of 

London Fire Bdgade in dealing with the incident and the ability of occupants of Flat 81 to 
evacuate. It also contributed significantly to the amount of smoke entedng Flat 81 through 
the poor fire stopping between the corridor and the fiats. 

Technical - Building Timeline 

Construction 

At the time when Lakanal was completed, it appears to have been built using the best knowledge that was 
available at the time. Some of its design features continued to be endorsed by codes of practice for over 

BRE Fire and Security Client repor~ number 271805 © BRE Global Ltd 2011 

LFB00028456_0018 
LFB00028456/18



18 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

ten years following its completion and Lakanal and the surrounding development was showcased in the 
Architects’ Journal at the time. 

Works from 1983 to 1986 

I have seen vet~J little information regarding the installation of the suspended ceiling circa 1984. I 
understand that it was installed when the heating system for Lakanal was upgraded. It appears that the 
installation of the suspended ceiling at this time did not adequately consider or deal with the extent of the 
cavity that was being introduced, did not consider maintaining fire separation between the cavity and other 

compartments (flats, the common corridor itself), and did not consider the medium for fire spread that the 
materials used in its construction presented. Some efforts appear to have been made shortly after the 
installation of the suspended ceiling to replace some of the materials used with fire rated materials, 
although this did not address all of the problems with the suspended ceiling. 

Security doors may have been installed in the common corridors around this time. An approval issued by 
the Greater London Council permitted the installation of security doors. However there were conditions 
associated with the approval regarding the ventilation area that should be included. The ventilation area 
specified in the approval was not provided in the security doors in place at the time of the fire. 

Works in 1999 

Work was carried out on the security doors in 1999, but it is not clear whether the doors themselves were 
installed, repaired, modified, or left untouched at this time. 

Refurbishment in 2006 to 2007 

During the refurbishment in 2006 to 2007, the replacement of the original wooden window framed sets and 
asbestos panels with aluminium window framed sets and composite panels, in my opinion, increased the 
susceptibility of the building to allow vertical fire spread from floor to floor. This is partly evidenced by the 
difference between this incident and fire in 1997 (see chapter 6.5). 

The replacement of the original wooden fire door in the kitchen with a glazed and composite panel door, in 

my opinion, reduced the level of protection afforded to the common escape route along the balconies of 
Lakanal. 

The refurbishment is understood to have necessitated access to the cavity above the suspended ceiling. 
As such, those carrying out the work in this area would have been able to see the condition of the fire 
stopping in the compartment walls and the ’boxing in’ beneath the flat stairs. 

Legal - Responsibility for Works 

Responsibility for the works carried out under the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment currently appears to have 
been assigned to Apollo Ltd through their contract with Southwark Council. However, as previously 
discussed, the actions of some members of Southwark Building Design Se~ices Ltd raises some questions 
with respect to this contract which may need re-examining. 

Some of the comments in witness statements from Southwark Building Design Se~ices Ltd 
indicate that they may have used their relationship with Southwark Building Control Services to 
facilitate or simplify the building approval process. 
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19 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

Southwark Council was, as the Cambe~well Housing Office, the overall client for the refurbishment. 

It was also, as Southwark Building Control, the enforcer for the refurbishment work. Southwark 
Building Control was made aware of the refurbishment work, including work that impacted upon fire 
safety provisions. Southwark Building Design Se~ices Ltd was acting as the consultant for the 
refurbishment and intervened with communication between the contractor; Apollo Ltd, and 
Southwark Building Control, despite responsibility for compliance with Building Regulations having 
been left with Apollo Ltd. I have not yet seen any written record of the communication that took 
place between Southwark Building Design Services Ltd and Southwark Building Control. 

The various roles played by Southwark Council’s departments in the refurbishment, in addition to 
the comments made in witness statements, raise questions regarding conflicts of interest between 
the need for ensuring Building Regulations compliance and the need for ensuring cost 

effectiveness and timeliness of the refurbishment work. 

Apollo also had responsibility for reporting any defects in the existing building construction. Given that 
access to the cavity above the suspended ceiling was required during the refurbishment, as reported by 
one of the occupants, I would have expected the following issues to be identified and raised: 

the panels above the front doors, 

the ’boxing in’ under the stairs, 

the fire stopping around pipes passing through the compartment wall, 

the materials used in the structure of the suspended ceiling, 

the extent of the suspended ceiling. 

Responsibility for the vadous works carried out on Lakanal pdor to the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment would 
normally rest with the person responsible for the specification/design of the works. However this may have 
been passed through contract to the person carrying out the works. 

Overall Conclusions 

At the time when Lakanal was completed, it appears to have been built using the best knowledge that was 

available at the time. Some of its design features continued to be endorsed by codes of practices for over 

ten years following its completion. However, since its completion, continuing developments in fire 
engineering led to the recognition that there were better ways of achieving fire safety. 

The level of knowledge throughout the fire industry, and therefore the intrinsic level of protection offered by 
fire safety solutions, has increased since the construction of Lakanal. There have been concurrent 
increased expectations of the ability of buildings to protect life in case of fire. However, the actual level of 
protection afforded by Lakanal to its residents was diminished over time. Alterations to the building during 
its life not only consistently fell shot[ of the standard expected at each relevant time that works were 
completed, but they also led to the building falling short of the level of safety to which it had been originally 
designed. 

The Building Act and supporiing Building Regulations have been written to impose functional rather than 
prescriptive requirements for buildings. This has been intended to maximise flexibility and has led to the 
UK having some of the most innovative and successful buildings in the UK. However, in the event of a 
building appearing not to have conformed with a functional requirement (i.e. potentially allowing/causing the 
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20 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

deaths of six occupants), in my opinion, the Approved Documents become the standard measure to 

indicate whether a building was compliant or not, unless a case can be put fo~-ward to justify the design of a 
building. This can take the forth of a fire engineering design (using first p~inciples of fire science to justify a 

building design or par[ of a building design) carried out in suppor[ of the overall building design. This form 
of analysis does not appear to have been applied at Lakanal. 
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1 Introduction 

On the 3rd July 2009, a fire broke out in Lakanal, Camber-well, London. The fire spread extensively 

throughout the building and claimed the lives of six people. BRE became closely involved in the 

investigation of the incident through its contract with the Depariment for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG): Investigation of Real Fires. BRE provided some support to the Metropolitan Police 
Service investigation into this incident as part of its work on behalf of DCLG. It is understood that DCLG 
provided the Metropolitan Police Service with a copy of the Fires of Special Interest report prepared by BRE 
(FSIS Ref. No. 14/08-09, dated 10t~ August 2009). One of the principal concerns of the investigation with 
regards to the lives that were lost is the means by which the fire and smoke spread through the building. 

BRE provided direst assistance to the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and London Fire Brigade (LFB) by 
investigating how the fire developed and spread to affect the various parts of Lakanal on the 3rd July. The 

assistance took the form of computer modelling supported by a partial full-scale fire reconstruction. The 
findings from this work are detailed in BRE report number 259441 ; Lakanal Fire Investigation - Computer 
modelling and reconstruction fire, dated 17th December 2010. 

As a follow up to this, DCLG commissioned a further computer modelling study to investigate the 

movement of smoke throughout the communal pants of the building, in particular the main stairwell of the 
building. This work is to be used to examine the appropriateness of the current Generic Risk Assessment 

issued by the Office of the Chief Fire and Rescue Advisor and used by Fire and Rescue Services 
throughout the UK for tackling fires in high ~ise blocks of flats. The work has been made available to the 

Metropolitan Police Service as part of the multi-agency investigation. The findings from this work are 
detailed in BRE repot[ number 266862v2; Lakanal - Computer Modelling to Investigate Smoke Ingress into, 
and Movement within, the Common Access Stairway, dated 21st April 2011. 

The Metropolitan Police Service has now requested further assistance to collate and amalgamate all the 
expert evidence and other relevant information that has been produced and/or collected by the vadous 
agencies involved in the investigation. I have presented the findings from the various pieces of work 
undertaken as part of the investigation into this incident in a single coherent document wherein the 

implications of the conclusions of each piece of work and their relationship to one another can be readily 
identified and understood (BRE proposal number 128802v4, dated 18th March 2011, accepted by MPS on 

the 21st March 2011). 

My interpretation and analysis has necessarily involved a substantial element of expert opinion. This repot[ 
makes clear where I am giving opinion. This report has been prepared using a large number of documents 
from which quotes and excerpts have been taken where they are of relevance to this piece of work. Where 
quotes and excerpts have been taken, eve~ effort has been made to b~ to avoid them being presented out 
of context; however the reader is advised to consult original documents where there is any doubt in this 
regard. 

This report is based upon information provided to me by the Metropolitan Police Service. Any new 
information or changes to current information and/or assumptions may necessitate review or modification of 
the findings of this report. 
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25 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

2 Description of the Project 

The following documents have been received from the Metropolitan Police Se~ice and have been 
reviewed. 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 

7.4 

7.5 

7.6 

7.7 

7.8 

7.9 

7.10 

Witness statements ($1 to $296). 

7.1 .I Please note that I have reviewed the 999 transcript for Catherine HICKMAN but I have 

not provided any review as, in my opinion, it should only be reviewed/presented in its 
entirety. 

The BRE reconstruction and modelling report commissioned by MPS and LFB (BRE report 

number 259441). 

The BRE stairwell smoke movement report commissioned by DCLG (BRE report number 

266862v2). 

The LFB Fire Investigation report for incident number 117648091. 

A letter, dated 23~d FebruapJ 2011, from the Principal Construction Professional at DCLG 

responding to questions posed by LFB regarding recommendations in Approved Document B that 

are relevant to the incident at Lakanal. 

A letter titled "The Lakanal fire on 3r~ July 2009, Information for the Police" and annexed material 

from Burton Copeland Solicitors (not dated). 

An email, and attached material, from Burton Copeland Solicitors to MPS regarding fire safety 
guidance given to residents at Lakanal, sent on the 1st March 2011. 

An approval from the Greater London Council Department of Architecture and Civic Design, dated 
21st December 1984, in connection with an application dated 3rd December 1984, reference 
AR/X20743/CRS, for the installation of doors and screens into the common parts of Lakanal and 

Marie Cude. 

nd 
A letter from Donald James Chartered Surveyors dated 2 December 1986 in connection with 
improvement works at Lakanal and Marie Curie. 

The contract between Southwark Council and Apollo London Ltd for the refurbishment work of 

2006 to 2007. 

7.11 

7.12 

TLT Solicitors report; Report relating to a refurbishment contract for Lakanal House, Camberwell, 
dated 5th April 2011. 

The building manual and property file for Lakanal produced by Apollo London Ltd in relation to the 

refurbishment work of 2006 to 2007. 
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26 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

7.13 Legislation relevant to the design, construction and maintenance of Lakanal with respect to fire. 
Details of the documents reviewed can be found in the references chapter. 

7.14 Guidance and standards relevant to the design, construction and maintenance of Lakanal with 

respect to fire. Details of the documents reviewed can be found in the references chapter. 

8 The review of the documentation has been used to compile information regarding the following fire 
protection measures installed throughout Lakanal. 

8.1 The doors separating the fiats from the communal areas 

8.1.1 Front doors to fiats 

8.1.2 Escape doors 

8.1.3 Balcony doors 

8.2 The panels above the front doors to flats 

8.3 The ’boxing in’ around where the flat staircases penetrated into the cross-section of the 
suspended ceiling above the communal corridor 

8.4 The walls separating the fiats from the communal corridor 

8.4.1 Fire resistance 

8.4.2 Reaction to fire 

8.5 The construction of the suspended ceiling of the communal corddor 

8.6 The composite panels within the window assemblies 

8.7 The balcony panels 

8.8 The cross ventilation scheme through the building 

9 I understand from MPS that they wish this repot[ to link all of the relevant information from the documents 
listed in 7.1 to 7.14 into a coherent form. Specifically, the repot[ collates information on all, or as many as 
possible, of the following points: 

9.1 What was found to be in Lakanal, with respect to the fire protection measures detailed above, at 
the time of the fire? 

9.2 What fire protection measures would be expected to be present in a block of flats to meet the 
requirements of Part B of the Building Regulations or any previous equivalent requirements? 

9.3 The likely fire performance of the relevant measures in Lakanal at the time of the fire, based upon 

data from testing and the reconstruction, compared with the performance that would have been 
expected for the building to be deemed, in my opinion, to satisfy the requirements of the Building 
Regulations. 

9.4 Whether there are any direct implications arising from the difference between the actual fire 
performance of features and their expected performance? 
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27 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

9.5 Which individuals or organisations have been identified through contracts associated with the 

building as being responsible for either the design, construction or ongoing maintenance of the 
relevant fire protection measures in Lakanal? 
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28 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

3 Document Review 

3.1 Witness Statements 

The purpose of this chapter is to attempt to condense the information from the witness statements taken by 

MPS that is most relevant to this work. Witness statements relevant to the incident (i.e. Lakanal occupants 
and other evacuees/rescues, London Fire Brigade personnel and other emergency se~ices personnel) are 
presented in terms of the most salient information relevant to this work, interpretation of this information 

presented in {brackets}, with overall analysis and findings given in corresponding chapters. Witness 
statements relevant to Lakanal as a building have been reviewed as entire paragraphs relevant to this work 
that have been excerpted from the text. 

For simplicity and ease of reference, statements have been reviewed, within each category, in the order 
they have been provided by MPS (i.e. in order of statement numbers; $1, etc.). As a result, statements 
have been sorted into and presented under the following headings: 

11.1 Lakanal Occupants and Other Evacuees/Rescues 

11.2 LFB Personnel 

11.3 

11.4 

11.5 

11.6 

Other Emergency Services Personnel 

Southwark Building Design Services Ltd 

Camberwell Housing Office 

Contractors 

11.7 Miscellaneous 

3.1 .f Lakanal Occupants and Other Evacuees/Rescues 

$1: Flat 65 (flat of fire origin) occupant. Describes the initial fire development within Flat 65. Information 

from this statement was incorporated into the incident timeline in the LFB fire investigation report and used 

in the work described in BRE report number 259441 to calculate time of ignition of approximately 16:15 and 
to confi~ calculations of a fire growth rate which approximated the "Medium" fire growth rate as defined in 
PD7974 Part 1 [1]. 

S1A: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

Sl B: Provides fur[her description of the contents of Flat 65 and the fire development within Flat 65. 

$2: Flat 65 (flat of fire origin) occupant. Provides information regarding the contents of Flat 65 and 
potential ignition sources considered by the LFB fire investigation report. 

16 S2A: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 
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29 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

2O 

S2B: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

$3: Flat 82 (11t~ floor) occupant. Provides second hand information regarding the movement of Helen 
UDUOKA. Mention is made of the amount of smoke logging in flats on the 11 th floor of Lakanal. Mention is 

made of the people in the bathroom of Flat 81. However the times at which levels of smoke logging 
changed or actions were taken by people are unclear. 

S3A: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

S3B: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

$5: Flat 79 (11t~ floor) occupant relative. Describes the personality of Catherine HICKMAN. The content 

of this statement is not directly relevant to this work. 

22 S7: Flat 62 (gth flOOr) occupant. Describes rapid smoke spread into Flat 62 early during the incident. 
Describes occupants reaching the ground floor when the first fire appliance had arrived, {albeit after 
experiencing thick smoke within Flat 62 prior to a relatively early evacuation}. 

23 S8: Flat 57 (gth flOOr) occupant. Describes the layout of Lakanal, including the balconies which are 
recognised as having been provided as a means of escape in case of fire. The neighboudng flat filled with 
smoke, causing the neighbours to join this occupant {flat number unknown} until evacuation by LFB. The 
flat remained clear of smoke, whilst the common corddor became smoke logged. Mentions that smoking is 

not permitted in the common paris of Lakanal, only within individual flats. 

24 $9: Flat 64 (9th floor) occupant. Mentions thick black smoke seen in the north half of the 9th floor corridor 

during the evacuation. 

25 $10: Flat 64 (9t~ floor) occupant. Mentions early smoke entry into flat, {in my opinion, probably light 
smoke}. Smoky conditions are reported in the common corridors and stairwell during evacuation. 

26 S11: Flat 92 (13th flOOr) occupant. Reports opening the front door of the flat after being alerted to the fire, 
initially by the smell of smoke. The amount of smoke already present in the conidor was considered by the 

occupant to be too much for him to escape through. Reports going out onto the balcony {unclear which} 
and walking the length of it. Reports {incorrectly} that there is no exit from the balconies, despite having 
walked along them, indicating that he believes himself to be trapped. The occupant remained in Flat 92 
until being rescued by LFB. 

27 S12: Flat 75 (11th flOOr) occupant. Reports thick black smoke in common corridor when trying to evacuate. 

Occupants went out onto the balcony but did not evacuate, {the reasons for which are not clear}. They 
remained on the balcony until they were rescued by LFB. 

28 $13: Flat 36 (5t~ floor) occupant. Mentions light smoke in common corridor dudng evacuation. 

29 S14: Flat 76 (11th flOOr) occupant. Multiple occupancy flat. Mentions thick smoke in corridor, causing the 
occupant to need to feel his way along the corridor to evacuate. 

30 $16: Flat 14 (1st floor) occupant. Mentions light smoke in common corridor dudng evacuation. Reports 

mains powered smoke alarms not having actuated during the incident. 

31 $17: Flat 18 (3rd floor) occupant. Mentions burning debris falling past windows prior to evacuation. Thick 

smoke was reportedly filling the conidor during the evacuation. 
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32 

33 

$18: Flat 74 (11th floor) occupant. Very early evacuation; alerted by telephone. No encounter with smoke 

mentioned. 

$19: Flat 66 (9t~ floor) occupant. Mentions smoke in common corddor which entered flat when the front 
door was opened, causing actuation of both smoke alarms in the flat. {Severe smoke logging in the 

corridor appears likely to have resulted from smoke emitting directly from Flat 65 opposite.} 

34 $20: Flat 60 (7t~ floor) occupant. Possibly multiple occupancy flat. Mentions thick smoke in common 

corridor and stairwell, causing difficulty breathing whilst evacuating. Evacuated prior to LFB arrival. 

35 S21: Flat 18 (3rd fiOOr) occupant. Chose to remain in flat until escorted out by LFB. 

36 S22: Flat 15 (3rd fiOOr) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

37 S23: Flat 35 (5th floor) occupant. Reported more smoke in the flat than in the common conidor and stairs, 
which were used to evacuate. Reported water leaking through the main light in the lounge for over six 

months (since November 2008). 

38 S24: Flat 37 (5th floor) occupant. Alerted to fire by seeing flames outside the building rather than smelling 

or seeing smoke. No smoke encountered during evacuation through corridor and down stairs. 

39 S26: Flat 41 (5th floor) visitor. Mentions balconies {but not their role as escape routes}. Mentions items of 

furniture and large burning pieces of debris, with the appearance of burning coals, falling from above. 

Chose to remain in flat, becoming aware of heavy smoke logging in common corridor later during incident. 
Escorted out by LFB later dudng incident. 

40 S27: Flat 97 (13th fiOOr) occupant. Mentions balconies {but not their role as escape routes}. Mentions 
severe smoke logging in the 9th to 12th floor levels of the common stairwell, causing difficulties for 

evacuation. Mentions previous incidence of bin fires causing smoke logging throughout the building and 
concerns regarding the construction and safety of the building. 

41 $28: Flat 97 (13th floor) occupant. Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

42 $29: Flat 63 (9t~ floor) occupant. Alerted neighbours to fire before evacuating along corridor and down 

stairs. Reported some grey smoke at high level in the common corridor. 

43 $30: Flat 35 (5t~ floor) occupant. Reports being alerted to the fire by smoke entedng the flat, then 

encountering more smoke whilst evacuating along the corridor and down the stairs. 

44 S31: Flat 24 (3rd fioor) occupant. No smoke encountered during evacuation. 

45 $32: Flat 70 (9t~ floor) occupant. Walked along external balcony towards Flat 65 to investigate but had to 

turn back due to thick smoke. Decided to evacuate along corridor and experience thickening smoke and 
heat whilst passing Flat 65. Stairs were clear below the 9th floor. 

46 $33: Flat 39 (5t~ floor) visitor. Reported some smoke in common stail~ell during evacuation. No smoke 

alarms actuated in the flat during the incident. 

47 $34: Flat 39 (5t~ floor) occupant. See above. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

48 $35: Flat 34 (5t~ floor) visitor. Smoke on 5t~ floor pdor to LFB arrival. 
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49 $36: Flat 68 (9t~ floor) occupant. Chose to evacuate on seeing smoke outside and inside of fiat. 

Prevented from entering one of the bedrooms to close the windows due to the amount of smoke already in 
the bedroom. Encountered smoke in the common corridor that was sufficiently thick for the occupant to 
consider this route to be unsafe. The occupant was trapped in the flat, which was filling with smoke, until 

rescued by LFB. {The continuous smoke filling of the fiat appears to have been par[ly due to bedroom 
windows remaining open.} The occupant was unable to close these and had to shut the bedroom doors 
due to the amount of smoke already in the bedrooms. 

50 $37: Occupant relative {flat number unknown}. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

51 S39: Flat 49 (7th floor) occupant. Aware of purpose of balcony as a fire exit and the need for it to be kept 

clear at all times. Aler[ed to fire by exclamation of another person seeing the fire. Repor[s smoke and 
falling debris outside. Repor[s uncer[ainty regarding deciding whether or not to evacuate. Large quantities 
of smoke led to occupant becoming trapped in the flat with her children. Was later rescued by LFB. 

52 $43: Flat 11 (1st floor) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

53 $46: Flat 65 (9t~ floor) occupant relative. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

54 $47: Flat 79 (11t~ floor) occupant. Mentions awareness of the refurbishment works carried out under 
Decent Homes in 2006 to 2007 and being aware that this "included new kitchen, new bathroom, new 

electrics, new double glazed windows and #ames, replacement water tanks and extensive exterior 
repair/upgrade". Was not present at the time of the fire but mentions not becoming overly concerned when 

made aware of the fire due to experience of a fire in 1996 {probably refening the incident in 1997, see 
chapter 6.5}. Du~ing the previous incident, the occupant made use of the escape balcony to get to the 
staircase and evacuate. Reports there were two working smoke alarms in Flat 79. 

55 S47A: Repor[s that the front door had not been changed in 15 years, however the letterbox had been 
changed twice; at the time of the fire it was a brass letterbox which did not fit the door properly. The two 
bedroom doors were replaced with "wooden slat type door[s]" and the half size door between bedroom 1 
and bedroom 2 had been removed. The escape route under the stairs had been filled with a large quantity 

of bedding. The fire loading in the remainder of the flat is also described. The statement also mentions 
modifications that were made to the stairs in Flat 79. In this statement, the occupant states "in 1996 / 
changed them to slat type. I did this until half way up the stairs to give a more open feel to the flat. I 
replaced the stairs into slats using a cheap pine wood and MDF type material Although I never sought 
permission to change these the Council were aware of them and sometime in 1996 they approved them. 

They handed me the approval notice but unfortunately this has been lost in the fire." There is no mention of 

the removal of the par[ition wall between the stairs and bedroom 1. 

56 S48: Flat 44 (7th floor) occupant. Mentions the use of the escape balcony as a fire escape. The occupant 

tried to evacuate along the corridor but was forced back into his fiat by the amount of smoke in the corridor. 
The occupant put a wet towel on his face and made a second attempt to evacuate, which was successful. 

The occupant reported thick stagnant smoke in the stairwell and difficulty seeing where to go. Reports 
there were working smoke alarms in the flat but these did not go off during the incident. 

57 $49: Flat 59 (9t~ floor) occupant. Mentions becoming aware of the incident due to smoke logging in 

common corridor, which was suffident for the occupant to consider it unsafe for evacuation. The occupant 
and her children went out onto the balcony, but does not mention the fire escape route here. The occupant 
remained on the balcony due to smoke in the flat, eventually re-entering due to conditions worsening 
outside and later being rescued by LFB. 
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58 Sb0: Flat 8 (1st floor) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

59 S53: Flat 46 (7th floor) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

60 S54: Flat 81 (11th flOOr) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S54A: Mentions instructing Dayana FRANCISQUINI to get in the bathroom because there was the least 
smoke in there and there was an extractor fan and water supplies in there. Reports vadous telephone 
conversations with Dayana FRANCISQUINI in the bathroom of Flat 81 where the amount of smoke is 
increasing. Times of telephone conversations are unclear. 

62 S57: Flat 81 (11th flOOr) occupant relative. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

63 $76: Flat 82 (11t~ floor) occupant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

64 S81A: Flat 81 (11th flOOr) occupant relative. Mentions being with Rafael CERVl ($54 and S54A) when he 
instructed Dayana FRANCISQUINI "to go to the bathroom, where there was an extractor fan". 

65 S82: Flat 39 (5th floor) occupant. Mentions the balconies that run the length of the building, {but not the 

escape route}. Mentions smoke in the common conidor as being like a fog, but that they could see through 
it. Mentions smoke gradually clearing as they descended the common stairs. 

66 S83: Flat 89 (13th flOOr) occupant. Mentions the balconies leading back to the central staiPwell, {indicating 

knowledge of their potential use as an alternative means of escape}. Mentions that they had lived in 

Lakanal for 38 years. Mentions previous fires having occurred and not having spread beyond the flat of fire 
origin. Also mentions smoke turning white being indicative of fire fighter intervention and that they had 
never been evacuated due to a fire before. 

67 

68 

69 

7O 

S84: Flat 89 (13th flOOr) occupant. Mentions balconies on either side of the block, {but not their use as an 

escape route}. States that, around 19:30 when instructed by LFB to evacuate, smoke in the corridor was 
uncomfontable and hurt the eyes. 

$85: Flat 86 (13t~ floor) occupant. Mentions balcony {but not use as means of escape}. Mentions that 

there was little smoke in the common stail~ell but that it was so hot around the 9th and 10th floors that it 
made him feel dizzy; conditions improved lower down the stairs. Mentions hearing explosions and burning 
debris falling onto the area at the base of the block. 

$92: Flat 35 (5t~ floor) occupant’s fdend and interpreter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this 

work. 

$110: Flat 80 (11 th floor) occupant. States that, although she had not lived at Lakanal vel~ long, she found 

the layout of Lakanal to be confusing. Describes the layout of Flat 80 and the door onto the balcony and 
the perception from her husband that, if a fire broke out, it would not spread beyond the flat of fire odgin. 
Mentions smoke in the 11th floor corridor when talking to Helen UDUOKA in the conidor and heat and 

smoke coming from the direction of the stairs. Mentions smoke in the bathroom shortly after this time and 
trying to close the bathroom door to prevent smoke entering the remainder of the fiat. Mentions smoke 
beginning to fill the upper floor of the flat around the time she and others move out onto the balcony. 
Mentions "moving away from the direction of the stairs/lift towards the next flat" whilst on the balcony. 

Mentions a decision being made by the group (9 people; 4 adults, 5 children) in the bathroom of Flat 81 to 
remain in the flat until they were rescued. Describes smoke starting to enter the bathroom through the 

extract vent and attempts made to cover up the vent. Then more smoke started to enter the bathroom 
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72 

under the bathroom door and through other {unknown} paths. Information from Dayana FRANCISQUINI 

regarding fire spreading towards the flat and the possible involvement of a mattress leads this occupant to 
decide to leave, joining her husband back on the balcony. Mentions smoke "coming from both sides of the 
balcony" as well as smoke having filled Flat 81, {indicating that they considered themselves trapped at this 

time}. During their rescue, she mentions the smoke in the staiPwell being such that she couldn’t see 
anything. States not remembering panticularly windy conditions during the incident. 

$111 : Flat 96 (13th floor) occupant. Mentions that, at around 16:30, the common "corridor was thick with 

black smoke" and that she had to feel her way along the corridor until the stairwell, where conditions were 

much clearer. 

$120: Flat 91 (13th floor) occupant. Mentions the smoke being "really bad"in the common stairwell and 

using a mobile phone to try and light the way. Mentions smoke being bad all of the way down the stairwell 
and an uncomfortable amount of heat around the 9th floor. 

73 S121 : Flat 93 (13th floor) occupant. Mentions thick smoke in the common corddor but still being able to see 
the length of the corridor. 

74 S122: Flat 26 (3rd floor) occupant. Mentionslightsmokeinthecommoncorddorand beingabletoseethe 
length of the corridor. 

75 S123: Flat 85 (13th floor) occupant. Mentions having lived in Lakanal for approximately 30 years. Chose to 
remain in flat until told to evacuate by LFB at around 19:55. 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

$123A: Mentions not recalling ever having been given fire advice by Southwark Council, although aware of 

balconies being provided as an alternative means of escape. Mentions the security doors having been 
installed at some point, the lowering of the suspended ceilings and installation of the new central heating 
system in the 1980s. Also mentions sections of the suspended ceiling corridor having been taken down 
during a refurbishment in the 2000s. 

$124: Flat 26 (5th fioor) occupant’s partner. Mentions the flat being on the 3~ floor. Mentions white smoke 
in common corridor but clear visibility. 

$125: Flat 3 (1st floor) occupant. Mentions the balconies leading to the common stairwell, {although 

doesn’t specify their use an alternative means of escape}. Mentions talking to Dayana FRANCISQUINI via 
telephone whilst discovering the fire and telling her to leave the building immediately. Mentions later calling 

Dayana FRANClSQUINI, albeit prior to the arrival of the first fire engines, and Dayana stating "I’m trying to 
come down but there’s too much smoke. I can’t get through." Mentions calling Dayana FRANClSQUINI 
again and Dayana stating "They told me to go back to the bathroom wilh the children", and "But they told 
me to, and to everybody, to go back to their houses and bathrooms." 

$126: Flat 17 (3~ floor) occupant. Mentions absence of smoke in common corridor or stairs during 

evacuation. 

S127: Flat 17 (3rd fioor) occupant. Noted. No furiher information directly relevant to this work. 

$128: Flat 98 (13th floor) occupant. Mentions it not being particularly windy dudng the incident. Mentions 

smoke filling up the common corridor and the common stairwell and that she "didn’t feel [she] had anymore 
th than half normal vision." Reporis the smoke being at its thickest between the 9 and 11th floors. Mentions 

a previous bin fire which smoke logged the entire building through the rubbish chute, and a fire a couple of 
years ago on the 11th floor which did not affect them much. Mentions that there was no smoke alarms in 
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82 

83 

the common spaces of the building. Also mentions that fire doors were supposed to have been installed 
during the refurbishment {location not specified}, but this did not happen. 

S197: Flat 50 (7th floor) occupant. Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

$200: Flat 70 (9t~ floor) occupant friend. Mentions smoke on the 9t~ floor common corddor causing a 

burning sensation on the eyes and in the lungs, although reports spending a couple of minutes in the 
corridor. 

84 S201: Flat 52 (7th floor) occupant. Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

85 $202: Flat 80 (11th floor) occupant. Mentions initially seeing smoke below the level of the 9t~ floor. 

Mentions smoke beginning to fill the flat, setting of the smoke alarm in the flat, around the time that they are 
joined by Helen UDOAKA. After this, the sound of windows shattering prompts everyone in Flat 80 to leave 
via the external balcony. This group moves along the balcony, {away from the escape route into the 

common stairwell}, to Flat 81, where Dayana FRANCISQUINI lets them in and ushers them to the 
bathroom of Flat 81. At this point there were nine people in the bathroom of Flat 81. Describes smoke 

beginning to enter the bathroom of Flat 81 via the bathroom extractor vent after they had spent 
approximately 20-25 minutes in the bathroom of Flat 81. Describes this being covered, initially using a 
towel, then using an old newspaper fixed in place with adhesive tape. After another 5 to 7 minutes, smoke 
once again entered the bathroom through the extraction vent and also began entering the bathroom 
through the gap at the base of the bathroom door. Describes going out of the bathroom into one of 
bedrooms, leaning out of the window and seeing a fireball of flames. Also describes that the fire appeared 
to be closing in and did not appear to be under control. Describes leaving the flat and returning to the 

external balcony and subsequently being joined by his family. Reports telling his wife to go back inside as it 
was "very flamey on the balcony", but she refused. Describes remaining on the balcony until they were 
rescued by LFB, although LFB needed assistance to gain access to the 12t~ floor balcony {it was only 

possible to open the door from the balcony side}. Describes not being able to see anything in the common 
stairwell due to the extent of the smoke logging. 

86 S202A: Describes the 11th floor corridor as being filled with black smoke at the time when Helen UDOAKA 
entered Flat 80; the atmosphere in the 11 th floor was considered to only be breathable for a very short time. 
States that the extent of the smoke logging in the 1 lth floor common corddor was the reason why he and is 

family did not immediately evacuate using that route. States that the reason for choosing to leave Flat 80 
onto the external balcony was the worsening conditions within the flat. Reports that the east balcony and 
Flat 81 were both clear of smoke around the time of entering Flat 81. Describes large quantities of smoke 
on the 12th floor balcony after leaving Flat 81. Mentions being aware of the escape route along the balcony 
into the common stairwell, but that given the conditions in the 1 lt~ floor seen earlier, he states that he 
"thought there may be fire in that area and so I did not want to walk into further danger". 

87 $208: Flat 9 (1st floor) occupant relative. Reports being alerted to fire by the sound of smashing glass and 

falling debris. Also reports not seeing any smoke in the common corridor or stairwell during evacuation. 

88 $209: Flat 22 (3~ floor) occupant. Reports seeing smoke billowing downwards in the common stairwell 
early dudng the incident, however decided conditions were not that bad and to return to flat to collect 
possessions. Reports leaving flat again at around 16:30 and the smoke being considerably thicker at this 

time. 

89 $211: Flat 30 (5t~ floor) occupant. Describes smoke logging of the common corridor, sufficient to cause 

coughing and stinging eyes. 

BRE Fire and Security Client report number 271805 © BRE Global Ltd 2011 

LFB00028456_0035 
LFB00028456/35



35 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

9O $212: Flat 41 (5t~ floor) visitor. Husband ofS26. Describes opening the front door ofthe flat around 18:00 

and the corridor being completely full of smoke, such that he could not see anything through it. 

$269: Flat 56 (7t~ floor) occupant. Reports being ale[ted to the fire by the smell of smoke and the sound of 
fire engine sirens. Originally chose to remain in flat due to previous experience with fires occurring in the 

block not requiring evacuation. As smoke levels increased, became concerned but instructed to remain in 

flat by fire fighters. Later evacuated by LFB, describing thick smoke and ve=~ limited visibility in the 
common corridor, also extreme heat from Flat 53 when passing its entrance. Reporis the staircase being 
much clearer of smoke than the common corridor; "the smoke disappeared as we went down the stairs". 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

3.1.2 Significant Findings from Occupant and Evacuee/Rescue Statements 

Awareness of residents regarding the alternative means of escape is not consistent. Some of the resident 
witness statements do not mention the balcony escape routes at all, whilst others mention the balconies but 
do not mention their role as an alternative means of escape. Statements 8, 39, 47, 48, 83 and 123A 
mention the balconies and that they are aware that these are provided as an alternative means of escape. 
However, statement 11 mentions using the balconies but believing that they do not provide any means of 
escape. Statements 12 and 49 mention going out onto the balcony, but do not make use of the escape 
route to leave the building. 

The occupant of Flat 70 (statement 32) mentions using the external balcony to go and investigate the fire, 
but being forced to turn back due to the thick smoke. 

Smoke spread described by the occupants fits in well with the modelling work carded out examining smoke 

spread throughout the common pants of Lakanal. Evacuees report differing levels of smoke depending on 
their location in the building. Apart from the occupant of Flat 65, people evacuating from the 9 floor 
consistently reported smoke logging, with many reporting more in the north half than the south half 
(statements 7, 8, 9, 10, 19, 29, 32, 36, 59,200). People evacuating the other floors report vm¥ing levels of 

smoke logging depending on how quickly they became aware of the fire and evacuated. Statement 20, 
from an occupant on the 7t~ floor, indicates severe smoke logging on this floor prior to the arrival of LFB. 

All evacuees that self evacuated early dudng the incident mentioned smoke conditions improving once they 
got in the stairwell and as they descended the building. This is in contrast with the smoky stairwell 
conditions encountered later by LFB personnel, although this change in conditions is supported by the 
computer modelling work examining the smoke logging throughout the common parts of the building (see 
chapter 3.3). 

A number of occupants considered the amount of smoke logging in the common parts of Lakanal to be too 
great for them to self-evacuate along the corridor (statements 11, 12, 26, 36, 39, 48, 49 and 212). 
Statement 125 indicates that Dayana FRANCISQUINI tried to evacuate along the corridor but was forced 

back due to the amount of smoke in the conidor and/or stairwell. 

Occupants (statements 54A and 81A), appear to have believed that the extractor fan in the bathroom would 
provide some benefit with regards to smoke, when it fact, in absence of fresh make-up air, the extractor fan 
would only draw smoke from the remainder of the building into the bathroom. 

Two evacuees (statements 14 and 111) reported smoke being so thick that they had to feel their way along 

the corridor to evacuate. 
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99 Note that, without any kind of absolute benchmark with regards to the thickness or colour of smoke, the 

thickness and colour of smoke reported in witness statements is highly subjective, so can only be treated 
as indicative of the conditions during the incident. 

100 Two of the occupants (statements 83 and 123) mention having lived in Lakanal for a sufficient pedod of 

time to have been present during all of the refurbishment work detailed in chapter 3.4. One occupant 
(statement 128) mentions that fire doors were supposed to have been installed during the refurbishment, 
but this did not happen. 

101 One of the occupants (statement 123A) reports recalling that sections of the suspended ceiling were taken 
down during a refurbishment in the mid 2000s. 

3.1.3    LFB Personnel 

102 S25: Station Manager, Incident Commander 3. Ordered bridgehead move from the 7th floor to the 3ra floor 
due to fire spread. Mentions use of Aerial Ladder Platform for external firefighfing. 

103 S25A: Mentions the staircase being clogged by the number of people trying to escape. Mentions burning 
debris from the fire. Extent of fire spread was raising concerns regarding fire fighter safety. 

104 S44: Station Manager. Mentions that some flats had security gates on the front doors. This meant that fire 
fighters had to use equipment to break down the doors, which delayed enby. 

105 S44A: Noted. No further information directly relevant to this work. 

106 $45: Tempormy Group Manager. Incident Commander 4. Reports being informed of the bridgehead 
being moved to the ground floor as a result of fire spread to the 5th and 7t~ floors, as well as smoke logging 
of the staircase from the 4th floor upwards. Mentions crews reporting security doors on flats making access 

difficult. Also mentions drop key boxes were not working, which prevented access from the staircase onto 
balconies. 

107 S45A: Reports difficulty for crews to locate flats due to the arrangement of the building. Also mentions 
level of exertion required by fire fighters under difficult conditions and concerns regarding fire fighters being 
overcome by the severity of the conditions. 

108 $51: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

109 $52: Watch Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

110 $55: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

111 $56: Fire fighter. Mentions that, on reaching Flat 65, the top 8 to 10 inches of the door had been burnt 
away and the door was on fire. 

112 $61: Fire fighter. Mentions fire fighting in Flat 65; the flat having been severely damaged by fire but 
th nothing unusual. Also mentions search and rescue activity on the 11 floor, to Flat 75. Reports smoky 

conditions on the 11 floor but visibility was sufficient to see where they were going. 

113 $62: Fire fighter. Mentions falling burning debris igniting curtains and causing concern for fire fighting 
operations outside of the building. 
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114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

$63: Fire fighter. Mentions smoke spread in stairwell, common corridors and within flats where people 
were trapped. Involved in fire fighting on the 7th floor and searching the 11th floor. 

$64: Fire fighter. Carded out search and rescue and fire fighting on the 5th floor. Mentions difficulty getting 

access using the fire fighter drop lift key, resulting in some security doors being forced open. Later 
committed to search and rescue on the 9th floor; one flat had a security door which had to be left until 
equipment became available to force the door. 

$65: Fire fighter. Carded out role of Breathing Apparatus Entry Control Officer. Mentions attendance at 
previous incidents including bin fires and people shut in lifts. Mentions the bddgehead being moved on two 
occasions due to smoke logging of the stairwell compromising the bridgehead. 

$65A: Mentions not being aware of the alternative escape/fire fighter access along the balconies. It is 
repor[ed that the smoke conditions became gradually worse at the 7th floor bridgehead, with fire fighters 
going down to the 6th floor balcony to star[ up their breathing apparatus sets in clean air. Eventually the 

decision was taken to move the bridgehead down. The fire fighter states he originally thought this was to 
be a move two floors down, with the decision to continue to the 3rd floor resulting from the only minor 
improvement in conditions on the 5th floor. The fire fighter cannot recall how long the bridgehead remained 
at the 3rd floor, but at some point it was decided to move outside of the building. The fire fighter does not 

recall any exercises or training at Lakanal pdor to the incident. 

S66: Fire fighter. Repor[s seeing smoke being drawn down the stairs and a decision being made to move 
the bridgehead out of the building. 

S67: Fire fighter. Mentions attendance at previous incidents including bin fires and people shut in lifts. 
Repor[s burning debris falling from the fires upon arrival at the scene. Mentions having to find clean air to 
star[ up breathing apparatus when asked to do so at the 7th floor bridgehead, due to the degree of smoke 
logging. Describes fire fighting on 7th floor; Flat 53. 

120 S68: Fire fighter. Mentions debris falling from the fires onto cars below. Repor[s using an Aerial Ladder 
Plaffo~ and the effect of wind on this and the movement of smoke around the building. 

121 $69: Fire fighter. Mentions debris and glass falling from the fires. Repor[s on fire fighting on the 9th floor in 

Flat 65 and smoke logging in the contdor. Repor[s on later use of a thermal imaging camera, {although the 
accuracy of temperature measurements from these is, in my opinion, questionable}. 

122 $70: Crew Manager, Incident Commander 1. Mentions the spread of fire down to the 5th and 7th fioors, and 

the possibility of this having been caused by falling burning debris which was seen landing on pigeon 
netting. Mentions moving the bridgehead to ground level due to it being unsafe for the bridgehead to 

remain between floors that were alight. Repor[s rapidly changing smoke conditions within the building, 
possibly due to the wind conditions during the incident. Also repor[s varying smoke concentrations whilst 
ascending the common staircase. Repor[s the suspended ceiling burning above the common corridors and 
lift lobbies on the 11th floor. 

123 

124 

S71: Crew Manager. Mentions confusion regarding the layout of the building and the locations of flats on 
floors of the building. Describes rescue of NUHU family and mentions telling colleagues that there 
remained people in Flat 81 that needed rescuing. 

S75: Fire fighter. Repor[s that, during initial fire fighting in Flat 65, the smoke in the communal corddor 
‘‘was n~t that bad and [he] was happy that [he] c~u~d get pe~p~e a~ng the c~rrid~r at that p~int~. Mentions 
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125 

126 

127 

128 

129 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

135 

uncertainty about the number of fioots ascended on stairs. Mentions the use of a ground monitor to fight 

the fire externally, but that caution was required as it was not clear where fire fighters were within the 

building and the ground monitor had the potential of knocking fire fighters over or forcing the fire in their 
direction. 

S75A: Mentions falling debris outside of the building and directing evacuees away from the area where 
debris was falling. Also mentions using the stairs rather than the li[~ as it was more cer[ain this would lead 
to the bridgehead. 

S77: Fire fighter. Repor[s burning debds falling from the fires. Repor[s operation of Aerial Ladder 
Platform. 

$78: Fire fighter. Reports debris falling from the fires. Involved in fire fighting in Flat 65 on the 9th floor. 

Mentions the corddor being partially filled with smoke but that "this was not very heavy smoke". Reports 
th significant change in the burning conditions of the 11 floor dudng a breathing apparatus cylinder change 

back outside the building. The fire fighter states "When I went to change my cylinder I noticed the ~ It~’ floor 

vent was producing heavy dark black smoke and by the time I returned it was like a blow torch! I thought it 

was a back draft situation." 

$88: Brigade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant tothiswork. 

S88A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$94: Assistant Commissioner. Incident Commander 6. Mentions having to move the bridgehead from the 
7th floor due to fires having become established on the 5th and 6th fioors to avoid the dsk of fire fighters 

becoming trapped. 

$94A: Discusses ways in which the confusion regarding the layout of the building might have been 
resolved, but acknowledges that conditions throughout the building may have made this difficult. 

$95: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

th S96: Fire fighter. Mentions pockets of fire throughout the 11 floor corridor, but no indication of severity of 
conditions. Mentions visibility of only a few feet within Flat 81. Mentions another fire fighter becoming 
agitated and leaving suddenly, later requiring treatment. This appears to be due to heat and exertion, but 
happened around the time that three casualties were found in the bathroom of Flat 81. 

th S97: Station Officer. Mentions fire fighting on the 5 floor. Mentions difficulty accessing the 5th floor 

corridor using the fire access key. Mentions the window frame in Flat 37 missing. Mentions only realising 
that the flats were two storey maisonettes upon discovery of the staircase, visibility on the upper level was 
zero. Later re-entered the 9th floor to conduct search and rescue, but also had to fire fight in Flat 65. 

S98: Fire fighter. Mentions debris, including burning debris, falling from the fires. Fire fighting on the gth 

floor. Describes minimal smoke in the common corridor and lobbies on anival at the 9th floor. Smoke was 
escaping from Flat 65 out of the windows. Describes intense heat on upper level, necessitating alternation 
of fire fighting roles in the flat. Mentions thick smoke coming up the stairs, "making it hard to see down to 

the bottom from approximately the 5 floof. Repor[s reaching the bridgehead on the ground floor. Repor[s 
bushes having been set alight by burning debris. 
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136 

137 

138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

$99: Fire fighter. Mentions the fire in Flat 65 developing more than would be expected and a large piece of 
fa.cade falling from this fiat. Involved in fire fighting on the 7th fioor. Mentions the door to Flat 53 being easy 

to break open, probably due to fire damage, and that the conditions within the flat were very windy. 

$100: Fire fighter. Initially involved in search and rescue on the 5th floor. Later involved in search and 

rescue and fire fighting on the 9th floor, fiat 65. Repor[s that conditions were smoky but that visibility was 
good. 

$101: Fire fighter. Reports burning debris falling and smoke emitting from the ventilation grilles at the 
north end of the corridors. Reports the intedor of the building was clear of smoke later during the incident; 
after 19:00. 

S102: Fire fighter. Reports falling burning debris and windy conditions. 

S103: Crew Manager. Reports falling debris. 

$104: Fire fighter. Involved in search and rescue and fire fighting on the 7t~ floor. Reports smoky 
conditions but good visibility in the common stair, heavier smoke logging in the north half of the 7th floor 

common corridor than in the south half, although there is some confusion in the text of the statement. 
Reports smoke decreasing towards the vent at the end of the northern half of the corridor. Later involved in 
search and rescue and fire fighting on the gth fioor, reporting similar conditions to those on the 7th fioor. 

S106: Fire fighter. Involved late during incident, bringing down casualties. Repor[s good visibility. 

S107: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$108: Temporary Crew Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S113: Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Incident Commander 5. Mentions the bridgehead having been 
moved to the ground floor due to it being compromised by smoke within the building. 

146 $113A: Mentions concern that an arsonist was involved due to the way in which the fire was spreading. 

Mentions difficulty in getting crews to the upper floors due to their travel distance whilst wearing breathing 
apparatus having been extended by the need to move the bridgehead out of the building, to the ground 
floor. This was resolved by using extended duration breathing apparatus crews. Mentions the general 

expectation that fires will not spread in this way. Mentions that most people would be expected to self 
evacuate but that some people cannot do this due to mobility impairment. 

147 $114: Crew manager. Mentions being informed, shortly after setting up the bridgehead on the 7th floor and 

committing fire fighters to Flat 65, that the fire had spread to the 4th, 5th, 7th and 11th floors. Mentions the 
lobby being full of smoke. Mentions the bridgehead being moved to the 5th floor due to the amount of 
smoke on the 7th floor and in the stain~ell. Later the smoke on the 5th floor led to the bridgehead being 
moved to the 3rd floor, eventually to the ground floor outside of the building. 

148 Sl 14A: Mentions smoke and flame seen outside the building on ardval of the first crews and a lot of debds 
falling from the fires. Mentions the lift working at the time when they set up the bridgehead on the 7th floor 
and that the staiPwell at the 7th floor level was smoke logged at this time. On the 9th floor, both the lobby 

and the stairwell were smoke logged. As the bridgehead was being set up there was some light smoke in 
the 7th floor lobby but not enough to warrant moving the bridgehead. Mentions not considering moving up 
to the 1 lt~ floor due to amount of work that was already being required to deal with the fires on the 7th and 
9th floors. Mentions non-uniformity of smoke logging throughout the height of the common staircase. 
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149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

S115: Temporary crew manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S116: Temporary crew manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work 

$118: Fire fighter. Mentions rescuing a family from the south half of the 5th floor late during the incident, 

none of whom appeared to have suffered from smoke inhalation. Mentions being tasked with going to a flat 
on the 11th floor, donning breathing apparatus around the 7th or 8th floor due to the smoke conditions in the 

building, and the breathing apparatus low pressure warning whistle going off before gaining enh~ to the flat. 
Reports the front door of the flat having been "locked and very stubborn and wouldn’t open". 

S119: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S129: Fire fighter. Mentions a "curtain of fire coming out from the fourth flat along to my left", {this may be 

the front door to Flat 81}. Reports believing that this fire has been fuelled by a gas main, presumably due 
to the way in which it was burning. Crew has to leave the scene due to crew member being low on air and 
repor[s being replaced by an Extended Duration Breathing Apparatus (EDBA) crew. 

154 $130: Fire fighter. Mentions the external walls of flats on the 1 lt~ floor missing and smoke emitting from a 
window on the north face of the building. Mentions visibility of only a couple of feet on ardval at the 11 th 

floor. Mentions pockets of flame around and that it was hot. Reports fighting the fire in Flat 79 from the 
corridor as the doors and most of walls within the flat were missing. Mentions proceeding along the north 
half of the 11t~ floor corridor until running out of hose, then seeing a "spurt of fire [erupting] about 5m-fOre in 
front of [them]" from somewhere on the left hand side but not being able to see where it cam from due to 

the poor visibility. Persistence of the flame even when water was applied led to the perception that it was 
caused by a ruptured gas main. 

155 S131: Fire fighter. Reports seeing smoke on some floors whilst making way up to 11th floor. Mentions 

pockets of fire on the 1 lth floor and the ceiling being alight. Repor[s the dry riser being locked and having 

to be forced open. Also repor[s gas main fire as in previous statements. Mentions briefing next crew as to 
what had been done. 

156 

157 

$132: Station Manager. Reports burning debris falling from the fires. Reports deciding not to use the lift 
due to the irregular pattern of fires indicating possible arson. Reports being instructed to move the 
bridgehead on the 7t~ floor down to the 3ru floor, also mentioning standard practice for bridgeheads in high 
rise fires to be two floors below the lowest fire affected floor. Mentions instructing the 3rd floor bridgehead 

to move outside of the building to ground level due to the amount of smoke in the bridgehead at this time. 
Repor[s sending in EDBE crew to rescue five people trapped in Flat 81. Later reports the bridgehead being 
moved back to the 3rd floor as smoke conditions had improved. Mentions unusual fire spread and unusual 

smoke logging throughout the height of the building, where normally fire and smoke only spread upwards. 
Also mentions unusually high number of people needing rescuing due to the fire not being contained in the 
flat of fire odgin. States that such containment normally allows "residents to leave the building or the Fire 
Sen/ice to extinguish the fire before it spreads". 

$132A: Mentions discussing bridgehead move with a Fire Officer and stating that "crew safety [needed to 
be] sorted as a priority and then [to] get more resources [for ftre fighting]". Mentions a haze of white/grey 

smoke within the staircase, evident from the 4t~ floor upwards, which was thick enough on the 7th floor to 
make his eyes sting. Mentions that on the 7th floor, smoke was entering the lobby from the flat of fire origin 
via the doors being held open by the hose. Mentions that on the 3ru floor, smoke was actually thicker in the 

lobby than in the staircase. Mentions that the layout of the building was not clear at the time of the 

bridgehead move. States that his "understanding of the block would be that there would be people within 
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the flats which were not on fire who would be safe within those flats under a principle of a ’defend in place’ 
strategy." 

158 $134: Watch Manager, Incident Commander 2. Reports burning debris falling from the fires and this being 
responsible for the fires on the 5th and 7th floors. Mentions the fire spread to the 5t~ floor making the 
position of the bridgehead on the 7th floor untenable. 

159 $134A: Mentionsthat there was no Central Risk Register for the building. Mentions confusion asto 
whether the flat went up or down from their front entrance door. 

160 $136: Fire fighter. Mentions finding casualties in Flat 81 and finding Catherine HICKMAN in living room of 
Flat 79, approximately 3 to 5 feet from the door onto the balcony. 

161 S137: Fire fighter. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

162 S138: Crew Manager. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

163 S139: Fire fighter. Reports finding two casualties in the bathroom of Flat 81. Mentions water in the bath 
and water on the bathroom floor. Mentions the confusing layout of the flats. 

164 S141: Fire fighter. Reports being tasked with going to Flat 81 and incorrectly ending up on the 6th floor. 
Then encounters occupant in Flat 56 on the 7th floor that needs evacuating and assist with this. 

165 S142: Fire fighter. Tasked with location and search of Flat 81. Finds Dayana FRANCISQUINI but reports 
that he did not actually enter the bathroom to pull her out. Reports the bathroom was full of smoke at low 
level. 

166 

167 

168 

169 

170 

$143: Crew Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$144: Watch Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S145: Fire fighter. Reports being bdefed to fire fight on the gth floor. Repor[s smoke becoming thicker as 
they ascended the common staircase. Carried out search on the gth floor but did not find anyone, 
extinguished a fire in bedroom 2 of Flat 65, then proceeded up to the 11th floor. Reports seeing that all of 
the entrances to all of the flats on the north half of the 11 th floor corddor were on fire. Reports extremely 

severe fire conditions, with the fire repeatedly "beating"the crew back until their low pressure warning 
whistles went off. Reports thick smoke in the common stairwell down to the level of the 2nd floor. 

$146: Fire fighter. Reports being bdefed to fire fight on the 9th floor. Reports smoke becoming thicker as 
they ascended the common staircase. Carried out search on the 9th floor but did not find anyone, 
extinguished a fire in bedroom 2 of Flat 65, then proceeded up to the 11th floor. Reports the smoke and 
heat on the 11th floor being initially bearable. Reports at least four doors and doorframes alight and flaming 

coming from the suspended ceiling. Mentions being forced to kneel down due to the intensity of the heat, 

sections of suspended ceiling coming down and the flames being fanned towards the crew, with the heat 
becoming ve~ uncomfor[able. Mentions the fire being driven towards the crew even though they were in 
an exit route and not being able to ascertain where the casualties were. 

S147: Fire fighter. Mentions actions as in previous two statements. Also mentions continuing to fire fight 
for a couple of minutes after their low pressure warning whistles went off. 
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171 

172 

173 

$149: Group Manager. Mentions moving bridgehead to 3rd floor following dynamic risk assessment. 

Mentions casualties being found on 1 lth floor, {albeit after these floors had already been searched and 
declared cleared by search teams}. 

S152: Group Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$153: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11t~ floor to fire fight and gain access to Flats 81, 82 and 83. 
Mentions smoke building up in the stail~ell from the 5t~ floor upwards. Describes thick smoke in the 11th 
floor lobby and blue flame across the ceiling of the 11 th floor, believed to be indicative of a gas leak. 

Describes the smoke and flames in the 11th floor corridor being fanned by the aid]ow through Flat 79, 

creating a chimney effect down the corridor. Describes the smoke being so thick that he could not see his 
hand in front of his face and the heat being such that any water applied was instantly producing steam 

which transferred severe heat back onto the crew members in the 11th floor corridor. Also describes areas 
re-igniting as soon as the crew stopped applying water onto it, so as the crew progressed along the 

corridor, areas were igniting behind them. Reporis that the crew’s job changed from rescue to fire fighting 
as it would not be possible to safely assist any occupants until the conditions in the corddor had been 
improved. States that this "is amongst the hotlest and hardest fires" he has ever experienced. States after 
return from fire fighting that it was still not clear where Flat 81 was due to door number having burnt or 
melted away. 

174 $154: Fire fighter. Mentions seeing smoke moving downwards outside the building. Mentions some 
confusion regarding the layout of the building, both in terms of which flats are located on which floors, and 
in terms of the layout of flats in relation to one another. Finds occupant in Flat 56 on the 7th floor who 

needs evacuating and assists with this. 

175 $155: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11t~ floor to fire fight and gain access to Flats 81, 82 and 83. 

Repods starting to notice smoke in the common stail~ell at around the level of the 9t~ floor. Reports a 
significant increase in smoke and heat on passing through the stailwell doors into the 11t~ floor lobby. 

Reporis fire fighting activity as per S153. 

176 S156: Fire fighter. First crew fire fighting in Flat 65 on the 9th floor. Reports smoky conditions above the 
7t~ floor bridgehead. 

177 S157: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor to fire fight and gain access to Flat 81 and others. 

Mentions level of smoke in stairwell; air was not breathable but visibility was quite good. Reports fire 

fighting activity as per $153 but also reporis experiencing dizziness which he tried to alleviate by lying down 
for a short while in the 11th floor lobby, however the dizziness became worse when he tried fire fighting 

again. A crewmember was assigned to escor[ him out of the building. 

178 S158: Crew Manager. BdefedtogotothellthfloortofirefightandgainaccesstoFlat81. Initiallytold 
that the 11th floor was not thought to be involved in fire. Mentions that the fire door between the 11th floor 

lobby and the contdor had been burnt through. Reports fire fighting activity as per $153 and crew member 
becoming unwell (see $157). Also mentions the fire taking hold behind the crew, including the ceiling of the 
south half of the 1 lt~ floor corridor. Reports all crew were suffering from effects of physical and heat 

exhaustion and that they had to withdraw as a result of this. 

179 S159: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 
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180 $159A: Mentions that caller (see $36) considered herself to be trapped in her flat. The caller was asked 

whether she could go anywhere else to get away from the fire/smoke and the caller replied that she could 
not. 

181 S160: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

182 $160A: Reports initial phone call from Jade SPENCE (see $1). Also reports phone call from Helen 
UDOAKA, where Helen appears to be confused and panicking. 

183 S161: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

184 S161A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

185 $162: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

186 S162A: Noted. Summary of calls reported in other statements. No further information directly relevant to 
this work. 

187 $163: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

188 $163A: Describes Fire Survival Call with Catherine HICKMAN. Mentions providing generic fire survival 

advice and having to rely upon the quality of information that the person making the fire survival call can 
provide. {The information provided in the statement indicates that the operator had no pdor knowledge of 
the layout of the flat orthe building, so information had to be generic unless some specific information was 

offered by the caller. However, the quality of this information appears to have been affected by the 
confusion and panic of the caller, such as when Catherine mentions seeing "orange" outside having 

implications for the operator’s perceived best course of action regarding what instructions to give to 

Catherine.} 

189 $164: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

190 S164A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

191 S165: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

192 $165A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

193 $166: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

194 $166A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

195 S166B: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

196 S167: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

197 S167A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

198 $168: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

199 $168A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

200 $169: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

201 S169A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 
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2O2 

2O3 

2O4 

2O5 

S169B: Noted. No information directly relevant tothiswork. 

S170: Bdgade Control Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$175: Fire fighter. States prior knowledge of Lakanal and makes use of this to plan effective route through 
building to search areas as required by officer in charge. Searched 3rd, 5th and 7th fioors. Later bdefed to 
go to the 11t~ floor and assist EDBA there. Describes significant damage to the 11th floor corridor, although 

most of the fires had been extinguished. There was a fire above the suspended ceiling in the lift lobby area 

that needed to be dealt with. 

$199: Fire fighter. Bdefedto rescue Flat 56 occupant and to retrieve people trapped on 11t~fioorbalcony. 
Mentions uncertainty which floor the crew were on when searching for the 11 th floor balcony. Reports that 

the balcony was very narrow for fire fighter access; too narrow for them to turn around with their breathing 
apparatus sets on. Describes the first two flats along the walkway as being completely gutted. Also 
mentions that the windows were already smashed at the time of their ardval, indicating that this was not the 
first crew to reach this flat; the windows having been smashed by a previous crew to vent smoke out. 

206 S203: Fire fighter. Mentions trying to gain control of the lift on at least two occasions but being 
unsuccessful. Mentions conditions on the 7th floor bridgehead initially as being moderate and tolerable, 

{although may have a different view to a member of the public}. Reporis smoke conditions worsening at 
the 7th floor bridgehead prior to becoming aware of the fire having spread to the 5th floor. Describes the 
heat at the 7th floor bridgehead as being bearable but the smoke as being intolerable at this time. 
Describes opening a door on the 6th floor balcony to aftempt to clear some of the smoke from the lobby, but 

that this did not help. Reports that, whilst moving the bridgehead, he encountered a family on the stairs 
between the 5th and 7t~ floor. Smoke at this level is described as causing breathing difficulties for anyone 

not wearing breathing apparatus. Describes escorting the family down but then becoming affected by 
smoke and next being aware of lying on the grass outside. Later briefed to enter wearing breathing 
apparatus and fire fight on the 5t~ floor. Then describes being bdefed to go to the 9th floor to assist with fire 

fighting there. Describes most of the fire as having been dealt with but extensive damage to the corridor. 
This is likely to actually be the 11th floor corridor. 

207 S204: Fire fighter. Mentions being bdefed to go up to the 11th floor, turn dght (norih corridor) and fire fight 
in the 4th flat on the left. Mentions that there were no issues regarding visibility either en route to the 1 lth 

floor or on ardval as by the time they attended the fire was out. Describes finding two bodies in the 
bathroom of Flat 81, then later finding a body in Flat 79. 

208 S205: Fire fighter. Mentions debris falling from the 9th and 10th floor and catching on the pigeon netting. 

Mentions flats on the 5th and 7th floor catching alight "almost immediately". Reporis using the lift to travel to 
the 5t~ floor, to then walk up to the bridgehead on the 7th, then being instructed to go down to the 3rd 8S the 

bridgehead is being moved there. Mentions opening external doors into the lobbies/stairwell {balcony 
doors} to attempt to clear some of the smoke, but that this actually made the situation worse. Later bdefed 
to go to the 7th floor from the ground floor bridgehead. Describes smoke logging on the 7th floor with "hose 

disappearing into the smoke". Describes conducting search of flats whilst crew members tackled a fire in 
Flat 53. Withdrew from the building after crewmembers began to get low on air and got tangled up in 
hanging wires in the flat. Later bdefed to search the 5th floor, which is reported to have been clearer with 
respect to smoke. 

209 S206: Fire fighter. Bdefed to fire fight and search on the l lth floor, thenwentto12thfloortogainaccessto 

flats via balcony. Reporis using large axe to break in window of Flat 79. Describes visibility within Flat 79 
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210 

211 

212 

213 

214 

215 

216 

217 

218 

219 

220 

as being reduced to approximately 1 to 2m and a small fire on the left hand side of the flat (facing into the 
flat from the east balcony door). 

$207: Fire fighter. Mentions the lift not working so having to use stairs. Mentions trying to ventilate the 
stairwell and lobbies by opening doo~s but this actually allowing more smoke to enter the stairwell. 

Therefore decided to close doors, with the bridgehead subsequently being moved to the ground floor 
outside of the building. Later mentions the decision being made to move the bridgehead back to the 3rd 

floor as a result of the fire on the 5th floor having been extinguished. 

$216: Fire fighter. Corrections to $216A. See below. 

$216A: Briefed to go to the 11th floor, locate and search Flat 81. Mentions wispy smoke in the common 
stairwell from around the 9th floor upwards. Describes only slight smoke logging in the 11th floor corridor 

although some of the doors and doodrames in the conidor were still alight at this time. Reports finding 
three bodies in the bathroom of Flat 81. Describes actions of crew searching 11th floor and sudden 
departure of one of the crewmembers, later believed to have suffered from heat exhaustion. 

S219: Station Manager. Originally tasked with the role of press officer, then given responsibility for 
rescues. Mentions a danger of falling debris from the north face of the building. Mentions realising that 
there was a need for plans of the building but that some time was required for plans to be made available. 

S219A: Mentions confusion regarding floor numbers, specifically whether floors were counted individually 
or whether each two-storey pair of floors included in each level of two-storey maisonettes was counted as a 
single floor. Mentions plans taking time to be provided by Southwark, although these may have been in the 
command unit for some time. 

S220: TemporaryWatch Manager. Bdefedtogotothe 11th floorto fire fight. Encountersverysevereflre 
in the north half of the 11th floor contdor. States that "visibility was about 10 metres so it was apparent 

ft~ere was venting somewhere along the corridoF’. Mentions having to break into dry dser. Reports the 
crew using two hoses; one to proceed along the corridor and one on the ceiling as there was "still fire rolling 
overhead". Reports having to leave soon after due to being low on air. 

$228: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor, locate and search Flat 81. Reports more smoke logging 
within the stairwell than in the lobby on the 11th floor. Reports fighting small pockets of flame in the 11th 

floor corridor. Describes smoke logging within flat as being a light grey smoke, from floor to ceiling with 
little buoyant energy ("just hanging in the air’) reducing visibility down to around three feet. Reports not 

being able to see into the bathroom when the first body was found, due to the thickness of the smoke in the 
bathroom. Reports agitated comment from crewmember, stating "Looking back on it now I would read that 
as a sign of heat exhaustion". 

S229: Temporary Watch Manager. Reports being able to see flames coming out of one flat and re- 
entering the building through the window of the fiat above. Reports debris falling from the fires onto pigeon 
spikes below. Reports that this debris, which was alight, was causing fires in the flats below. 

$232: Watch Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S233: Station Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$234: Group Manager. Mentions fire fighters commenting on one way security doors at the ends of 
balconies; allowing evacuation by occupants but impeding fire fighting access. Also mentions fire fighters 
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221 

222 

223 

224 

225 

226 

227 

228 

229 

230 

231 

232 

233 

reporting rubbish and clutter on the external balconies. Reports problems identifying which floor was which, 
also the fire impeding progress by crews hying to get to people trapped on the 11t~ floor. 

$235: Fire fighter. Bdefed to carry out a search ofthe 11thfloor. Reportsvaryingdegreesofsmoke 
logging on the 11 th floor. The crew does not find any of the three bodies on the 11 th floor at this time. 

S236: Watch Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$237: Crew Manager. Bdefed to carry out a search and fire fighting on the 11th floor. Reports small 
pockets of fire throughout the 1 lth floor, requiring fire fighting whilst carl~ing out a search of the flats on the 
11th floor. The crew does not find any of the three bodies on the 11th floor at this time. 

$238: Fire fighter. Bdefed to carry out a search and fire fighting on the 11t~ floor. Reports good visibility 
within the 11 th floor corridor. The crew does not find any of the three bodies on the 11 th floor at this time. 

S239: Fire fighter. Bdefed to carry out a search and fire fighting on the 11th floor. Reports that ’~hrough the 
door to the left the corridor was ablaze", {subsequent description of damage to fiats indicates that this is the 
north corridor}. Reports charred matedal under foot and wires hanging from the ceiling. Reports the 
search being hard work due to the heat and the smoke logging, leading to physical exhaustion after 
approximately 30 minutes of searching. 

$240: Fire fighter. Bdefed to carry out a search on the 3~ floor, reporting a little smoke but generally good 
visibility. Escorted family from their flat out ofthe building. Then bdefed to gotothe 11th floor to search for 
people not accounted for. Reports extensive damage to the corridor on the 11th floor and a fire continuing 

to burn in one of the escape door/cupboards on the 1 lt~ floor. Reports vely hot and smokey conditions on 
the 11th floor but that visibility was good. Reports not finding anyone that needed evacuating. 

S241: Fire fighter. Reports actions as per S240, no fur[her information relevant to this work. 

S242: Fire fighter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$243: Watch Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

S244: Station Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

$245: Crew Manager. Bdefed to go to the 13t~ floor to carpi out search of the flats. Reports liftle smoke 
logging in stail~ell. Reports finding numerous people on the 13t~ floor and assisting with getting these 
people escorted out of the building. Subsequently went to 1 lt~ floor to search flats. Reports significant 

damage, including staircases being burnt through. 

$246: Fire fighter. Mentions being bdefed on the layout of the flats, including the escape routes onto and 
along balconies, by other LFB personnel after ardval at the scene. Bdefed to go to the top floor, can~ out 

search and rescue, marking flats as this was completed, and to deal with any remaining fires as necessm~. 
Removed four people from their flats and handed them over to another crew to be escorted out of the 
building. Then mentions damping down fires in the 9th floor corridor, {although the description of damage 
indicates that this was actually the 11th floor corridor.} 

S247: Fire fighter. Describes actions as in $246, {although correctly identifies the floor numbers (i.e. 
starting on the 13th floor, moving down to the 11t~ floor before leaving the building)}. 
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237 

238 

234 $248: Watch Manager. Carded out search and rescue on the 5t~ and 7t~ floors, specifically forcing entpJ to 

fiats which had cage doors over their front doors, which had so far prevented entry. Later involved in 
retrieving the final three casualties from the building. 

235 $251: Crew Manager. Carried out search and rescue on the 5th and 7th fioors, specifically forcing entl¥ to 

fiats which had cage doors over their front doors, which had so far prevented entry. Later bdefed to go to 
the 12th floor, finding the body of Catherine HICKMAN in the living room of Flat 79. 

236 $252: Fire fighter. Bdefed to carry out fire fighting on the 9th floor in Flat 65 (following the hose there). 
Repor[s smoke logging in the flat but ve~j little smoke in the remainder of the corridor on the 9th floor. Also 

repor[s the stairs within Flat 65 having burnt away, necessitating the use of an extension ladder to gain 
access to the upper floor. 

S254: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor to fight fires, relieving a crew that had been working here. 
Reports no smoke in the stairwell up to the 11th floor and conditions in the 11th floor corridor as being "quite 

clear of smoke". 

239 

240 

S256: Crew Manager. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor. Repor[s not realising the layout of the flats until 
entered Flat 81. Finds casualties in Flat 81 bathroom and describes experience of becaming overcome by 
heat exhaustion and physical exhaustion, t~ing to communicate this to other crew members {their 
statements indicate this was unsuccessful} and leaving the building. 

S257: Crew Manager. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor south corridor to search and rescue. Repor[ed no 
difficulty in entering flats and that the 11t~ floor south corridor ~asn’t very smoke logged and was fairly 
clear". Then briefed to go to the 12t~ floor north balconies to search the upper floors of the flats on the north 

side of the same level of flats. The body of Catherine HICKMAN was found in the upper floor of Flat 79, 
although the visibility was initially so poor in this flat that the body was not seen until some of the smoke 
had cleared during the search of the flat. 

S259: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor and fire fight. Entered Flat 83 and dealt with a fire on the 
upper floor of this flat. Reported very smoky and hot conditions prior to fire fighting, although conditions 

rapidly improved once the fire had been extinguished and the flat was ventilated by opening the living room 
door onto the East side balcony. 

241 S265: Group Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

242 $266: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor to rescue people trapped in Flat 81. Encountered fully 
developed fire in the 1 lth floor corridor, with floor to ceiling involvement in the north corridor. Reports not 
being to identify which flat on the 11 th floor was Flat 81 due to the fire. Reports the heat being so intense 

that it was not possible to kneel down in the conidor. Repor[s only being able to make it as far as the first 
door on the le[~ of the corridor as the heat kept ddving the crew back. Repor[s having to hand over fire 
fighting to another crewmember due to felling that his neck and wrists were getting burnt. Escorted a crew 
member out of the building due to the crew member suffering from heat stress, prior to locating the 
entrance to Flat 81. States was not aware of any alternative entrance to the flats during fire fighting activity. 

243 S267: Fire fighter. Bdefed to go to the 11th floor to search for people and a leaking gas main. Repor[s 
searching fiats on the 11th fioor, including Flat 81 (both floors) and the lower floor of Flat 79, but not finding 

anyone. Repor[s not being aware that Flat 79 had an upper floor. Repor[s concern regarding being cut off 
from the escape route due to fire developing in the south corridor and significant heat in Flat 79. 
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244 S277: Bdgade Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

245 S279: Group Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

246 S280: Operations Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

247 $280A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

248 $280B: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

249 $291: Senior Operations Manager. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

250 S293: Fire Investigation Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

251 S293A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

252 S296: ScientificAdvisor. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

3.1.4 Significant Findings from LFB Personnel Statements 

253 Numerous personnel menfioned difficulty in gaining access to various floors due to problems getfing the 
drop key to work (statements 45, 64 and 97). 

254 Numerous personnel repoded difficulty in gaining access to flats due to secudty (cage type) doors having 

been installed over the front doors to the fiats (statements 44, 45, 248 and 251 ). 

255 The unavailability of the use of the lift as a fireman’s lift is repoded in statement 203, resulting from the fire 
fighter control function not working. 

256 LFB personnel, both at the scene and in the LFB control room, express difficulty in making sense of the 
layout of the building (statements 45, 71, 75, 141, 154, 199, 219A and 246 versus 247). 

257 LFB personnel at the bridgehead comment on the smoke levels becoming such that the position of the 
bridgehead became untenable and it had to be moved (statements 65, 65A, 67, 113, 114 and 132A). 

However there are also statements indicating that the decision to move the bridgehead was principally a 
result of the fire having spread beneath the bridgehead (statements 45, 94 and 132) 

258 

259 

LFB personnel mention varying degrees of smoke logging throughout the height of the common stairwell 

(statements 66, 70, 114, 132A, 145, 146, 203 and 207) 

Fire fighters initially involved in fire fighting on the 11 floor comment on the sevedty of the conditions they 
encounter there, leading to some of them suffering from the effects of heat (statements 96, 130, 145, 146, 

147, 153, 155, 157, 158,216A, 220,228,239,240,241,256 and 266). This is likely to have been amplified 
by the amount of exer[ion required to ascend the staircase in Lakanal with all of their equipment, whilst 
breathing through a breathing apparatus set. The severity of conditions on the 11th 8oor is also repor[ed by 
personnel seeing it from the outside of the building (statement 78). 

26O One officer mentions the extended amount of travelling crews were having to do whilst wearing breathing 
apparatus due to the bridgehead having been moved out of the building (statement 113). A fire fighter 

th reporis being tasked with going to a fiat on the 11 floor, donning standard duration breathing apparatus 
th th 

during his ascent of the stairs around the 7 or 8 floor, and having to turn back before gaining entry to the 
flat due to running out of air (statement 118). 
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261 Fire fighters on the 11th floor report believing that a gas main had been ruptured due to the way in which the 
fire on the 11th floor was burning (statements 129, 130, 131 and 153). 

3.1.5    Other Emergency Services Personnel 

262 $4: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

263 S4A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

264 S6: Police Officer. Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

265 S15: London Ambulance Service (LAS). Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

266 $38: Police DC. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

267 $40: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

268 S40A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

269 S41: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

270 S41A: Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

271 S42: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

272 $42A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

273 $42B: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

274 S58: LAS Hazardous Area Response Team (HART) Supervisor. Noted. No information directly relevant to 
this work. 

275 S59: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

276 $60: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

277 $72: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

278 $73: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

279 S73A: Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

280 S74: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

281 S74A: Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

282 $79: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

283 $79A: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

284 $86: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

285 S87: Police Interpreter. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

286 S87A: Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 
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287 S87B: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

288 S89: Evidential recording officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

289 S89A: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

290 $89B: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

291 $89C: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

292 $89D: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

293 S93: Forensic odontologist. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

294 $105: LAS HART Team Leader. Mentions smoke exiting the building through an open balcony door. 

Mentions burning debris falling from the building. Later reports smoke billowing out of the north side of the 
building. 

295 S109: Police DC. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

296 S112: Gas network safety manager. States that there was no sign of any ignited gas leak on the 9 , ld~, 

1"1t# and 12t# floors". 

297 S117: Police Officer. Noted. NO information directly relevant to this work. 

298 $133: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

299 $135: Air Support Police Officer: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

300 $135A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

301 $140: LAS HART. Mentions realising flats were two storey maisonettes at 16:51. Mentions going to 8 
floor without breathing apparatus due to smoke free conditions being reported, then forced to move outside 
onto balconies due to smoke ingress. Given the changing smoke conditions, it was decided that 
resuscitation of Dayana FRANCISQUINI could not be commenced until outside the building. 

302 $171: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

303 $172: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

304 $172A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

305 S173: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

306 S173A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

307 S173B: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

308 $173C: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

309 $174: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

310 $176: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

311 S177: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 
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$183: Police Officer. Noted. 

$184: Police Officer. Noted. 

S185: Police Officer. Noted. 

S186: Police Officer. Noted. 

S187: Police Officer. Noted. 

$188: Police Officer. Noted. 

$189: Police Officer. Noted. 

$190: Police Officer. Noted. 

S191: Police Officer. Noted. 

S192: Police Officer. Noted. 

S193: Police Officer. Noted. 

$194: Police Officer. Noted. 

$195: Police Officer. Noted. 

312 S178: Forensic Science Se~ice. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

313 S180: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

314 S181: Police Officer. Noted. Noinfo~ationdirectlyrelevanttothiswork. 

315 $182: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

316 No information directly relevant to this work. 

317 No information directly relevant to this work. 

318 No information directly relevant to this work. 

319 No information directly relevant to this work. 

320 No information directly relevant to this work. 

321 No information directly relevant to this work. 

322 No information directly relevant to this work. 

323 No information directly relevant to this work. 

324 No information directly relevant to this work. 

325 No information directly relevant to this work. 

326 No information directly relevant to this work. 

327 No information directly relevant to this work. 

328 No information directly relevant to this work. 

329 S196: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

330 $198: Police Sergeant. Describes red hot burning embers falling onto the roadway beneath the building. 

331 $210: Police Officer. Describes quantities of falling debris increasing as the fire developed and spread. 

332 $213: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

333 S214: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

334 S215: Police DC. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

335 S217: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

336 $221: Police Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

337 $222: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

338 S223: LAS. Mentions having to move the t~iage area away from the building due to the debris falling from 
the fires. 

339 $224: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 
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340 S225: LAS. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

341 $226: LAS HART. Describes thick grey smoke on the 11th floor in the common stail~ell and clearing this 

by opening a door "to our left", {likely the door into the rubbish chute area next to the common stairs}. 
Describes each of the first three bodies removed from the bathroom of Flat 81 as having "no obvious signs 

of life". 

342 S227: Police Officer. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

343 S230: Police Officer. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

344 S231: Police Video Forensic Engineer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

345 $253: Forensic Practitioner. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

346 $255: Police DC. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

347 $255A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

348 S255B: Noted. No infol~ation directly relevanttothiswork. 

349 S255C: Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

350 S260: Forensic Mobile Phone Analyst. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

351 $262: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

352 $262A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

353 $262B: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

354 S262C: Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

355 $262D: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

356 $262E: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

357 S262F: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

358 S262G: Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

359 S263: Photographic Officer. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

360 $263A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

361 $264: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

362 $268: LAS Paramedic. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

363 S270: Police Officer. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

364 S271: LAS Paramedic. Noted. No infol~ation directly relevant to this work. 

365 S272: Forensic Scientist. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 
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366 $274: LAS Paramedic Team Leader. Mentions having to retreat away from the block due to falling debris. 
Telephone conversations with Dayana FRANCISQUINI regarding smoke ingress into bathroom of Flat 81. 

367 S275: Photographic Officer. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

368 S275A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

369 S275B: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

370 $275C: Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

371 $278: Mobile Phone Analyst. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

372 $281: Police DC. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

373 S284: Consultant Neonatologist. Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

374 S285: Consultant in Hospital Emergency Depadmenb Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

375 S285A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

376 $286: Consultant Medical Practitioner. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

3.1.6 Significant Findings from Other Emergency Services Personnel Statements 

377 The gas network safety manager (statement 112) indicated that there was no gas leak involved in the way 

in which the fire behaved on the 11th floor of Lakanal. 

378 One of the LAS HART personnel (statement 140) mentions changing smoke conditions in the stairwell. 

379 Various personnel mention burning debds falling from the building (statements 198, 210,223 and 274). 

3.1.7    Southwark Building Design Services Ltd 

380 As previously mentioned, witness statements relevant to Lakanal as a building, have been reviewed as 

entire paragraphs relevant to this work that have been excerpted from the text. 

381 S282: Quantity Surveyor. AmosADEWALURE. 

382 $282: Paragraph 1: "lamaqualifiedQuantitySurveyorandamamemberofthe Chartered lnstitute of 

Building. I obtained my professional qualiScations MCIOB in 1993. Prior to joining Southwark Building 
Design Services (SBDS) I wo~ed ll~ private practice." 

382.1 I note that he is a Member of the Chadered Institute of Building (MCIOB). The Chadered Institute 
of Building’s Rules and regulations of professional competence and conduct [2] include the 
following items: 

382.1.1 "Members shall, in fulfilling their professional responsibilities and the duties which they 
undertake, have full regard to the public ll#erest. " 

382.1.2 "Members shall at all times have comprehensive knowledge of, and due regard for, 

legislation in respect of Health, Safety and Welfare as it affects all parts of the building 
process, from design, construction, maintenance to demolition. Members shall be 
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383 

384 

385 

386 

responsible for ensuring that colleagues and others involved with the building process 
are aware of and understand thell responsibilities under such legislation. In particular 
members are expected to: 

382.1.2.1have competence to undertake risk assessment and to ensure that the 

outcome llom the assessment is followed through into safe systems of 
working, 

382.1.2.2be committed to providing a safe, clean and tidy working environment for all 

concerned in the building process, and at all times to comply with legislation 
and best practice; 

382.1.2.3provide and encourage all under their control to undertake training and 
continuing development in Health and Safety matters; 

382.1.2.4have a Health and Safety plan for any building activity, to keep the plan current 
and to ensure that the plan is implemented and adhered to; 

382.1.2.5ensure that all records are properly kept, documented and filed for easy 
access and inspection, and available for audit at all times, 

382.1.2.6be prepared and committed to take disciplinary action against any individual or 
individuals who abuse or ignore any regulations, putting themselves or any 
others at risk." 

S282: Paragraph 2: "l joined SBDS in 1995 as a Quantity Surveyor within the central team of SBDS. 
SBDS are part of Southwark Council but we generate our own fee income. We are usually engaged by the 
different area housing officers within Southwark. Most of the work that I am engaged in is what is known as 
PPM work which is Preventative Planned Maintenance work which would include projects such as 
refurbishments, external decorations and decent homes. Depending on the wofldoad there is usually 
beb~veen 2 and 3 quantity surveyors within the central team. Wllhin SBDS as a whole there are 

approximately 10 or 12 quantity surveyors. SBDS is split into various teams based on geographical 

383.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$282: Paragraph 3:"1 report directly to the client manager who at the relevant time was John MENLOVE. I 

believe that the client manager report to the strategic manager who I think at the time was Andy BROWN. I 

have no direct line reports to me." 

384.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$282: Paragraph 5: "The quantity surveyors role in any job is looking mainly at the costing element and 
cost controlling. In any project I could become involved either at the preparation of the specification stage, 
during the pre-tender stage or at the post-contrast stage. In any one job I might be involved in aft three 
stages or just one stage." 

385.1 Noted. Definition of role. 

$282: Paragraph 6: "As I have indicated above the role of the quantity surveyor is to look at the cost 
element of a job and to ensure that best value for money is achieved for the client. Generally if I was 
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387 

388 

involved in the specification stage my role would be to prepare a budget cost based on the specification 
and to estimate of the likely cost of the job (pre-tender estimate). This information would be passed on to 
the housing client. The second stage I may become involved in is during the tender stage. My role at that 
stage would be to prepare Bills of quantities and tender documentations and to review aft the 5 or 6 tenders 

that have been received horn the tenderers (contractors) and compare that against our own estimated 
budget. I would also review each of the tenders against each other and prepare a realistic tender report 
analysis based on their prices and advise the client if there were any areas of ambiguity or if further 
information was required so that a bonaflde tender was available." 

386.1 Noted. Definition of role 

$282: Paragraph 7: "In the post-contract stage I would carry out a monthly valuation of works properly 
carried out during any month. Each month the conhastor would provide a breakdown of work completed 
together with an application for payment. My role would be to conhol the costs and attend the site and to 
check that the work for which they were requesting payment had been completed and then check with the 

clerk of works that they were happy wllh the completed work& I would then prepare a report which would 
be sent to the construction project manager ("CPM") indicating what aspects could be paid and which could 
not. For example a contractor could provide a break down indicating that they had installed 10 doors, I 

would attend the site and make sure that all 10 doors had in fact been installed and check with the clerk of 
works that they were happy with those 10 doors. If, for example, the clerk of works indicated that he was 

not happy with one of the doors I would prepare a report to the contractor and CPM indicating that payment 
could be made for 9 of the f O doors. It was not my responsibility to check the quality of the work 
undertaken." 

387.1 This paragraph indicates that the clerk of works played some role in assessing the quality of 

finished works and passed this information on to the quantity su~eyor. It would be useful to have 
a statement from the clerk of works for the Lakanal refurbishment. 

S282: Paragraph 9:"1 have been asked specifically to comment on my knowledge of a change to the 
specification in relation to the windows panels at Lakanal House which I understand changed from powder 
coated aluminium panels to Trespa. I have no recollection now as to the change or how that came about. I 
was not involved in the decision making process in relation to a change in the specification. My role would 
be to look at any cost element and to advise if there would be any cost implications for any change in 
material Generally speaking if there is any fluctuation increase in the cost of material that is the contractor’s 

responsibility. The contract is a fixed price lump sum and therefore ifthere is any change in the cost of 
material proposed by the contractor that is the contractors risk unless such changes is initiated proposed 

and instrusted by the CPM. It was not my role as the quantity surveyor to be engaged in discussions as to 
the functionality and performances of any change of material I have in the course of previous projects 
prepared costing analysis and budget estimates involving Trespa and I am therefore aware that Trespa is a 
cheaper material than powder coated aluminium. I have no recollection as to why a change was made nor 
do I now recafl any discussions I may have had about the cost implication of the change. Generally 

speaking it would be the contractor’s responsibility when proposing a change to submit cost comparisons 
for us to evaluate. I have no recollection of seeing any such cost comparisons in respect of LakanaL As I 
have indicated above I do not know the reason why it was suggested that Trespa would be used on the 
Lakanal project. Generally speaking if there is a change in the specification the CPM would issue a contract 
instruction which would include any cost change. Although I do not recall specifically in relation to the 
Lakanal project I imagine that there was li#le or minimal cost implication to the proposed change." 
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390 

391 

392 

393 

394 

388.1 This paragraph indicates that the contractor is responsible for delivering all aspects of a project at 
the price which was agreed in the contract. Changes in cost for the supply of materials are the 
responsibility of the contractor. Indicates that little information was given regarding the change in 

specification from aluminium to composite panels and that there was no cost saving to the project, 
despite previous experience indicating that composite panels were cheaper than aluminium. I 
note the asset[ion that he had no involvement in the decision making process regarding window 
panels. However, he was copied into emails between Annabel SIDNEY and John MENLOVE on 
this subject, see chapter 3.6.4. 

$282: Paragraph 10: q have also been asked about my knowledge of the bullding regulations, lwouldsay 
that I have basic knowledge of the building regulations but they are not something that I am concerned with 

within my role as a quantity surveyor. In my opinion I would say that the contractor and the architect are 
responsible for obtaining building regulations if required. It is my understanding that when a contractor is 
carrying out the work he must have the building regulation requirements in mind. As I have already 
indicated above as a quantity surveyor it would not be my responsibility to be checking the functionalities 
and quality of any work nor considettng building regulation approvaL" 

389.1 Noted. 

S283: Lead Designer. Vincent EDWARDS. 

$283: Paragraph 1: "lamaquallfiedBuildingSun/eyor, andmemberoftheAPM(AssociationforPtoject 
Management). Prior to joining Southward [sic] Building Design Sen/ices ("SBDS") as an Architectural 

Building Surveyor I was co Director in an Architecture Practice for seven years." 

391.1 Depending on the specific role under[aken in the architecture practice prior to working for SBDS, it 

may be reasonable to expect a concurrent level of exper[ise with regards to the Building 
Regulations and their relationship with the design process. 

$283: Paragraph 3:"1 repotted to the Client Manager who, I understood, repotted to the Strategy Manager 
who in turn reported to the Borough Archllect and Building Surveyor. All contracts, (GC Works with 
quantities including LBS Amendments) were let naming the Borough Architect who in turn delegated the 
role to the Construction Project Manager (CPM)." 

392.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S283: Paragraph 4: "In addition to the GC Works Contract a set of Standard Procedure Notes existed to 
assist in the running of the contracts." 

393.1 I have not seen any of the Standard Procedure Notes referred to here. 

S283: Paragraph 6: "In relation to the Lakanal project I was appointed Planning Supervisor, following the 
initial Design Stage of the project. I understood my role was to assist the client in managing the health and 
safety aspect of the project through the design and planning stage I reviewed the Contractors 

PreConstruction Health and Safety Plan (H and SP) and notified the Health and Safety Executive of the 
intention to start the works prior to the construction programme commencing. Such a plan addresses issues 
such as the contractor providing adequate welfare facilities on site, the safe storage of materials and the 
safety of the public during the construction phase of the contract." 

394.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS in relation to Lakanal, see chapter 3.1.10. 
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398 
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4OO 

401 

S283: Paragraph 8: "The completed Construction Heaflh and Safety Plan was submitted bythe contractor 
to the client (via the Planning Supervisor), once the construction works were complete. The file would 
include such as buifl drawing, approvals and test certificates along with operating manuals etc." 

395.1 The completed file is reviewed in chapter 3.11. 

S283: Paragraph 13:"1 have been asked about a change to the specification to the windows to the 
Lakanal House Contract. I have been told that composlle window panels were originally specified as 
powder coated aluminium and at some point a change took place and Trespa panels were installed. I was 
not involved the decision making process in relation to this change of the specification, nor to any change of 
specification for the kitchen doors. In general ff a contractor puts forward a proposal for change it is the 
contractor’s responsibility to ensure that such a change is of an equivalent standard to that specified and 
meets all relevant criteria such as Building Regulations." 

396.1 This asset[ion is suppor[ed by the other documentation reviewed, in par[icular the contract for the 
refurbishment work (chapter 3.10) and correspondence between Annabel SIDNEY and John 
MENLOVE (chapter 3.6.4). 

$283: Paragraph 14: "l have also been asked about my knowledge of the Bullding Regulaflons. lhavea 
reasonable knowledge of the Building Regulations as I undertake the role of CPM on other projects. Under 
the GC Works contract. It [sic] is the Contractors responsibility to obtain Building Regulation Approval 

where required and the Planning Supervisor is responsible for the running of the contract." 

397.1 Noted. 

$290: Acting Group Manager. John MENLOVE. 

S290: Paragraph 1 : "1 am a Qualified Building Surveyor, having achieved chartered status in 2003 and am 
a member of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. Prior to becoming a chartered surveyor, I was a 
qualified mechanical engineer and worked in private practice. I began working within the Local Authority 
sector in approximately 5983." 

399.1 This is a professional qualification administered by the Royal Institution of Chariered Surveyors 
which has a code of conduct associated with it. Items 3 and 4 on the rules of conduct for 
members [3] state: 

399.1.1 Item3: Ethicalbehaviour-"Membersshallatalltimesactwithintegrityandavoid 
conflicts of interest and avoid any actions or slluations that are inconsistent with their 
professional obligations." 

399.1.2 Item 4: Competence - "Members shall cany out their professional work with due skill, 
care and diligence and with proper regard for the tect~nical standards expected of them." 

$290: Paragraph 2: "l joined Southwark Building Design Sen/ices ("SBDS") in 1997 as a Principal Building 

Sun/eyor. In 2001, I became Deputy Group Manager for one of the multi disciplinary teams, and in 
February 2006, became Acting Group Manager. I remained in that role until I left SBDS in October 2007." 

400.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$290: Paragraph 3: "SBDS was an in-house service provider to Southwark Council for construction 

related sen/ices, providing project management sen/ices and tect~nical support. SBDS had a sen/ice level 
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4O2 

403 

4O4 

4O5 

406 

agreement with Southwark Council and we would be commissioned for work by various departments 
including: housing, education and social services. SBDS would charge a fee for providing the sen/foe, 
which was based on a percentage of the contract sum for each individual project." 

401.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S290: Paragraph 4: "SBDS was formed of 6 teams: a business unit team, building services team and four 
other teams which deait specifically wilh refurbishment, new build, and decent homes projects. These were 

split into geographical areas. Each team was mufti disciplinary and consisted of quantity surveyors, 
architects, planning supervisors, building surveyors, project managers, clerk of works, administrative and 
finance staff Each team consisted of approximately 15 people. Each team had a Group Manager and 

Deputy Group Manager and reported to one of the two SBDS Strategy Managers who in turn reported to 
Southwark’s Borough Architect and Building Sun/eyor who in turn reported to the Director of Environment 

and Leisure." 

402.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$290: Paragraph 6: "When I initially joined SBDS in 1997, I was a Principal Building Surveyor within the 
West Team. I moved to Central Team in January 2001, when I became Deputy Group Manager. The role of 
Deputy Group Manager was a supportive role to the Group Manager. My duties would include both fee 

earning work and management assistance. When I became Acting Group Manager I reported to Andy 
BROWN who was the Strategy Manager and I became more invutved in the management and particularly 

the financial viability of the team. As Acting Group Manager, I would have weekly meetings with Andy 

BROWN to report generally about the team and address any issues arising. There would be monthly review 
meetings with the team as well as regular reviews wilh individual members of the team. The Deputy Group 
Manager and Group Manager would be responsible for allocating work to the team which would be done on 
the basis of ability, skill and capacity." 

403.1 Noted. Relevant to the structure of SBDS, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S290: Paragraph 8: "SBDS would be engaged by the housing client for our technical expertise. Ultimately 
the housing client provided instructions regarding their requirements and all decisions were made in 
conjunction with the housing client." 

404.1 I note the assertion that SBDS were engaged by clients for their technical expertise. Clarification 
of the nature of this expertise would be useful. 

S290: Paragraph 10: "In any project SBDS’ role would be to agree the scope of the works with the housing 

client, CatTy out surveys, prepare the specification and tender documentation.. SBDS would often engage 
various external specialists to assist in the preparation of a specification for example quantity surveyors to 

provide financial support." 

405.1 Given the condition of some of the features of Lakanal prior to the refurbishment, in particular the 

suspended ceilings in the common corridors and the condition of fire separation between the flats 
and the space above the suspended ceiling, it would be useful to have clarification of the content 
of surveys normally carried out by SBDS and the surveys carried out with respect to Lakanal. 

$290: Paragraph 11 : "The contract used for PPM or Decent Homes Projects was a Standard GC Works 1 
contract with LBS amendments, which included the specification of works. SBDS had a procedures manual, 
which contained various standard forms and processes to assist in the management of the scheme." 
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406.1 It would be useful to review the procedures manual mentioned above. 

S290: Paragraph 16: "TheLakanalprojectwasunderastandardGCWorkslcontract. The contract sets 
out exactly what is required in terms of pre-contract meetings, progress meetings and roles to be 
undertaken. The contract also sets out in unequivocal terms that it is the responsibility of the contractor to 
ensure compliance with Building Regulations." 

407.1 The review of the contract is dealt with in chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. 

S290: Paragraph 17:"1 believe Apollo won the contract and that the refurbishment programme began in 
March 2006." 

408.1 Noted. Relevant to timescales for applicability of legislation and associated guidance, see 
chapters 4 and 5. 

S290: Paragraph 19:"1 have been asked specifically about a change in the specification in relation to the 
composite window panels. I do not now have any specific recollection regarding discussions that took place 
about the change but I believe the change was instigated by the contractor. In general terms, if a change to 
the specification is proposed, one issue that SBDS would consider would be to look into any impact this 

may have in terms of any delay to the project and in particular whether the contractor would be seeking to 

obtain an extension of time to the contract. Reference would also be made to the contract documentation, 
which required any proposed change to be of an equivalent standard to the original specification. In terms 
of ensuring compliance with Building Regulations (as I have lt~dicated above) the contract states that this is 
the responsibility of the contractor. I am aware that lt~ relation to, for example windows, a FENSA certificate 
is a form of self certification which confirms that the windows comply with building regulations, codes of 

practices and British Standards. Although I now have no specific recollection as to whether a FENSA 
certificate was obtalt~ed lt~ respect of the windows at Lakanal, I have no doubt that one would have been 

issued." 

409.1 Indicates that SBDS’ role was in relation to project management (costs and timescales) rather 
than technical advice, although the terms of the contract with regards to the requirement for all 

work to comply with Building Regulations would be raised by SBDS for the contractor to deal with. 
The assedion that "a FENSA certificate is a form of self certification which confirms that the 
windows comply with building regulations, codes of practices and British Standards" is, in my 

understanding, not correct for all types of building work and, in my opinion, was not appropriate 
for Lakanal. This is discussed in chapter 7.4. 

$290: Paragraph20: q have also been asked whether l am aware of a ct~ange to the lt#emal kitchen 
doors. Again I have no specific recollection now of any such discussion." 

410.1 Noted. 

S290: Paragraph 21 : "1 have been asked to comment on my knowledge of the Building Regulations. I have 

a general understanding of the Building Regulations. At SBDS we had a good relationship with Southwark 

Building Control Department and if any issue surrounding building regulations arose this would be 

sometlfing that would be raised with them. I did not and do not have a detailed knowledge of the Building 

Regulations, nor would I be expected to have lt~ my role. I am aware that plannlt~g approval would be 

sought and obtained by SBDS where required prior to any project going out to tender. Planning approval is 

necessary if the external appearance of a building is changed.." 
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416 

411.1 

$290A: 

This paragraph indicates that, where an issue arose with regards to the application of Building 

Regulations at the design stage, Building Control would be engaged to provide design advice. It 
would be useful to find out whether there were any standard procedures related to this to maintain 

separation between design and approval, in par[icular to ensure that no one individual could 
provide Building Regulations design advice and then approve his own work without peer review. 

S290A: Paragraph 3: "Annabel SIDNEY was the Construction Project Manager wilh responsibility for 

delivering the project. As acting team manger I was updated with the progress in order to track the progress 
of the project with regard to programme and budget. I would have been invited to attended certain key 
meetings, inctuding the pre contract meeting and would also have been notified of montMy site meetings 

but would not have routinely attended. As acting team manager, one of my roles within the muiti-disciplined 
team was to encourage the hee flow of information between team members in contributing and offer advice 

to other members of the team as appropriate. I was also a member of the departments Senior Management 
Team (SMT). Given Annabel’s experience, I am not aware of any decisions which she would have been 
unable to take in her role as CPM on the project. I am also unaware of any specific items which she 
referred to me." 

413.1 I note that Annabel did specifically refer the issue of the change in specification of the window 
panels with the email provided in the letter from Burton Copeland (see chapter 3.6.4). 

$290A: Paragraph 4:"1 would describe the Decent Homes Programme, which was a Government 

initiative, as relatively routine works for SBDS. The Standard GC Works Contracts are a suite of 
Govemment contracts that are used for Social Housing Projects and the number denotes the particular type 
of contract. Within this context, GC Works Contract 1 refers to Building Works. SBDS had considerable 
experience with this type of contract and it was possible to include amendments to detail how the project 
was to run. SDBS had, over the years, buiit-up the contract to the point where the majority, if not all, issues 
had been covered and the contracts were generally structured in the same way, with only the list of works 
or ’Shopping List’ differing between the various projects. We also used the National Building Specification 
(NBS) to include standard clauses, although some elements may not be relevant to a particular project. 

Consequently, by the time of the Lakanal Project, I would describe the contract in place as being long- 
standing and robust whereby both parties should have had a clear and detailed expectation about 
requirements and responsibilities as set out in the contract and indeed Apollo had used this contract on 
many occasions before." 

414.1 This assertion indicates that both parties; Southwark and Apollo, given their pdor experience with 
the contract, should have been familiar with the requirements of the contract and the roles and 
responsibilities assigned to each of them. 

S290A: Paragraph 5: "SBDS were a fee-earning organisation, including the ability to seek commissions 
from other Borough Councils. As a resuit, necessary emphasis was placed upon ensuring that projects 

were completed within programme and budget in order to avoid additional expenditure and the potential for 
claims. Therefore, a robust contract protected both parties." 

415.1 Noted. Relevant to the structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S290A: Paragraph 6: "The Specification forms part of the contract and, with particular reference to the 
Lakanal Project, SAPA was asked to prepare documentation providing performance requirements for the 
window arrangement which, in summary, provided information on the clients requirements. They also 
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418 

provide an on-site support service, including the aitendance at meetings. Southwark Council did not have a 
contractual relationship with SAPA and they provided lt~e# sen/ices on a non fee paying basis with the 

likelihood that they would have a future contractual relationship with the Contractor who was awarded the 
contract. During the tendering process, the Contractors would have been fully aware of the SAPA 
specification and would have had the option to either. tender, tender but challenge the specification and 

offer an alternative, not tender. In this instance, Apollo tendered and accepted the SAPA system. However, 
it is important to recognise that at the tendering stage, SAPA prepared a Performance Specification only. 
The Design Specification would have been prepared after the contract had been awarded and this is 
particularly relevant in light of the apparent suggestion by Apollo (as advised during the interview) that the 
contract was Build Only with no Design element. The contract definitely included a Design Liability for the 
Contractor (Apollo). The method by which that was achieved may have involved SAPA and/or Symphony 
Windows who I believe were the window manufacturers, but Southwark Councils contractual relationship 
was only with Apollo. SBDS would have provided the broad scope and may also have specified 
requirements such as the preferred glass manufacturer, the opening mechanism and the ability to clean the 

windows from the inside but we had no contractual Design Liability. In summary, SBDS set the parameters 
but it was for the Contractor to design the window arrangement." 

416.1 The contract is covered in more detail in chapter 3.10; of par[icular interest is the clause of the 
contract given in paragraph 654 below. 

S290A: Paragraph 7: "As referred to in my previous statement, the contract also places responsibility on 
the Contractor regarding matters relating to Building Control Approval and compliance with Building 
Regulations. I have been shown an extract of the con#act which refers to this but there would also have 
been other references, including within the Prelim section of the contract. Within this context, I have been 
invited to comment on instances during the project when Annabel SIDNEY sought guidance #ore Building 
Control. ff may have been both convenient for us at SBDS and beneficial to Apollo to consult with our 
Building Control colleagues within Southwark Council. However, this in no way detracted #ore Apollo’s 
contractual obligations referred to above." 

417.1 It would be useful to have the opinion of a contract specialist regarding whether such an action by 
SBDS, in effect gaining informal consent from Southwark Building Control regarding certain 

aspects of the refurbishment work, would detract from the obligation on the par[ of Apollo to get 
fo~al consent. In my opinion, it could be argued that proceeding with formal consent following 
such action from SBDS would constitute an unnecessa~ duplication of effort on the part of Apollo. 

$290A: Paragraph8: "l am aware that an area of interest refers to the change in the Specification relating 
to the composite window panels. The contrast made previsions for changes or alternatives to be suggested 
but it was contractually important whether the change was instigated by the Client or Contractor because 
there could be a liability issue if the change resulted in time and cost over-runs. However, regardless of the 
instigator, a change must still comply with Building Regulations and responsibility for this remains with the 
Contractor. During the course of the interview I was asked whether a verbal agreement should be followed 

up within 14 days by written confirmation. I believe there is a distinct route within the terms of contract 
which allow for changes to the specification. It was not uncommon for email exchanges to take place 
beb~veen SBDS and the contracto~ As stated in my previous statement, while I now have no specific 

recollection regarding discussions that took place about the change in panels, including whether there were 
concerns about scratching or glare, I believe the change was instigated by the Contractor but the Client 
would have been consulted. The Client would generally want to have involvement in certain decisions that 

reflected the# wishes for the building and, within this context, they had a desire for uniformity among 
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42O 

421 

422 

423 

424 

buildings on the same estate. I recall the Client wanted involvement in the composition of the windows, 
including type of materials and they had a preference for powder coated aluminium, which was becoming 

standard and which we prefen ed to UPVC. Also, a primary role of the Pilot Flat was to assess the 
aesthetics and functions of the window an angement because it was a modular construction i.e. the 
installation would be replicated throughout the building. However, I can not recafl many details relating to 
the Pilot Flat other than that it would have been a contractual requirement and Annabel SIDNEY would 
have had responsibility for overseeing its completion." 

418.1 This comment needs to be considered in conjunction with paragraph 416 above. 

$290A: Paragraph9: "With reference to the installation of Fire Resistant Doors, I have been refetfed to a 

NBS Specification Clause which details wood-flust~ doors. I have no recollection of this particular clause 
other then to state that wood-flust~ doors would not have been relevant to the Lakanal Project and is an 
example of the aforementioned issue whereby standard clauses are insetted into the contract even though 
some elements may not apply." 

419.1 Given the previous asset[ions that the contractor needed to ensure compliance with the terms of 

the contract for the refurbishment, there needs to be some clarification regarding which paris of 
the Lakanal refurbishment contract were mandatory and which were optional. I encountered no 
such distinction during my review of the contract (see chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12). 

$290A: Paragraph 10: "14fith reference to FENSA certification - This is a third party certification route that 
has evolved as the Building Regulations have gone through various changes. I am aware that window 

installation is an area of works that would require Building Control Approval This would be a Contractor 
responsibility but I am aware that FENSA certification is accepted by Building Control I was informed 
during the course of my interview that the FENSA Certificate covered 5 windows. I was asked if I was 
aware if the ventilation louvre panels were also covered by the FENSA Certificate. I am not aware if such 
louvre panels were covered by the FENSA Certificate nor if they required Building Control approval but, 
once agall~, that would be the responsibility of the Conh actor. " 

420.1 Noted. The issue of applicability of FENSA cedificates is covered in chapter 7.4. 

$290A: Paragraph11: "Mypreviousstatementreferstomyll~dividualknowledgeofBulldingRegulations. 
In summaQ/, Building regulations have gone through various changes and my current knowledge of them is 
not very extensive but it does not need to be. However, I recognise the different principles that they cover 
and could find and refer to a relevant section if I was required to do so." 

421.1 Noted. 

$290A: Paragraph 12: "lMith reference to the Lakanal Project, I do not recall any specific discussions 
regarding Building Regulations." 

422.1 Noted. 

S292: Project Manager. Annabel SIDNEY. 

S292: Paragraph 1 : "1 am a Chartered Building Surveyor. I commenced employment with Southwark 
council in September 2004, as a Project manager. I was employed to work wllhin Southwark Building 
Design Service ("SBDS")." 
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424.1 This is a professional qualification administered by the Royal Institution of Chailered Surveyors 

which has a code of conduct associated with it. Items 3 and 4 on the rules of conduct for 
members [3] state: 

424.1.1 Item3: Ethicalbehaviour-"Membersshaitataittimesactwithintegdtyandavoid 
conflicts of it#erest and avoid any actions or situations float are inconsistent with their 
professional obligations." 

424.1.2 Item 4: Competence - "Members shall CatTy out their professional work with due skill, 
care and diligence and with proper regard for the technical standards expected of them" 

S292: Paragraph 2: "At the relevant time SBDS was a division of the Environment and Leisure Directorate 
of Southwark council. SBDS provided a range of services to a range of council clients. My understanding is 
that SBDS would be engaged by the council clients to act as consultants for the provision of project 

management, sun/eying, planning supervisor and architectural services it~ connection with the council’s 
property portfolio. SBDS’ work could include anythit~g from inception to completion of smafl scale 

alterations, Planned Preventative Maintenance schemes, refurbishment& new build extensions and 
feasibility studies to the project management of external consultants undertaking these sen/ices on behaff 
of the council. SBDS was a fee generating business unit and would either charge a fee, which was based 

on a percentage of the overall cost of a project or a time charge for providing these services, which was 
paid by the client. Whilst I am not aware of the details I believe that there was a service level agreement in 
place between SBDS and the council." 

425.1 Noted. Relevant to the structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$292: Paragraph 4: "At the relevant time Christine KENNEDY was the client manager for Cenhal team. 
John MENLOVE was the deputy client manager and my direct line report. Central team client manager 

reported to Andy BROWN, who was one of the b~vo strategy managers employed by SBDS. The strategy 

managers repotted to Pauline Nee (subsequently Sui- Te Wu) who was the Borough Architect and the head 
of SBDS. My understanding was that fl~e Borough Architect would ultimately report to Gill DA VIES who was 
the Chief Officer for Environment and Leisure at Southwark." 

426.1 Noted. Relevant to the structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S292: Paragraph 5: "SBDS was restructured at some point in 2007 and was integrated into the Housing 
and Sustainable Sen/ices division of Environment and Housing Directorate (previously Environment and 

Leisure) of Southwark Council." 

427.1 Noted. Relevant to the structure of SBDS and Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S292: Paragraph 8: "John MENLOVE asked me to inspect the building in accordance with the scope of 

works identified by the client, arrange the necessary surveys and to prepare the specification. The first 
stage of the PPM project was to visit the building and inspect the existing decorations and general state of 
repair of the building and its common parts it~ accordance with the client’s instructions and the items the 
client had speciflcaity identified. I also undertook a 10 per cent survey of the flats as required and a~anged 
for asbestos sun/eys to be ca~ied out. The flat surveys included, looking at items such as kitchens and 

bathrooms." 

428.1 Works carried out pdor to the contract specification being developed appear to have included 
inspection of the general state of repair at Lakanal. If this included inspection within the cavity 
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433 

above the suspended ceilings in the corridors, I would have expected the following issues to be 

identified: 

428.1.1 the fire performance of the panels above the front doors, 

428.1.2 the fire performance of the ’boxing in’ under the stairs, 

428.1.3 the performance of the fire stopping around pipes passing through the compartment 

wall, 

428.1.4 the fire pe[formance of the materials used in the structure of the suspended ceiling, 

428.1.5 the extent of the suspended ceiling (an extended cavity). 

$292: Paragraph9: "Thefindingsofthell~spectionandresuitsofthedecenthomessurveyswere 

discussed with my line manager and repotted to the client at a meeting early ll~ 2005, where the scope of 

works to be included in the specification and budget were agreed. The client required all bathrooms to meet 

the decent homes standard. There were ongoing discussions with both my line manager and the client 

during this period." 

429.1 The minutes of this meeting in early 2005, which I have not seen, may provide information 
regarding which aspects of Lakanal were included in the survey, see paragraph 428 above. 

$292: Paragraph 13: "In late 2005, CHSHAO sought approval through the Council’s formal approvals 
process to appoint Apollo as the contractor and a pre contract meeting was held in early February 2008, 
between Apollo, SBDS and CHSHAO." 

430.1 Noted. Relevant to timescales for relevance of legislation, see chapters 4 and 5. 

$292: Paragraph 14: "ThecontractpreparedwasSouthwark’sstandardGCWorkslcontract. Underthe 
contract Pauline NEE is named as the Construction Project Manager. In approximately April 2008, this role 
was delegated by SuI-Te Wu to myself and John MENLOVE. It was standard procedure for the role of the 
Construction Project Manager to be delegated. It was agreed that I would undertake the role of 

Construction Project Manager on a day-to.day basis with assistance from John MENLO VE as and when 
required. The role of Construction Project Manager is to administer the contract on a day-to-day basis. This 
would cover for example ensuring that the works were progressing ll~ accordance with the contract and the 
agreed programme. I was also the main conduit between the contractor and CHSHAO." 

431.1 Supports the assertion by John MENLOVE (see paragraph 409) that SBDS’ role was in relation to 
project management (costs and timescales) rather than technical advice. 

S292: Paragraph 15: "The project included upgrading the roof covering, removing the asbestos, replacing 
the window/Wall panels, installing new balcony panels, rewiring, replacing the bathrooms, replacing some 

elements of the kitchens, internal and external redecoration of common parts, minor repairs and renewals 
and extemal concrete repairs." 

432.1 Noted. This paragraph describes the scope of work carried out within the single project of 

refurbishment, which is relevant to the appropriateness of self assessment schemes such as 
FENSA (see chapter 7.4). 

S292: Paragraphs16 to 17: "As indicated above a pre contract meeting was held in early February 2006, 

with Apollo and CHSHAQ. Both myself and John MENLQVE attended this meedng on behalf of SBDS. The 
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purpose of this meeting was to discuss the project in general, setting out roles and responsibilities, the 
scope of the works, the programme and health and safety issues." 

"The works commenced in March 2006 and were planned for completion in March 2007. The works were 
ultimately completed in May 2007. As pad of the contract Apollo was required to refurbish a pilot flat. Once 
tfle pilot flat had been completed, myself, John MENLOVE and Keflh ROBERTS, who was tfle clerk of 
works, viewed tfle pilot flat together with Apollo. Tflis was to set tfle bencflmark for the remainder of tfle 

works and also so that it could be used to show residents the new windows, kitchens and bathroom&" 

434.1 Given the timescales described here and above, it would be useful to know when during this 
process time would have been factored in for gaining formal approval from Building Control for the 
works to commence. This may be contained within the procedures manual referred to by John 
MENLOVE (see paragraph 406). This paragraph also indicates that the clerk of works had some 
involvement in assessing the adequacy of works completed, as mentioned by Amos 
ADEWALURE (see paragraph 387). 

$292: Paragraphs 18 to 19:"1 have been asked specifically to comment on tfle windows and panels. As 
part of the scheme the windows were to be replaced." 

"In order to progress tfle preparation of the specification for tfle windows I sougflt tfle assistance of 
Marsland IMtndows. Tflis was in approximately November 2004. Marsland Windows was a company who 
had assisted SBDS in the preparation of previous specifications and tfleit details were provided to me by 
John MENLOVE. Marsland Windows recommended assistance from SAPA Building System& Througfl 

Marsland, SAPA prepared a performance specification for the provision of powder coated aluminium 
windows and doors. This performance specification formed part of the overall specification for materials and 
workmanship for the window installation which formed part of the contract. The contract stated that the 
actual design of tfle windows was tfle responsibility of fl~e contractor." 

436.1 The specification of the windows within the contract documentation is reviewed in chapters 3.10, 

3.11 and 3.12. 

$292: Paragraph 20: "As I have stated above, tfle contract stipulated that tfle window/Wait panels would 
be tfle contractor’s design and that it was tfle contractor’s responsibility to obtain building control approval. 
My role it~ respect of the windows’ design was to make comments on tfle design drawings provided by the 

contractor." 

437.1 Noted. It would be useful to see the design drawings and what comments were made in respect 
of these. 

$292: Paragraph21: "l recait at some point, in approximately May or June 2OO6, Nfek COUPE of 
Symphony IMtndows raised the possibility of using composite Trespa sandwich wall panels instead of 
powder-coated aluminium. My recollection is that Nick felt that it would weather better, namely tflat it would 

be more resilient to tfle effects of the sun and rain and float it would also look more uniform. I recall tflat 

once Nick had raised this issue I discussed this with both John MENLO VE and Amos ADEWALURE, who 
was Central team’s Quantity Sun/eyor. I also recafl that a meeting took place between SBDS, SAPA, Apollo 
and Symphony at which the windows were discussed. The issue was also discussed with CHSAHO, as 
would be the case with any change in the specification. Given the passage of time I do not now recall the 
exact content of the discussions that took place. I can say that shortly after the discussions the change was 
agreed." 
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438.1 

S292A: 

Noted. The emails between Annabel SIDNEY, John MENLOVE and Amos ADEWALURE are 
reviewed in chapter 3.6.4. The details of any fur[her discussions or meetings on this subject 

would be ve~ useful to inform this work. 

S292A: Paragraph 3:"1 was a Chattered Building Surveyor until December 2009. I have been working in 
this field of employment since 1996 and qualified with the Royal Institution of Chattered Sun/eyors it~ 1999." 

440.1 Noted. Relevant to duration the professional qualification was held. 

S292A: Paragraph 8: "Apollo Property Services Ltd was awarded the contract to implement the works, 
described as a standard GC Works 1 Contract with amendments. It is my understanding that there is a 
clause in the contract, which places cettain responsibilities on Apollo with regard to compliance with 
Building Regulations." 

441.1 The review of the contract is dealt with in chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. 

$292A: Paragraph 10: "lM#h reference to the sandwich wait panels, my first statement details a change it~ 

the specification from powder-coated aluminium to Trespa. The change was initiated by Nick COUPE and 
agreed by me after consultation with others (specified in my first statement). As stated in my first statement, 

I cannot recall the exact content of the discussions but the primary reason for the change was that Trespa, 
known to be a good product, would be more resilient when exposed to the elements. I also recall that a 
concern over cost featured in internal conversations. I was not aware that the change would impact upon 

the performance of the structure and did not expect a FENSA registered company to recommend a change 
that would impact it~ this way. I do not recafl any performance related conversations regarding the fact that 
the sandwich panels were replacing Asbestos panels, although both Apollo and Symphony Windows were 

aware of this." 

442.1 Noted. The role of the specification is discussed in chapter 3.10. Clarification of what constitutes 
a "good product"would be useful. The appropriateness of a FENSA registered company 
commenting upon issues of structure or any other aspect of the building is discussed in chapter 

7.4. 

S292A: Paragraph 11 : "Changes in specifications are common during a project and are govemed by the 
conditions set out in the contract. Wdh reference to the panels, I do not know if SAPA Building Systems had 
any input on this subject or approved the specification change but I do recait they attended one of the 
meetings held at SBDS where the window design was discussed. The client would have been consulted 
about this and other similar decisions but they would rely on SDBS to advise as to the suitability of 
proposed changes." 

443.1 Noted. Clause 4 of the contract specifically states "in the event of any conflict between the 
Conditions and the Specification the former shait prevail". 

S292A: Paragraph 12: "ldonotrecaitwhythespeciflcationforaflreresistantdoorinthekitchendidnot 
also apply to the living room door. I do recait a change in specification regarding the kitchen door, in 
consultation with the client, after residents had expressed a preference for more light. I recait that 
Southwark’s Building Control team was consulted regarding this change, which resulted in guidance and 

agreement to the proposed change, but there was not a formal appitcation/approval process. As a result of 
this change the upper panel of the kitchen door was glazed. I do not recait any similar discussions with 
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Building Control regarding the Trespa panel in the lower half of the door. That is not to say that it did not 

feature in those discussions." 

444.1 This indicates that Annabel SIDNEY and Southwark Building Control were both aware that they 
were replacing a fire resisting element with a non-fire resisting element. However, Annabel 

SIDNEY’s statements do not mention London Fire Brigade having been involved in this decision. 
Copies of any correspondence between Annabel SIDNEY and Southwark Building Control could 
help to clarify this issue. 

$292A: Paragraph 13: "There was vet]/limited work carried out in the corridors. The ceiling panels were 
not touched or altered other than the renewal of sealant where required and the occasional screw 
tightenil~g. I am not aware when the ceiling panels were il~stalled but it is my understanding that the 

installation was approved by Building Control The conidors were drafty and I suggested an Automatic 
Opening Vent (AOV) but this was not progressed." 

445.1 I note that the above asset[ion is contradicted by statement 123A (paragraph 76) wherein it is 
stated that sections of the suspended ceiling were taken down during refurbishment works. 

$292A: Paragraphs14 to 17: "With reference to my knowledge of Building Regulations/Building Control 
Approval and how these were applied to the project at Lakanal House: - 

I have a working knowledge of the Building Regulations and have previous expedence of seeking Building 

control approval on other projects. In general, building works where there is a material alteration would 
require Building Control Approval ’Like for Like’ building works that do not result in the worsenil~g of a 
building are generally unlikely to require Building Control ApprovaL" 

"With reference to the project at Lakanal House, during the various discussions and consultations that took 
place, there would have been references made to Building Regulations but I cannot recall the specific detail 
of those discussions. However, it would have been discussed and agreed with my line manager, during the 
scope of works as to whether Building Control Approval was required. There were no formal applications for 
Building Control Approval, aithough Building Control was consuited regarding certain aspects of the work, 
such as the roof-covering and the kitchen doors referred to above. [4fith specific reference to the windows, 
doors and panels, there were various contractor meetings during which there was discussion about the 
design, drawings and window and door arrangement. Building Regulations must have featured il~ 
discussions with Marsland Windows and SAPA Building Systems but I cannot recafl the specific detail of 

those conversations." 

"The contractor, who was responsible for the design and installation of the windows, doors and panels, has 
a contractual responsibility to obtail~ Building Control Approval where appropriate. FENSA certificates were 
provided for the completed window, door and panel installations, ff is my understanding and expectation, as 

advised by my line manager, that this third party certification route was acceptable to SBDS il~ that it 
provided proof of compliance with the requirements of the Building Regulations. it is also my understanding 
that the certificates are accepted by Building Control" 

449.1 In my opinion, paragraph 447 is correct with respect to Building Regulations only becoming 
relevant to work when it involves the material alteration of a building, as defined by the building 
Regulations. However, it is my opinion that the refurbishment work in Lakanal did constitute a 

material alternation; in particular the replacement of the kitchen to escape balcony fire door with a 
non-fire door. The application of FENSA in relation to demonstrating compliance with the Building 
Regulations is discussed in 7.4. 
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450 "With reference to my knowledge of an SBDS Report dated 2001, regarding the Vertical Spread of Fire - I 
only became aware of the report subsequent to the ltre at Lakanal House." 

450.1 I have not seen the repod mentioned here. The title indicates that it is likely to be of relevance to 

this work. 

451 

452 

453 

454 

455 

456 

3.1.8    Camberwell Housing Office 

$287: Lifts Investment Manager. Adf UDDIN. 

S287: Paragraph 1 : "1 have been employed by Southwark Council since 1994, save for a period during 
2005-2006 when I worked for a Housing Association based in Kent. At the time of the Lakanal fire I was 
employed as a Lift Investment Manager within the Engineering Services Section of the Housing 
Management Division, which was part of the Environment and Housing Directorate. Following a restructure 

of the Division, my job title was changed to Project Manager Lifts, which forms part of the Asset 
Management and Investment DepartmenL" 

452.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S287: Paragraph 2:"1 report to the Engineering Investment Manager who at the relevant time was Tony 
HUNTER. Derek MILLER, a senior engineer and Tony MUSTAFER, a project officer, reported to me. Tony 
MUSTAFER left Southwark in March 2009. Both Tony and Derek have a technical background." 

453.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S287: Paragraph 9: "During refurbishment works there are monthly visits to site by the council’s senior lift 
engineer in conjunction with the contractor’s supervisor, to confirm progress made against the works 
programme, be informed of and resolve issues arising during work in progress and to verify contractor’s 
valuation of works done and materials on site at that time." 

454.1 Noted. The Council Senior Li[l Engineer mentioned here may have some additional information 
regarding the condition of the lilts during visits. I note that Geni O’SULLIVAN (statement 295) 
held this position for a shot[ period of time. 

$287: Paragraph 10: "The lifts at Lakanal House were part offt~e refurbishment programme. There are 
two lifts at Lakanal House that share a lift shaft with a protective wire-mesh screen between each lift. As 

Lakanal is a high rise building it is not possible to take both lifts out of service at the same time. One lift is 
therefore taken out of service, dismantled and replaced. Once it is complete work can commence on the 
second lift. I believe the lift refurbishment works commenced at Lakanal House on 14 April 2009 
(14/04/2009). I believe that by the time of the fire, works on the first lift were 65 percent to 75 percent 
complete." 

455.1 Noted. 

S287: Paragraph 12: "Whilst the ltrst lift was being refurbished the second lift continued to be the subject 

of monthly servicing. The second lift inevitably has a considerably increased usage and it is important to 
seek to keep the second lift running during the refurbishment of the first lift. During the refurbishment works 

the site was handed over to Amalgamated Lilts who would also CatTy out the monthly servicing during the 
works and for a f2 month period following completion of the works." 
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462 

456.1 The increased importance regarding the continued operation of the remaining lift appears to be 
recognised. 

S287: Paragraph 13: "lunderstandthatonthedayoftheftre, the ftre control switch may not have been in 
working order. Since the ftre I have seen the monthly servicing records provided by Liftec in the three 
month period prior to the refurbishment works which show that the contractor had ticked the ’not working’ 
box for the ftre conh ol switch. Qnce Amalgamated took over the site they took on the responsibility for the 

monthly servicing. There is no separate check box on the# form relating specifically to the fire control 
switch. I do not recall being aware that the ftre control switch was not in working order." 

457.1 The service reports for the lifts are reviewed within chapter 3.6.1. 

S287: Paragraph 14: "lamawarethattheliftsatLakanalworkonaduplexsystemandthereisoneftre 
switch for both lifts. Given that Amalgamated had by the time of the ftre a#eady dismantled the first lift and 
therefore the wiring for the fire switch would have been affected, I was surprised to learn subsequently that 
the fire control switch may not have been in working order. Amalgamated had a conhastual responsibility to 
ensure that the safety systems for the lift that remained in sen/ice was unaffected by the# work on the lift, 
which was being refurbished." 

458.1 The technical operation of the lifts falls outside of my exper[ise, but it would be useful to have the 
opinion of a suitably qualified expert with regards to the technical aspects of the continued 
operation of the lifts. 

$287A: 

$287A: Paragraph 3: "LBS employ Contractors to perform both the day-to-day maintenance and 
refurbishmentfinstallation of the residential lifts. My first statement details how this is administered but in 
broad terms maintenance and refurbishment are covered by two separate contrasts. During the period to 
which this statement refers, the administration of Maintenance Contracts was the responsibility of the Lift 
Operations Team (headed by Gerri O-SULLIVAN) and Installation Contrasts fefl under my management 
responsibility as Lift Investment Manager." 

460.1 Noted. Indicates separation of responsibility regarding maintenance versus installation (and 

presumably refurbishment). It would be useful to know whether there was any handover of 
information between the departments regarding the condition of lifts when responsibility was 

passed from one department to another due to works being carded out or completed. 

S287A: Paragraph 4: "However, once refurbishment works begin the contractor also has responsibility for 
the day to maintenance of the lifts specifted in the contract and this continues for a 12 month period after 
the refurbishment works have been completed to the final lift in the contrast package. The refurbishment 
works at Lakanal began in April 2009 and were still in progress at the time of the ftre in July 2009. 
Amalgamated Lifts had the Refurbishment Contrast. Prior to April 2009, Liftec Ltd had the Maintenance 

Contract for LakanaL" 

461.1 Noted. See comment for paragraph 460. 

S287A: Paragraph 5: "Both the Maintenance and the Installation Contracts require the Contractor to CatTy 
out Monthly Inspections of the lifts and complete Check Lists. Certain elements would not get checked 
monthly - such as ’Rope Stretch’ that may not be evident after one month." 

462.1 Noted. See comment for paragraph 460. 
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S287A: Paragraph 6: "In my previous statement I refer to the fact that the Fire Control Switch was 
speciftcally covered by the Check List used by Liffec Ltd but not the one used by Amalgamated Lifts - 
aithough their Check List includes a generic heading of ’Service’items which would include the Fire Control 
Switch. I have sought clarification on this issue hom the Lift and Escalator Indushy Association (LEIA) but 
was advised that there is not a standard format and it is for individual companies to use an acceptable 

Check List. LBS has its own Check List and we would have an expectation that the Contractors, who are 
experts in lift maintenance, will have a list that reflects our requirements and complies with the contract. 

Amalgamated Lifts have agreed in principle to amend their Check List to speciftcatly include the Fire 
Control Switch but in the meantime they are manually recording that the function has been checked." 

463.1 Noted. 

$287A: Paragraph 8:"1 accept ft~at the documentary evidence, refe~ed to in my previous statement, could 
support the proposition ft~at the Fire Control Switch was not operating correctly in April 2009, however it 
may have subsequently been operating. As part of ft~e tendering process, Amalgamated Lifts would have 

conducted a survey of the lifts. This would have been approximately a year in advance of the works 
commencing but any additional fauits discovered during their period of refurbishment and maintenance 
would still form part of their contractual responsibilities." 

464.1 Noted. See comment for paragraph 460. 

$287A: Paragraph 9: "In reflecting upon the overall circumstances and the issues that have been 
highlighted, it is inevitable that there are lessons to be learnt, particularly in relation to having a ’critical eye’ 

to ensure compliance wtlh contractual responsibilities. I now ensure that I receive installation contractors’ 
Monthly Inspection Reports for Installation Contracts from across the Borough." 

465.1 Noted. 

$288: Technical Officer. David SMETTEM. 

S288: Paragraphs 1 to 7: "l have worked for Southwark Council for 28 years on, 1 October2010 
(01/10/2010). I am employed as a Technical Officer. My role is to carry out daily inspections of the Council’s 
housing stock, diagnose repair and specify works to rectify the repair. 

Southwark has undergone many re-structures during my employment and whilst my job tige has had 
various names such as Building Inspector or Technical Officer my role has in general terms remained the 
same. 

I hold a City And Guilds in Building, Construction and Design. Prior to joining Southwark in 1982, I had 
gained a wealth of building experience horn the private sector in the North East. 

When I first joined Southwark in 1982, I covered what was known as the Camberwell DistricL At that time 
Southwark was split into six large districts. The Camberwell District had approximately 10,800 residential 
council properties. Within the District there were 26 estate offices covering the normal repairs and 

maintenance of the properties. I provided technical support to the 26 estate offices, for example if damp 
had been found and the cause was unknown I would can’y out an inspection, prepare a bffef report and 
make recommendations. The Sceaux Gardens Estate of which Lakanal House is a property, formed part of 
the Camben~vell District and therefore part of my remit. 

In February 1991, Southwark decentralised into 21 neighbourhood offices. The aim was to break the areas 

down into smaller, manageable offices to improve service defivery. From 25 February 1991 (25/02/1991), I 
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became the Building Inspector for the Harris Street Neighbourhood Office under which area there were 

approximately 2,000 properties. Sceaux Gardens then left under the management of the Rosemary 
Gardens Neighbourhood Office horn 25 February 199f. In April 1997, the Hanis Street Neighbourhood 
Qffice became responsible for a further 1,000 properties which included the Sceaux Gardens Estate and 

therefore fell back under my remit. 

In 2005, a further restructure took place and three neighbourhood offices (Harris Street, West Cambetwell 
and Denmark Hill) were merged to form the Camberwell Area. The number of properties under its remit was 

approximately 9, 000. Sceaux Gardens fefl under the Camberwell Area. My job title was changed to 
Technical Officer. There were three technical officers within the Camberwell Area. 

From 1982 to February f991, my line manager was the Assistant District Manager. Following the 
restructuring in 199f my line manager became the Neighbourhood Manager. In approximately f993/f994, 
the manager’s role was split into two: contract manager and client services and financial manager. I 
reported to the contract manager. From 2005, I reported to the repairs team manager." 

473.1 These paragraphs indicate that David SME]qEM has had some form of responsibility for Lakanal 
during all of the periods since 1982 when work was being carried out. Also relevant to structure of 
Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$288: Paragraph 8: "If a property was identified for a major refurbishment scheme within my area, I would 
often meet with the consultant to discuss the history of the block." 

474.1 Confi~Tnation of which aspect of the block’s history was discussed may be useful to identify 

whether this discussion was relevant to this work and needs to be considered. 

$288: Paragraphs 9 to 11 : "Lakanal House had been identified for the Decent Homes Programme. The 
brief for the programme was provided to Southwark Building Design Sen/ices (’SBDS") who were engaged 
as consultants for the works. I recall in approximately September 2004, meeting with Annabel Sidney from 
SBDS who was the Construction Project Manager for it~e works. Lakanal’s sister block, Marie Curie, had 
undergone refurbishment works several years before. The budget for the Marie Curie block had been 
considerable less than what was available for Lakanal. I recall discussll~g the Marie Curie works with 

Annabel In particular we discussed the windows. As the budget for Marie Curie had been less, the timber 
window #ames had not been replaced, only repaired. We had experienced problems with the windows in 
Marie Curie ll~ relation to water leaks. The water leaks appeared to be caused due to a problem with the 
gasket around the tilt and turn window construction. The timber window frames at Marie Curie had been 
repaired using an epoxy resin system. We had however begun to experience water penetrating the frames. 

Given that the budget for Lakanal was considerable higher, I recall discussing with Annabel that it would in 
my view be a good idea to replace the timber window frames with double glazed windows. I was aware that 
since approximately 2002, when installing double glazed windows, Southwark tended to use powder coated 

alumldldm and I believe that this was what we discussed. 

We also discussed in general terms the need for the roof to be replaced and the types of roofing system& I 
also explall~ed to Annabel that we were aware from the works completed on the Marie Curie block that 

there was notifiable asbestos present in the outside panels below the bedroom windows. I recall that when 
the works were undertaken on Marie Curie we had obtained a report from an asbestos expert called Jane 
ROBSON, who had suggested that if refurbishment works were to be undertaken on these blocks, it would 
be advantageous to remove these panels at the same time. The asbestos panels had been replaced in the 
sister block." 
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477.1 The performance of the replacement panels in Marie Curie was assessed following a fire there on 
the 29th November 2010. This is discussed in chapter 6.6. 

S288: Paragraph 15: "lwasnotawareofthetermsofthespecificationfortheworksnorwaslawareof 
any change ll~ the specification. This was not area I would have expected to know or be consulted on." 

478.1 Noted. 

S288: Paragraph 15: "l do have a general day to day working knowledge of the Building Regulations. I 
would not have any responsibility in my role for ensuring building regulation approval for any type of 
refurbishment works." 

479.1 Noted. 

$289: Contract Manager. Charles PEARCE. 

$289: Paragraph 3: "On 23 January 2006 (23/01/2006), I took over the role of Area Programme Manager 
for the Cambe~well Investment Team. This was a temporary six month position covering the maternity leave 
of Sharon SHADBOL T I stayed in this role until the beginning of July 2006." 

481.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$289: Paragraph4: "TheroleoftheAreaProgrammeManagerwastodellvertheCambetwellinvestment 
major works programme. When I took over the role there were approximately 30 major work schemes 

within the Camberwell area, one of which was the Lakanal Decent Homes Refurbishment Project." 

482.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S289: Paragraph 5: "As Area Programme Manager I managed four Investment Programme Officers and 
two fovestment Programme Assistants. I repotted to the Cambetwefl Area Office Manager who at this time 
was Allen MacPHERSON. I also had a dotted repotting line to Dan HOLLAS who had overall responsibility 

for the property investment delivery portfolio. I met with Dan on a monthly basis and provided a progress 
report on each of the projects within the Camberwell area. I held 121 monthly meetings with each of the 
Investment Programme staff as well as holding a team meeting with all the team in order that relevant 
information could be cascaded up and down. All the Investment Programme staff were based in the same 
office as me located at Castlemead and therefore I had regular day to day contact wllh the team." 

483.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S289: Paragraph6: "EachmajorworksprojectwasassignedtooneofthelnvestmentProgramme 
Officers who had day to day responsibility for the delivery of the project. In relation to the Lakanal Project 
the Investment Programme Officer assigned was Ejovi A WARITEFE. Ejovi would have had the day to day 
contact with Southwark Building Design Services ("SBDS’) who were the consuitants engaged to prepare 
the specffitcation and project manage the works. The Camberwell Investment Team was ll~ effect the client 
and we had a client/consuitant relationship with SBDS." 

484.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S289: Paragraph7: "lhadregularmonthlymeetingswitheitherJohnMENLOVEorotherSBDSmanagers 
where we would have a general overview of aft the Camberwell projects SBDS were runnll~g." 
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485.1 Any minutes taken from these minutes may provide useful information regarding the level of detail 
of information that was discussed and whether this is of relevance to this piece of work. 

S289: Paragraph 8: "When I temporarily took over Sharon’s role the Lakanal Project had already gone 
through the consuitation, specification, tender and approval stage pending a pre-contract meeting with the 
proposed contractor, Apollo. There was therefore no requirement for me to re-evaluate the terms and/or 
change the terms of the specification and selection process." 

486.1 It would be useful to know whether there was any handover procedure between Sharon 

SHADBOLT and Charles PEARCE that provided the information necessa~ for Charles PEARCE 
to conclude that there was no requirement for him to re-evaluate and/or change the terms of the 
specification and selection process. 

$289: Paragraph 9:"1 believe I attended the pre-contract meeting held with the contractor ll~ February 
2006. The works were due to commence at Lakanal in March 2006 with a 12 month programme. My role at 
the pre contract meeting was to represent the client (i.e. Cambe~well Investment Team and residents). The 
pre contract meetll~g follows a standard agenda during which the contractor discusses how they intend to 
implement the programme of works. I do not recafl any specific or unusual details about this meetll~g but I 

do think I provided the letter of award to Apollo either at the end of the meeting or very soon thereafter." 

487.1 Noted. Confirmation of timescales with previous statements. 

$289: Paragraph 11 : "It has been suggested to me that there was a change to the specification ll~ relation 

to the window composite panel I do not recall being aware of any change in the specification. In general 

terms, I would have expected that, as the client, the Camberwell Investment Team would have been 

consulted as to any change ll~ the specification. Agall~, ll~ general terms, changes to specification would 

usually need approval from us as the client but we would be guided by advice and recommendations of the 

consultant. As I have indicated above Ejovi would have had the day to day contact with SBDS. I believe if 

Ejovi felt that she could not make a decision, then she would discuss it with me. I do not recall discussing a 

change in the specification ll~ relation to Lakanal with Ejovi. I also do not recall there being any specific 

problems with the programme of works during my six months at the Cambe~vell Investment Team." 

488.1 The status of any approval sought from or issued by the Cambe~ell Investment Team needs 
clarifying with respect to the conditions of the contract for the refurbishment. 

$289: Paragraph 11 : "Sharon returned to work during the first haft of July 2006 and we had a handover. I 
had a final meetll~g with the CambenNell lt~vestment Team on 4 July 2006 (04/07/2006) and took up a new 

role on 17 July 2006 (17/07/2006) as a Repairs Manager (Peckham)." 

489.1 Noted. The role of Sharon SHADBOLT pdor to and following the involvement of Charles 
PEARCE needs clarifying. 

s28gA: 

491 8289A: Paragraph 2: "My first statement details my temporary role as Area Programme Manager for the 
Cambe~vell Investment Team between January 2006 and July 2006, during which there were 

approximately 30 major work schemes, within the Cambe~vell area, that were allocated to the four 

Investment Programme Officers who were under my supervision. I had Lille Manager responsibilities for the 
Investment Programme Officers and two Assistants, including Ejovi AWARITEFE, who was the lt~vestment 
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Programme Officer for the Lakanal Project. Her role differed from mine in that she had day-to-day 

responsibility for the Project, where as I had overall Managerial responsibility to ensure that ft~e objectives 
of a8 the Projects were delivered." 

491.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S289A: Paragraph 3: "The Camberwell Investment Team represented the interests of the client and 
residents and this process continued for the duration of the project with residents having the oppottunity to 

inform the scheme at inception and monitor progress through representatives attending Monthly Progress 
meetings. In summary, ft~e Client and residents could have a say on aspects of ft~e project ft~at are 
predominantly cosmetic such as colour and window mechanism, provided ft~ere was no compromise to the 
building fabric requirements. In broad terms, there is a distinction between the requirements of the 

Customers and those of the Consultant. For example, I reca8 a particular issue among many residents 
involved concerns about the scaffolding affecting their satellite signaL" 

492.1 Indicates that there was a distinction between approval from the client (Camberwell investment 
Team and residents) and approval with respect to the technical requirements of the refurbishment 
work. 

$289A: Paragraph 4: "During this it#erview, reference was made to an email from Annabel SIDNEY dated 

16 August 2006 (16/08/2006), referring to the window panel colours and a discussion with me in respect of 
plannit~g because of listed building requirements. I was itfformed that the emafl of f 6 August was not sent 

to me. I do reca8 discussions on the colour scheme but I have no particular recollection of discussit~g 
planning issues. In principle, I would have had an interest in continuity of colours on the Sceaux Gardens 
Estate and I do fecal discussions about colour but not involving Planning - albeit I would have expected the 
Consultant to liaise with Planning." 

th 493.1 I have not seen any email from Annabel SIDNEY dated the 16 August 2006. 

$289A: Paragraph5: "As refetred to in my first statement, l do not recait a change it~ specification in 
relation to the window composite panels, including discussions about uniformity of the balcony and window 
panels, nor do I recall discussions about the aesthetics of the panels or the risk of scratching. I also have 
no recollection of any discussions about Fire Doors in the kitchen." 

494.1 Noted. 

S289A: Paragraph 6: "Aithough I attended the pre contract meeting in February 2006, I have no 
recollection of a subsequent meeting in May 2006, involving the various interested patties when, as advised 
during this intenitew, the window panels were discussed." 

495.1 Noted. 

S289A: Paragraph 7: "With reference to the Heaith and Safety File, it would have been an extensive set of 
documents, probably four or ftve volumes, comprising a wide range of information relating to Building 
Regulations, warranties, guarantees, paint colours and literature regarding the Contractors and 
Manufacturers - this list is not exhaustive. However, it should be appreciated that I never had sight of the 
file because it would have been prepared at the conclusion of the project after I had left." 

496.1 Noted. 

497 S294: Project Manager. EjoviAWARITEFE. 
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S294: Paragraph 3: "During my time at the Camberwell area office I was employed as an Investment 

Programme Office~ I reported to Sharon SHADBOL T who was the Investment Programme Manager. 
Sharon went on maternity leave in about January 2006, for a period of about 6 months and during this time 
Robert PEARCE was my Line Manager. I would have regular meetll~gs with my line manager to review all 
of the projects on which I was the Investment Programme Officer. We very much had an open door policy. 
If for example I had come from a site and I had an issue to raise I would speak directly to my line manager." 

498.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$294: Paragraph 5: "At Southwark there is usually a 5 and 7 year rolling programme of major 
refurbishment works. The preparation of the specification is usually done by the lead designer (both llttemal 

and external) and the brief would be given by the Investment manager as to what needs to be done. These 
would usually be standard briefings (on decent homes, external re-decoration programme or both) with 
slight tll~kering to reflect the need of the estate. In case of Lakanal, the lead designer was Southwark 
Building Design Services (’SBDS"), a Southwark internal design Team." 

499.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$294: Paragraph 7: "In relation specifically to the Lakanal Project I do not recall having any involvement in 

the briefing or specification process. I believe that I did not become ll~volved until the delivery stage. I 
cannot now remember if I was invoived in the tendering process but I may have been." 

500.1 Noted. Relevant to structure of Southwark Council, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S294: Paragraphs 8 to 11: "The Housing Office is in effect the client, lf any issues arose duffng the course 
of any project I would go to the Lead Designer who would subsequently issue an instruction to the 
contractor. I do not give any direct ll~structions to the contractor. If any technical issues arose I would go to 
the Lead Designer. If any other issues arose I would go to my Lille Manager. The tenant is, in effect, my 
customer and my role is to be the liaison between the customer and the Lead Designer. I would attend the 
monthly progress meetings and have a general day-to-day liaison with the Lead Designer. I would also 
atlend the Tenants and Residents Association meetings in order to update them in relation to the 

programme of works and I would also address and deal with any complaints from residents." 

"As an Investment Programme Officer I would expect to have very little say in terms of any changes to the 
specification. If there was a change to the specification, which had a cost implication, I would have to take 

to my line manager who would have to escalate any decision to increase costs. In particular the 
leaseholders would have to be consulted as they contribute towards the costs of work." 

"1 would be copied into information about changes but I would not make the decision in terms of technical or 
financial matters as there are others in place to make those decisions." 

"As the housing client we would rely upon the experts for the technical aspects of a job. I would certainly 
become involved in issues relating to aesthetics rather than the technical aspects, for example the types of 

colours to be used." 

504.1 Suppods statement by Charles PEARCE that, whilst the Cambet~ell Investment Team might 

make recommendations, these would tend not to impact directly upon the technical aspects of the 
work. 

S294: Paragraph 12: "In relation to Lakanal I have been asked if I recall discussions about the change to 
the specification in relation to the windows. I have been informed that a change took place from powder- 
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coated aluminium to Trespa panels. In particular I have been asked if I recall any discussions about the 

Trespa panelling would weather better and that it would provide a more uniform look. I have no recollection 

of the ct~ange to the specification nor the reason behll~d the ct~ange. In general terms, the two mall~ areas 

the housing client would wish to consider, ff there were a ct~ange to the specification, would be the cost and 

that the new product to be installed was of a similar/superior standard. As I have ll~dicated I do not recall 

any discussions about the change to the specification in relation to the windows at Lakanal but as the 

Investment Programme Officer I would have relied upon the lead designer in relation to any tect~nical 

aspects and would have been guided by them in relation to the suitability of any proposed change in the 

specification." 

505.1 This indicates that discussion or correspondence could have taken place wherein the housing 

client would seek to confirm that the change in specification would result in either an equivalent or 
improved product being fitted. However, given previous assertions that the expertise of housing 
was limited (see paragraphs 501 to 504) indicates that these discussions/correspondence may 
have been limited to the aesthetic and weathering issues mentioned here. 

S294: Paragraph 13:"1 have also been asked if I recall discussions about the change to the kitchen doors. 
Again I do not have any specific recollection but I do have a vague memory of discussions from residents 
indicating that they wanted more light. I do not however recall how or whether that fiited into the change of 
specification mentioned to me about the kitchen doors." 

506.1 Noted. 

S294: Paragraph 15: "lhavealsobeenaskedaboutwhetherlhaveaworkingknowledgeofthebuilding 
regulations. I can say that I do not, nor do I need to have a knowledge of the building regulations in relation 

to the role I perform. The lead designer working with the contractor would deal with the building regulation 
side of things on a project." 

507.1 Noted. 

S294: Paragraph 16:"1 have also been asked about the false ceiling in the corridors at LakanaL I can say 
that I was aware there was a false ceiling, which had sen/ices above it, and as far as I am aware it wasn~ 
part of the specification to replace it. ff is not sometlfing that I would have expected to have been part of a 
decent homes refurbishment project." 

508.1 Noted. 

S294: Paragraph 17:"1 have also been asked about a heaith and safety file. Usually at the end of any 
project the contractor would provide to the CPM all relevant details of the materials used on the project 
including for example guarantees, common method statements and ll~formation relatll~g to, for example, the 
type of paint used. This file would be returned to the housll~g office client and would be kept by the housing 
office as a reference point. In relation to Lakanal, I left the Cambetwell Housing Office just prior to the 
completion of the project so I did not see the heaith and safety file." 

509.1 Noted. 

S295: Contract Manager. Gerd O’SULLIVAN. 

S295: Paragraph 3: "Within the Borough of Southwark there are 755 lifts within residential blocks and 498 
disability lifts. The borough is split into 3 contracts and each of the 3 contracts had a repair and 
maintenance contract in respect of the residential lifts. Apex Lifts had 2 of the 3 Contracts and Liftec had 
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the 3rd Contract. I believe that the contracts had been awarded about a year prior to my arrival within the 
team. Lakanal fell within area 3 for which Liftec had the contract." 

511.1 Noted. Indicates responsibility for maintenance of lifts prior to li[~ refurbishment. 

S295: Paragraph 6: "Under the terms of the repair and maintenance contract the contractor has a 
contractual responsibility to conduct monthly inspections of each lift and to provide Southwark with copies 
of their checklist. They are also under a contractual responsibility to ensure that any health and safety 
issues were brought directly to the attention of the team within Southwark by either a phone call or noting it 
on the comments box on their tick sheet or submitling a spreadsheet with the PDF disks." 

512.1 Noted. This indicates that any issue regarding the operation of the Fire Control function of the lifts 
should have been raised specifically with Southwark Council by the contractor. 

S295: Paragraph 7: "When I first joined the team the contractors were sending through individual PDF files 
either by way of disk or email to each ot the lift inspections. They have a contractual responsibility to 

provide a separate summary spreadsheet to provide a shod summary of any health and safety issues, or 
issues which needed additional works orders following the sen/icing of aft lifts. When I first jolt~ed lt~ January 
2009, neither contractor was supplying ft~e separate spreadsheet and their comments box was not always 
being used to highlight health and safety issues. As I have indicated above, my role was to ensure that ft~e 
contrast was being delivered and to ensure that procedures were in place. During the ftrst couple of months 
of joining the team I was looking to see what contractual procedures were in place for both contractors." 

513.1 This indicates that two types of document were being submitted for each inspection carried out 
eve~ month under the regular maintenance contract. I have only seen one type of document, 
reviewed in chapter 3.6.1. 

$295: Paragraph8: "As part offt~e terms ofthe conttast regular monthly contract, progress meetings took 
place with each of the contractors where any issues can be discussed." 

514.1 This indicates that there was also monthly meetings between Southwark Council and the 
contractor, during which any issues could be raised. 

S295: Paragraph 10: "l have been asked about the monthly inspection report in relation to the lifts at 
LakanaL I am aware that in April 2009, the lifts at Lakanal entered into a refurbishment programme. Once a 
refurbishment of a lift has commenced that lift and any other lifts within the refurbishment contract does not 

form part of the monthly repair and maintenance contracts. I have been asked in particular about the 
monthly inspection reports in the 3 month period prior to the commencement of the refurbishment work. As 
I have indicated above I joined the team in January 2009 and part of my role was to ensure that the 
relevant procedures were in place. As I have also indicated he#her Apex nor Liftec were providing ft~e 

requisite summary spreadsheets or contacting the lift team by telephone to report any urgent hea#h and 
safety issues when I ftrst arrived. The monthly lt~spestion reports for all lifts within the Borough were belt~g 
sent lt~ either on disk or email throughout the course of the month. I was unaware that the monthly 
inspection reports for Lakanal were lt~dicadng that the ftre control switch may not have been lt~ wo~ing 
order. I can however say that any heaith and safety issues lt~ relation to lifts were a priority and the 

contractors were under a contractual responsibility to ensure that any health and safety issues affecting any 
lift was brought directly to the attention of the team." 
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515.1 It is unclear from the information above whether Southwark Council had received any notification 

of the issue regarding the Fire Control of the lilts at the time of the handover for commencement 
of the lift refurbishment, or any time thereafter prior to the fire on the 3rd July 2009. 

516 
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522 

3.1.9    Contractors 

$80: Trainee Lift Engineer. PeterEDMEAD. 

$80: Paragraph 1 : ’1 am employed as an improver (trainee lift engineer) and have worked in this capacity 
for a little over three years. I work for a company named "Select Lift Sen/ices Ltd’ who are based it~ Rush 
Green in Romford Essex. This company sub contracts work form ’Amalgated Lifts’ who I believe are based 
at St Marys Cray South London. About half of the work I cany out it~volves working on lifts with regards to 

council properties around the Southwark area of London." 

517.1 Noted. Relevant to relationship between contractors and subcontractors, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$80: Paragraph 4:"1 finished this particular task at about 0830 hrs. I then continued ftfting the lift landing 

doors on the seventh, ftffh, ftrst and ground floor which took me up to about midday. I had been unable to 

fit the doors on the nit#h and third floors as there were some errors with the architraves which go around 

ft~e outer edge of the door it ames. I had lunch at f 125 hrs and continued with my work at about midday. 

After lunch I began measuring for conduit lengft~s for ft~e locking systems on each floor. I was only working 

on one particular lift shaft this day which is on the right hand side as you look at the front of the building. 

For the purpose of the residents in this building, this particular lift shaft has been non operational since 15~ 

April 2009. We have not yet began refurbishment work on the other shaft so this was operational and 

workit~g on Friday 3~d July 2009." 

518.1 Asseris that the li[1 not being refurbished at the time of the fire was fully operational. 

$249: TRESPA Manager. David LAING 

S249: Paragraph6: "With particular reference to our product it is supplied in diffeffng thickness ranging 
from 3mm to 25ram. It is also supplied in different colours and textures. 6ram and above is sold as a 
finished building product for application on a rain-screen e.g. balconies. However 3mm is sold as a part 
finished component and predominantly used to fabricate Infill Panels that are glazed into window sections 
orcurtainwalling. TRESPAisnotit~volvedit~thefabricationprocesswhichinvolvesthe3mmsheetson 
both the it#erior and exterior with it~sulation in the middle. Fire Resistant capabilities would depend on the 
completed product it~cluding the insulation and the company fabricatit~g the panels would need to consider 
both thermal and ftre resistant capabilities appropriate to their final use and in-line with the specifications." 

520.1 Noted. Indicates that the company supplying the completed panels might be able to provide 
information regarding the fire performance of the complete sandwich panel. 

$249: Paragraph 7: "Our products are made itom Cellulose Fibre and Resin. None of our products are 
made from, or contain, aluminium or any other metaL" 

521.1 Noted. 

S249: Paragraph8: "The fire resistant capabilities of our product and the associated ftre regulations within 
both Europe and the U.K. are generally complex. However, we supply our product as either Standard or 

Fire Retardant (F. R. )" 
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522.1 Indicates that a fire retardant grade of the Trespa panel could have been used in conjunction with 

a suitable insulation layer to produce a complete sandwich panel with a level of fire performance. 

S249: Paragraph9: "F.R. products carry a 5 per cent surcharge and have enhanced properties in fire 
performance but it is not marketed as a fire resistant product. Standard does have properties in fire 
performance but lesser ffian F.R. grade, ff is important to note friar no High Pressure Laminates are non- 

combustible. Therefore, when we have been asked to provide non-combustible product, e.g. London 
Underground, we have been unable to comply with such a request." 

523.1 Noted. 

S249: Paragraph 12: "l subsequently checked with the CustoOmer [sic] Service Department in Holland and 
the information available, suggested that it was highly probably that we had identified the materials supplied 
on the project at Lakanal House including Standard 3mm sheets for the Infill Panels and Standard 13ram 
sheets for the balconies." 

524.1 Indicates that standard grade, not fire retardant grade, Trespa panels had been used in the 
window and balcony panels. 

th S249: Paragraphs 13 to 15: On 24 November 2009 we were visited by Pofice Officers from the 
Metropolitan Police who were investigating the fire at Lakanal House with specific interest in our products 
used in the structure of the building." 

"1 complied with their request to confirm with C. S.D that our products had been ordered and supplied - 
possibly for that project. I was able to confirm that the 3ram sheets had been ordered by the Distributor - 
FGF Insulation, Shadwell House, Shadwell Street, Birmingham, B46LD and ffiey supplied it to Commercial 
Panels Limited, Unit 2& The Fort Industrial Estate, Fort Parkway, Castle Bromwich, Birmingham B367AR." 

"Commercial Panels Limited would have been the company who fabricated the panels and were likely to 
have ordered the insulation materials from another company." 

527.1 Noted. Relevant to supply chain, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$249: Paragraph 16: "The~3mmsheetswereorderedviaadifferentDistributorwholhaveyettoidentify 

but this would have been used in the balconies." 

528.1 Noted. 

S249A: 

S249A: Paragraph 2: "Firstly I believe subject to confirmation the 3ram panel supplied was a TRESPA 
meteon panel. There are normally six regional sales managers who are employed by TRESPA within the 
UK. These particular staff have a good technical knowledge of the product but not of building regulations. If 
anyone were to ask advice with regard to ffiis or indeed fire performance requirements, they would be 

referred to file architect or local building control As previously mentioned, our 3ram panels are always sold 
as a part finished product. Our particular panels (6mm and upwards) are normally used as facia, soffits, 
cladding, balcony panels. In addition 3mm panels are used for sandwich panels however TRESPA have no 
involvement in the manufacture of the completed sandwich panels we simply supply the 3ram product." 

530.1 Noted. 
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S249A: Paragraph 3: "The panels are always installed as a ventilated rain screen panels and are not 

designed to be part of a sealed system. I am aware that building regulations have been amended to 
included rain screen cladding. I am aware that the 8mm TRESPA meteon panel has been tested by 
Wanington fire research in both standard and F.R. grade to BS476-7. The F.R. grade achieved a class one 

rating. Having achieved this rating it was then tested for BS476-6, actfieving a sub index of g.8. This would 
mean that 8mm F.R grade is considered as a Class ’O’building product." 

531.1 Noted. This indicates that, if F.R. grade had been used, the balcony panels installed at Lakanal 

as par[ of the refurbishment could have been Class 0. The definition of Class 0 is dealt with in 
chapter 5.4.3. 

$249A: Paragraph 4: "The 8mm meteon standard grade panel actfieved a BS476-7 rating of two and as 
such is not then tested to BS476-6. I have agreed to supply copies of these test certificates which I will 
supply to the police in due course." 

532.1 Noted. 

$249A: Paragraph 5: "The F.R. grade has a different resin component to that of standard grade. 3ram 

panel can be supplied in both standard and F.R. grade. However due to its thickness there would be 

considered of little benefit in using F.R. grade on 3mm as it is so thin. TRESPA have never catHed out any 

certification on the 3ram productwith regard to its fire properties. Nor have we everfabdcated sandwich 

panels or been involved in the testing of fabricated sandwich panels." 

533.1 Noted. The company responsible for using the Trespa panel to manufacture the finished 

sandwich panel used in Lakanal (understood to be HALLMARK, then Commercial Panels Ltd) 
may be able to provide information on the fire performance of the completed panel. 

$249A: Paragraph 6: "Subject to confirmation there is a high probability I have been able to identify the 
supply route of the 3ram and 13ram panels. Standard grade (not F.R. grade) has been fitted or installed at 

LakanaL I have supplied to the police, paperwork relating to supply of 3ram meteon via F.G.F Ltd. This 
consist of seven pages and I exhibil this document as DHL/2. I will forward details of the supply chain for 

the 13ram product, where again standard grade was ordered and supplied. I have also today handed to the 
police a further document titled BBA certificate number 99-3629, TRESPA METEON cladding systems, as 
confirmation of fire test data. I produce this as Exhibit DHL/3." 

534.1 Noted. 

S250: SymphonyWindowsManager. NickCOUPE. 

S250: Paragraph 2: "Nearly all of our contracts are commercial and carried out within the London area. 
By commercial, I mean we are involved in the supply and fitling of windows and doors for flats and social 
housing. Over the years we have had a lot of work wilh Southwark Council (not directly) but as sub 
contractors to the main building contractors on various projects. Much of our work is contracted to us from 
a large building contractor named - APOLLO PROPERTY SERVICES GROUP LTD." 

536.1 Noted. Relevant to supply chain, see chapter 3.1.10. 

S250: Paragraph 3: "My main role within the company is that of Operations Directo~ This means I 
become fully involved in a project from the point of sale and will include site visits, manufacture and 

overseeing of installation of all of the companies projects. My partner Tom tends to deal mostly with the 

salessideofthebusiness. Symphonyisatnostageinvolvedinthemanufactureorfabricationofwindows, 
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doors, panels or glazing. We order from outside companies to supply to us whichever products are 

required. Sometimes the products are delivered to the company premises or otherwise direct to site." 

537.1 Noted. 

S250: Paragraph 4: "On 23~ August 2005 my company received by post, notification from Apollo that 

tendering for a project at Lakanal House, Sceaux Gardens London SE5 had commenced. Theyrequested 
a quotation for the supply and fit of aluminium windows at the location. Together with this notification letter 

was a document of project particulars where various specifications were laid out for component parts of this 
project. Within this d~cument were the required specificati~ns f~r the in~ll pane~s Which Were t~ be p~aced 

in the lower portion of the window frames. The document stated they were to be solid inflll panels at 28ram 
and details them as insulated sandwich panels with facings of polyester powder coated aluminium finished 
to match framing. My company was not requested to supply or fit the balcony panels which I later became 
aware were a 13mm panel made by a company named TRESRA. There were a total of ninety-eight flats at 

LakenaL" 

538.1 Noted. This indicates that there was no fire performance specification for the insulated sandwich 
panel, nor was there a specification of what insulation should be used in the sandwich panel. 

$250: Paragraph 5:"1 began getting various quotes from the outside companies I tend to use. The frames 
which were to be aluminium were to be supplied by a company named SAPA and I use a company named 
JOEDAN to make up the frames. I used another company named ’UNIGLAZE 2’ for the glass sealed units. 
I was going to use a company named HALLMARK for the supply of the aluminium panels as detailed on the 

project particulars document. I already knew their prices with regard to the aluminium panels from a price 
list I already had in my possession." 

539.1 Noted. Relevant to supply chain, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$250: Paragraph 6: "Once I was aware of all costings, I completed a bill of quantities (quote) which I sent 
to APOLLO by post on 8t~’ September 2005. My company was notified some months later that our quote 

h had been accepted and on 1 ~ March 2006 we received a contract order from APOLLO. The whole 

process is quite a lengthy one from beginning to end and prior to commenced of the project I attended a 
’Pre-start," meefing. During this meefing various aspects of the projects are discussed. This meeting took 

place about one or two months prior to commencement of the pilot flat wo~. At the meefing I recall was 
James COUSINS who is the project sun/eyor for APOLLO. A John MENDLO VE of Southwark Council was 
also present as was Southwark Council’s conhact administrator (Annabel SYDNEY). APOLLO could do 
notlfing without her written agreement regarding change of specification etc. A Graham HURRELL, 

National Sales Director for SAPA was also present. At no stage during this meeting were any specification 
changes to the infill panels mentioned. I was also never involved in any consuitations regarding 
specification changes to any aspect of the project where my company would have been concerned." 

540.1 Noted. Relevant to attendees of pre-contract meeting, see chapter 3.1.10. 

$250: Paragraph 7: "In May 2006, my company began the work on a Pilot flat at Lakanal which it had 
been decided was to be number thllty-nll~e. We fitted the windows and doors to this particular flat but did 
not go as far as to the supply and fit of any aluminium panel as the inflll panel. I recall this was due to the 
fact that I had previously been advised that II had not yet been decided if the aluminium panels were going 

to used after all. I heard this verbally, I believe from James COUSINS and Perry WHITE the site manager. 
Due to this we placed a temporary plastic panel with the intention of swapping it later. I believe that 
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consideration had been given to using panels made by TRESPA which I was aware was a non metal panel 
Once again I was not involved in any consultation over which panels were to be used." 

541.1 Noted. 

S250: Paragraph 9: "My main concem at this time was that it was going to cost my company money due 
to the change in panel specification. Subsequently I was approached by a company named Commercial 
Panels Ltd who told me they could supply the TRESPA panels at a lower cost compared to HALLMARK. 
Commercial Panels Ltd also informed me they had previously supplied the panels for a sister block of flats 

which had previously been refurbished (aithough I do not recall the name of the particular block). I agreed 
to use Commercial and instructed them to supply all of the TRE SPA panels for the project. Unfortunately 
Commercial Panels Ltd went bankrupt during this project before all the panels were supplied. Due to this 
we had to use HALLMARK to supply the remainder of the TRE SPA panels (at a higher cost to my 
company)." 

542.1 Noted. Information regarding supply chain, see chapter 3.1.10. It would be useful to see any 
documentation that was provided by HALLMARK or Commercial Panels Ltd regarding the 
insulation that would be used to fill the window panels. 

$250: Paragraph 10: "The whole project with regard to Lakanal was completed by my company within 
about nine months. A man named Keith ROBERTS, Clerk of Works at the site would have inspected and 
passed all work carried out by my company." 

543.1 Reference to clerk of works passing works that had been completed, as per statements of John 
MENLOVE (see paragraph 387) and Annabel SIDNEY (see paragraph 434). 

$250: Paragraph11: q am aware that the previous panels at Lakanal were made of asbesto& I do not 

however believe this was due to the# fire resistant properties otherwise these panels would have been 

used as fire breaks between flats. When ordering panels I tend to give more consideration to its thermal 

properties other than its resistance to fire. I would say that any consideration with regards to fire resistance 

of products used in any project would be made by the company producing the specifications in conjunction 

with the client. (Usually the surveyor)." 

544.1 In my opinion, the relevance of fire breaks to the window panels in Lakanal, as asserted above, is 

unclear and needs clarifying. Thermal performance of insulation materials is becoming 

increasingly important with the current ddve towards sustainability, however, this does not 
diminish the requirements with respect to fire safety. In par[icular, acknowledgement that the 
replacement panels would not perfo~ as well as the original panels with respect to fire introduces 
the issue of matedal alteration as defined within the Building Regulations. This is dealt with in 
more detail in chapter 4. 

$250A: 

$250A: Paragraph 3: "With reference to the infill panels - it would be unusual for us to deviate #om the 
sandwich panels but we may if, for example, a back-up panel was required on the inside. The insulation in 
the panel is a high density polyurethane board which is commonly used in the industry and I am not aware 
of any alternatives for this type of installation. Aithough, I believe polystyrene is still used in some 
installations but it is not a product we would consider. It is my understanding that polyurethane insulation 
meets recognised standards of fire safety. I am not aware of insulation with advanced fire resistant qualities 

but I would expect requirements of that nature to be detailed in the Specification and would require 
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specialist involvement. As stated in my previous statement, I was not involved in any prior detailed 
consultations about the change horn Alumllfium powder coated panels to Trespa and do not recafl it being 

a subject for discussion during the meedng I a#ended on 3rd May 2006 - refened to earlier. Although 
Trespa is commonly used withll~ the indushy, it is generally more expensive and so the change was 

definitely not initiated by Symphony because it could, potentially, have had cost implications for us. We 
were notified of the change, prior to manufacturer, by either James CQUSlNS or Peny WHITE of Apollo 
and this was subsequently confirmed by emafl horn James, which is now the common way to receive 
confirmation of instructions. I do not believe the Specification documents were changed." 

546.1 The fire pedormance of polyurethane is variable and dependant upon the way in which it is 
manufactured. The te~ ’polyurethane’ refers to a family of plastics rather than an individual 

plastic. Polyurethanes most commonly vary either through their core chemistry (i.e. which 
ingredients are used to actually produce the polymer of the plastic) or through the overall 
formulation of the plastic (i.e. using additives which are mixed into the formulation, but do not 

chemically react with the polymer when it is produced). Fire retardants can fall into either of these 
two categories. More specialist information can be obtained from the British Plastics Federation 
[4] and/or the Bdtish Rigid Urethane Foam Manufacturers’ Association [5] and it may be advisable 

to seek the advice of an expert from one of these organisations. General information regarding 
the fire pedormance of polyurethane foams is available from the Bdtish Rigid Urethane Foam 
Manufacturers’ Association website. 

$250A: Paragraph 4: "Symphony is a FENSA registered company and I have been asked to comment on 
the issuing of FENSA certificates, ll~cluding with specific regard to the Lakanal project. I have been refetzed 

to a drawing of the window an angement for the Lakanal project, albeit not the updated drawing, and have 
indicated the five windows and two doors covered by the FENSA certificate and it is my interpretation that 

the infill panels are part of the window atz angement and also covered by the FENSA certificate. We register 
our completed works on-line and FENSA Inspectors will conduct approximately three or four yearly 

inspections or they will arrange random checks with individual residents. In broad terms, I recognise that a 
FENSA certificate demonstrates compliance with Building Regulations and a main criteria for consideration 
is the egress from the window in the event of a fire, including the size of the opening and opening height 
above floor level [4fith specific reference to Sections 4 and 7 of the Building Regulations (spread of fire and 
use of appropriate materials) - I am presently unfamiliar with these regulations and how they relate to the 
FENSA certificate and am therefore unable to provide detailed comment, other than to state ll~ general 

terms that we do not have a test for fire spread and we install the materials specified. I have also been 
invited to comment on an unconfirmed suggestion that Statutory Instrument 440 of 2002 specifies that 
FENSA certification can not be used if other building works are taking place. I am neither familiar with this 
Statutory Insfrument or its implication with regard to FENSA certification." 

547.1 The role of FENSA is discussed in chapter 7.4. Statutory Instrument 440 of 2002 is the Building 
(Amendment) Regulations 2002, which both introduced the legal provision enabling the FENSA 
scheme and the limitations on its application. In my opinion, a company using any certification 

with respect to any pant of its activity should be aware of the legal limitations placed on that 
certification. 

S250A: Paragraph 5: "Within Symphony, we have a Quantity Surveyor who will examine Bills of Quantities 
but we do not have an employee with specific responsibility for Building Regulations and I do not recall ever 

seeking advice from a specialist in this area. We generally have a good working relationship with other 
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interested parties within the industry and we occasionally seek advice from FENSA. We have also had 
involvement with BSI Inspectors." 

548.1 As above (paragraph 547) and discussed in chapter 3.1.10, in my opinion it would be 

unreasonable to expect a company to be familiar with aspects of law that do not concern its 
activities. However, it does in my opinion seem reasonable for a company to be familiar with all 
aspects of law which are relevant to its day-to-day operations. 

S250A: Paragraph 6: "FENSA certificates did ply [sic] to the installation of the Louvre vents in the lobby 
areas because these are not habitable areas. The Bill of Quantities specified requirements including 
material, the use of mest~ and percentage of free flow air (50 percent). These ll~stallations were supplied by 

Building Profiles Ltd (contact Mike BECK). I recall that they were ll~stalled towards the end of the project 
and there may have been some associated time and cost pressures." 

549.1 This appears to suggest that procedures relating to the fulfilling of statutory obligations may have 
been neglected due to time and cost pressures, although the per[ormance of the Iouvred vents 
does not appear to have deviated from the specification. 

$250A: Paragraph7: "l have been asked to comment on the proposed installation of a Fire Door in the 
kitchen as referred to in the Specification. I recall this issue bell~g raised by John MENLO VE - probably 
during the meeting on 3rd May 2006. Graham HURRELL of SAPA (standing in for Liam HANSON who was 
on holiday) conceded to an enor on their part because they could not supply an Aluminium Fire Door. The 

result of the discussion was a decision made between Graham HURRELL, John MENLOVE and Annabel 
SIDNEY to proceed with a standard door as rifted on the living room side. Both doors provided access onto 
the balcony area, which I was unaware was a designated escape route because it was often obstructed 
with furniture and other personal belongings. It may have been possible to fit a hard wood fire door with no 

significant cost difference but I think there was a desire for everything to match. Had there been an 
insistence to fit a Fire Door, it is likely that I would have suggested the need for similar consideration 
regarding adjacent window an angement." 

550.1 Indicates that a decision was taken to replace a fire door, leading onto a fire escape balcony, with 
a non-fire door, without appropriate consultation with Building Control or London Fire Brigade. 

$250A: Paragraph 8: "In reflecting upon the project at Lakanal, I can categorically state that there was no 
consideration horn any involved party regarding the specific issue of fire resistance and associated Building 
Regulations ll~cluding any potential conflicts in the issuing of FENSA certificate& ff has since been the 
subject of much discussion within the ll~dushy, resulting in works bell~g viewed in a different light which has 
given rise to a more inquisitive approach during present day projects." 

551.1 Noted. 

$258: Apollo Senior Quantity Surveyor. James COUSINS. 

$258: Paragraph 1 : "This statement regards the refurbishment project which was carried out at Lakanal 

during 2006 to 2007. I am a Senior Quantity Surveyor employed by APOLLO PROPERTY SERVICES 

LTD. I have wo~ed for APOLLO sll~ce June 2004. I oversee the running of some of APOLLO’s building 

projects within the Greater London area. APOLLO PROPERTY SERVICES has had numerous conh acts ll~ 

the past (and currently) with Southwark Council. These are building projects connected to social housing." 
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553.1 Indicates that Apollo has a significant track record of working with Southwark Council, therefore 
experienced in carrying out contracts in accordance with Southwark Council administrated 
contracts. 

S258: Paragraph 4: "On 13t~ February 20061 attended a pre-contract meeting at Camberwell Housing 

Offices together with my divisional director - Steve SCO TT~ A lady named Annabelle S YDNEY (Project 
Manager from SBDS) was also present. Representatives llom Southwark Council were also present. This 

meeting was mainly so that all parties could introduce themselves to one another and obtain contract 
detalls etc. At the end of this meeting APOLLO’s contract with regard to the refurbishment project at 

Lakanal was confirmed." 

554.1 Noted. 

$258: Paragraph5: "lhavebeenaskedtotalkaboutthespecificationsofthell~fillpanelswhichweretobe 

used on the lower haft of the windows and doors of the flats at LakanaL Firstly APOLLO would have 

notlitng to do with the specification of these ll~fill panels - the specification of these panels would have 

occurred before APOLLO tendered the project. The specification would have been detailed in the contract 

document provided to my company by SBDS. We would have priced the project based on the specification 

required on that document. I know that with regard to the ll~fill panels - SBDS stated they were to be solid 

infill panels at 28ram (sandwich panels) with facings of polyester powder coated aluminium finished to 

match llaming. APOLLO’s pricing for this project would have been for the infill panel SBDS had requested." 

555.1 The contract for the refurbishment (see chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12) placed design responsibility 
for the windows with Apollo. In addition, the specification provided by SBDS did not specify what 
insulation should be used in the panels, so Apollo or its sub-contractors must have made its own 
decision regarding what insulation would be used in these panels. 

S258: Paragraph 6: "The balcony panels detailed in the specification were to be 13mm TRESPA panels 

(non metal)." 

556.1 Noted. 

S258: Paragraphs7to8: On3 May 2OO61attended a meeting at the SBDS offices Spa Road 
Southwark to discuss aspects of the windows to be used on the project. Nick COUPE one of the directors 

of SYMPHONY WINDOWS was also present. SYMPHONY WINDOWS were supplying and fitting all 
external aluminium windows and doors on the project. They were not fitting or supplying the balcony 

panels. Also present at this meeting was Graham HURRELL from a company named SAPA who were 
recommending the profile to be used regarding the windows. Annabel SYDNEY was also at this meetll~g 
(with regard to Lakanal project she was acting ll~ the capacity of contract administrator). John MENDLOVE 

of SBDS (Annabel’s boss) was also present." 

"During the meetll~g a discussion took place regarding the infill panels, ff may have been Graham 
HURRELL who mentioned the ll~fill panels could be easily scratched. This was as a result of Annabel 
SYDNEY raising her concerns that the infill panels were possibly prone to scratching due to their high gloss 
finish. Annabel was also asking about the colour of the infill panels. She then began to say that she 

wanted these to match the balcony panels which I was aware were to be TRESPA panels. She feit it would 
be better to have the same panels not just because of the colour but also due to texture and tone. It was at 
that point I knew Annabel was changing her mind about the infill panels which were specified as aluminium. 
She made it quite clear she now wanted to trial TRESPA panels on the infills on the pilot installation at flat 
numberthirty-nll~e. Thefireresistanceaspectsofthispanelchangewerenotdiscussed." 
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558.1 Noted 

S258: Paragraph9: "l believe that neither panel had a good resistance to ftre in the first place. It may well 
have been the case that the TRESPA panel had a betler resistance to ftre than the aluminium the 
aluminium panel being only 1.4ram thick. To be honest I didn~ give much thought to this as my company 
will provide whatever the client asks for. Qnce the colour scheme of TRESPA panels and pilot installation 
had been approved I knew TRESPA panels were to be used for the project and for the infifls. On 5~’ May 

2006, Annabel copied me in to an E-marl she had sent to TRESPA rl~ which she was asking for colour 
samples of TRESPA panels. On 3d~’ June 2006 the colours of the TRESPA panels had been chosen after 

consultation with the residents." 

559.1 Irrespective of which panel (aluminium or Trespa faced) had been used, the refurbishment 
contract, in my opinion, placed design responsibility for the windows, among other things, on 
Apollo, see chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. The conditions of the contract also required that Apollo 
ensured compliance with the Building Regulations and the contract agreement states that the 
conditions of the contract took precedence over the specification. 

$258: Paragraph 10: "Annabel SYDNEY is in control of all variations to specifications throughout a project. 
No specification changrl~gs to the infrll panels could have taken place without her say so and rl~struction be 

it written or verbaL" 

560.1 

$258A: 

As above, the conditions of the contract required that Apollo ensure compliance with the Building 
Regulations and the contract agreement states that the conditions of the contract took 
precedence over the specification (see chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12); therefore if the specification 
was incompatible with the conditions of the contract, the specification would have to be changed. 

$258A: Paragraph 2: "tt is impottant that there is an. distinction between different types of contract that 
exist between Apollo and Clients which dictates levels of obligation and responsibility regarding Building 
Control Approval For example, under a Design and Build Contract aspect of design would be our 
responsibility and, as such, I would appoint a lead Architect or lead Consultant. However, the contract 
reladng to Lakanal was not a Design and Build Contract. The client rl~structed the consultant - Southwark 

Building Design Sen/ices (SBDS) - who procured the Design and Speciftcations services prior to the tender 
being priced. Therefore the contract in this instance -- GC Works 1 (with Quantities) (Igg8) Contract - was, 

in summary, Build only with limited design element. It is important to note that the windows fully 
speciftcation and drawing including the proftle was designed prior to tender. Within this context, it was my 

understanding and expectation that matters relating to Building Control Approval were the responsibility of 
ft~e client." 

562.1 The review ofthe refurbishment contract is dealt with in chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. Inmy 
opinion, the refurbishment contract placed design responsibility for the windows, among other 
things, on Apollo. The conditions of the contract also required that Apollo ensured compliance 
with the Building Regulations and the contract agreement states that the conditions of the contract 
took precedence over the specification. 

S258A: Paragraph3: "tt is worthy of note that in some instances involving similar contracts, the Client may 
contract matters relating to Building Control Approval and we will be additionally instructed to liaise with 
building control, where upon, we will appoint a Consultant and charge the Client for this additional work. 
However, we received no such instruction rl~ connection with the Lakanal project." 
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563.1 Noted; however I do not have any information regarding other projects carried out for Southwark 
and how the Lakanal refurbishment project compared with these. 

S258A: Paragraph 4: "We have been referred to an instance when SDBS apparently consulted wilh 
Building Control regarding roofing work. However, we had no knowledge or involvement in this which tends 
to demonstrate my assertion regarding the fact that responsibility for Building Control Approval was with 
SBDS/client as opposed to Apollo." 

564.1 As previously mentioned (see paragraph 417), it would be useful to have the opinion of a contract 

specialist regarding whether such action by SBDS would detract from the contractual obligation 
on the par[ of Apollo to get formal consent. 

S258A: Paragraph5: "ldonotrecallanyspecificdiscussionsregardingBuildingControlotherthanatthe 
pre-contract meedng when it would have been one of five things that I would have sought confirmation. The 

other four relate to Plannll~g Approval, the current list of Leaseholders; any high risk residents, Health and 
Safety F IO approval and Construction phase plan." 

565.1 I have reviewed the pre-contract meeting minutes (see paragraph 681.3) with this asseriion in 
mind, and have no found no reference to Building Control or Building Control approval therein. 

S258A: Paragraph6: "lnmyfieldofemploymentlhaveknowledgeofBuildingRegulationsbutdetailed 

considerations would be a Team issue and, as previously refe~ed, I would appoint a lead Architect or lead 
Consuitant when the need arose." 

566.1 Noted. 

S258A: Paragraph 7: "With reference to the window arrangement in Lakanal, it is my understanding that 
Building Control Approval does not apply because of FENSA certification - in the same way that Boiler 

Installation and Electrical works are also covered by third party certification - and it is my understanding that 
the FENSA Inspector would randomly check the window ll~stallation in different properties. IMith specific 
reference to the panels, it is my understanding that this forms part of the window arrangement within the 
window frame and therefore is also covered by the FENSA Certificate. Apollo have issued all the FENSA 
on completion as part of the building manual on this project." 

567.1 The issue of applicability of FENSA cer[ificates is covered in chapter 7.4. 

$258A: Paragraph8: "lnmypreviousstatementlrefertoameetingon3rdMay2OO6attheSBDSOffices. 
The primary purpose of this meeting was to resolve problems that had arisen with the windows. SAPA’s 
technical representative conceded that, for several reasons, their technical specification was incompatible 
with the window profile. This also impacted upon the proposed installation of an FD30 kitchen door (1/2 
hour fire door) which was also found to be incompatible because an aluminium FD30 door could not be 
supplied. Therefore, if the door was to be aluminium, it could not be an FD30. it became a technical 
discussion, predominantly between SAPA and Nick COUPE of Symphony Windows, who resolved to work 
together to overcome the issues. This concluded with a new fenestration that was ll~stalled and 
subsequently approved in the Pilot Flat. The new fenestration would have resulted ll~ amended drawings. 
Therefore, it is my understanding that the drawings referred to during the course of this ll#erview relate to 
the original fenestration." 

568.1 Noted. 
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569 

57O 

571 

572 

573 

574 

S258A: Paragraph 9: "During the same meeting, discussions also took place regarding the panels - which 
are detailed in my previous statement. In summary, SAPA prompted discussions regarding the powder 

coated aluminium panels being prone to scratching. This concerned Annabel Sidney (Project Manager 
SBDS) and, as a result of this and other similar considerations, she initiated a process that led to the 
change from aluminium to Trespa and it is my understanding that it was Annabel who contacted Trespa. As 

previously stated, the fire resistance aspects of the panels were not discussed during the meeting and I am 
not aware of any subsequent discussions regarding Building Regulation B4 relating to the vertical spread of 

fire. As with other projects, I will raise issues ftthere is an obvious cause for concem but, in this instance, 
no such issues occurred to me but even if they had, I would also have considered that there was an 
alternative escape route i.e. the dwarf doors." 

569.1 It is indicated above (paragraph 566) by James COUSINS that he does not have detailed 
knowledge of the Building Regulations and would call upon the services of a lead architect or lead 
consultant if the need arose. As such, I have some concerns regarding the apparent willingness 

to make such a trade-off with respect to Building Regulations when it concerns the life safety of 
the occupants of the building. The issue of achieving equivalence is addressed by the Building 
Act 1984 (see chapter 4.2.1 ) and the Approved Documents (variously throughout chapter 5). 

S258A: Paragraph 10: "The change was approved by SBDS when Annabel SIDNEY issued a verbal 
instruction and I communicated this to Symphony W~ndows by email. A verbal instruction should be 
followed by a written instruction within 14 days but SBDS have on occasion not issue any written instruction 

regarding this. This was reflected in my Monthly Contractors Reports which were sent to the Client and 
Consultant (SBDS). The absence of written instructions is not uncommon during projects but, in my 
experience, SBDS as a organisation could be below average in this particular regard but generally good at 
a technical level I would also hold montMy progress meetings on site when SBDS, if in attendance, would 
generally take notes but not always produce minutes. However, as I recall, as the project progress, the 

client seldom attended." 

570.1 Noted. 

S258A: Paragraph 11 : "With reference to the ventilation panels in the lobby areas, these would have been 

standard SAPA installations and I have every belief that Building Regulations would have been considered 
by SAPA in connection with these installations." 

571.1 Noted. 

$258A: Paragraph 12: "We have been refened to a Clause in the contrast and an apparent suggestion by 

SBDS (page 5/42) that we did have contractual responsibilities with regard to Building Control Approval and 
Building Regulations. However, rather than look at this in isolation, we will exam the contract in its entirety 
and respond accordingly. We will also exam our records with the intention of providing minutes of meetings 
referred to in this statement." 

572.1 It would be useful to see the response referred to here once it has been prepared. 

$273: Select Lifts Managing Director. Mark HORTON. 

$273: Paragraphs 7 to 9: "There is an important technical difference between the terms ’Fire Fighting Lift’ 
and ’Firemans Lift’. A Fire Fighting Lift is a modem term which is governed by present day regulations and 
installations. However, the term is not relevant to Lakanal due to the age of the building and existing 

installations. The b~vo lifts at Lakanal would be defined as Firemans Lifts and both have a shared fire 
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575 

576 

577 

578 

579 

58O 

emergency recall facility (fire control) at the ground floor to be used by the Fire Service, which would make 
either lift a Firemans Lift at the time of the original building design so either lift could be used." 

"Firemans Lifts should operate as follows: 

Stage f 

576. f 

57&2 

576.3 

576.4 

Using a key, activate ft~e fire control switch at ft~e ground floor 

All calls are cancelled, landings and car 

If the lift is lt~ motion the lift will stop at the nearest floor possible where the doors will remalt~ 
closed and the lift will then return to the ground floor 

Once the lift has returned to the ground floor the lift will then park with its doors open. No landing 

calls can be activated whilst the lift is on fire control 

Stage 2 

577.f Thellftisn~underft~ec~ntt~ftheFireSen/iceandcan~n~ybe~peratedbyft~ecarpushes~ 

577.2 Once a designated floor has been entered under constant pressure of the push, the lift will then 
ascend to that floor without stopplt~g. 

57E3 On arrival at the designated floor, the car doors will remain closed until the door until the door 
open push is activated under constant pressure. If pressure on the push is released during 
openlt~g, then the doors will immediately close. 

57K4 Once the doors reach fully open, the lift will then park with the doors open at the designated floor 
until moved agalt~ by the Fire Service using the same procedure." 

"It is my understanding that during the period of days after the fire (not sure of the exact date) Terry 
METCALFE tested the Fire Control function at the request of a Southwark Council representative (believed 
to be a man I know as Ant). I was not present but it is my understanding that the Fire Conflol function was 
found to be inoperative." 

578.1 Noted. 

S273: Paragraph 12: "The lifts at Lakanal are known as a Duplex Lift System which incorporates a Master 

lift and a Slave lift. As a matter of procedure, once work is completed on the Slave Lift it then becomes the 
Master thereby allowing work to beglt~ on the Lift that was previously classed as the Maste~ The exisflng 
wiring, lt~ctuding the Fire Control function, is not touched until change-over flora the Slave to Master. 
Between April and July 2009 we were working on the Slave Lift but this was never completed due to the fire 
and so work had not begun on the Master and associated wiring. Therefore, as of July 2009, the Fire 
Control Switch had not come within the scope of our refurbishment. For this reason, the faulty Fire Control 
function would not have been ft~e result of our operation." 

579.1 Noted. 

$273: Paragraphs13 to 14: "lhavebeenaskedwhohadresponsibilltyformalt#enanceandtestingofthe 

Fire Control function." 
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581 

582 

583 

584 

585 

586 

587 

"The work conducted by Select Lifts at Lakanal specifically related to refurbishment and installation but we 
did not have responsibility for the day to day maintenance of the lifts. Amalgamated Lifts had the contract 
for Maintenance and Call-Out and located within the Motor Room should be a Log Card detailing the 
maintenance and testing." 

581.1 The completed inspection repor[s from Amalgamated Lifts (see chapter 3.6.1) suppor[ this 
asset[ion that Amalgamated Lifts retained responsibility for the regular maintenance of the 
remaining lift. 

$276: Amalgamated Lifts MajorWorks Manager. Keith STOCKBRIDGE. 

S276: Paragraph 5: "During mid April 2009 Amalgamated Lifts took over the Lift Maintenance Contract for 
Lakanal and Marie Curie which are both high-rise social housing blocks owned by the London Borough of 

Southwark (LBS). The contract included the refurbishment of the lifts in both blocks but the labour part of 
this work was subcontracted to Select Lifts. They were canying out the work in Lakanal but subcontracted 
the work at Marie Curie to PJM Lift Services and they subcontracted to Teny METCALFE who is effectively 
self employed." 

583.1 Noted. 

S276: Paragraph 6: "There is a difference between the terms ’Fire Fighting Lift’ and ’Firemans Lift’. A Fire 
Fighting Lift is a modern term which is governed by present day regulations and installations. Howeveh the 
term is not relevant to Lakanal due to the age of the building and existing installations. The lifts at Lakanal 
would be defined as Firemans Lifts that could be activated by the use of a key in the Fire Control Switch at 
the ground floor. The actual switch can be unreliable and are rarely used these days. They are designed to 
be Vandal Resistant but not Tamper Proof and it has been known for objects to be pushed into the 
keyhole." 

584.1 Noted. 

S276: Paragraph 7: "In February 2OlO Amalgamated Lifts were instructed by either Arif UDDIN or Des 
MILLAR of LBS to check the Fire Control function in Lakanal. We instructed Select Lifts to carry out this 

work and any necessary repairs. I am aware that at that point the Fire Control function was found to be 
inoperative caused by a faufty circuit board. Those circuit boards have become increasingly obsolete but 
Select Lifts were able to utilise one that had been taken out of Marie Curie as part of the refurbishment. 
This was then used to carry out the repair." 

585.1 Noted. 

S276: Paragraph 8: "This was the ftrst time I became aware of the fauft and am not aware of any previous 
testing of the Fire Control function, afthough I am now advised by David KENNETi- that the Fire Control 
function was found to be inoperative by the London Fire Brigade on the day of the fire." 

586.1 Noted. 

S276: Paragraph 9:"1 have no knowledge as to whether it was a recent or longstanding fault, or whether 
occurred before or during the period of our Maintenance Contract." 

587.1 Noted. 
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588 

589 

590 

S276: Paragraph 10: "lcannotdefinitivelystatewhohasresponsibilityforthetestingandmaintenanceof 
the Fire Control function. It is not routinely checked by our Engineers and nor, to the best of my knowledge, 
is there a requirement to do so. ff is also apparent that there is no specific mention of it either in our 
Maintenance Log Card or the wording of the contract that exists between LBS and ourselves, ff may be the 
responsibility of a Council Lift Inspector or Insurance Inspector but I can not be certain. The Lift and 
Escalator Indus#y Association (LEIA), who are the industry governing body, may be able to provide some 

clarification on this issue." 

588.1 It would be useful to gain expert clarification regarding the requirement for the fire control function 
of lifts to be checked. 

$276: Paragraph 11 : "The Fire Control function would have eventually fallen within ft~e scope of ft~e 

refurbishment work that was in progress but never completed as a result of the fire. On completion, the Fire 
Control function would have been tested by a Test Engineer as part of the final testing process." 

589.1 Noted. 

$276: Paragraph 12: "l would not have regarded a fault in ft~e Fire Control function to have been a major 
fault requiring immediate attention and am surprised ft~at, in ft~e event of fire, the Fire Brigade would 
prioritise the use of ft~e lift over other means of ascending the building due to safety concerns. Within ftfis 
context, I have been asked if a pragmatic view may have been taken to delay the maintenance of the Fire 
Control function in the knowledge that it would be repaired in due course during the refurbishment process. 
In answer to this question, given that I was not aware of the fault, I would not have had any knowledge of 
any associated decisions that may or may not have been taken in ftfis regard." 

590.1 In my opinion, one of the roles of a fireman’s lift, among others, is to provide mechanical 

assistance for the transport of equipment and personnel up a high rise block, thereby reducing 
physical exertion pdor to fire fighting and reducing the dsk of exhaustion. This, in conjunction with 
the provision of compartmentafion suitable to maintain a fire fighting bridgehead at an appropriate 
location, would also contribute towards reducing the amount of air in breathing apparatus sets that 
fire fighters use before beginning fire fighting activity. The reports in witness statements from LFB 
personnel indicating exhaustion and running out of air (see chapter 3.1.4) indicate that there were 
issues in relation to both of these. However, I acknowledge that this is not an area of my 
specialism and I recommend that this aspect of the incident be reviewed by a suitably qualified 
and experienced person. 

3.1.10 Significant Findings from Refurbishment Team Statements 

591 Throughout the statements from the refurbishment team (Southwark Building Design Se~ices, Southwark 
Council and contractors) there are claims that the individuals are not experienced in the use of the Building 
Regulations or have only limited experience. Given the collective level of responsibility of these individuals 
with regards to Lakanal, I would have expected at least one person from each of the respective 

organisations and departments within Southwark to have competent working knowledge of the Building 
Regulations. In particular, I would expect any professional and any professional organisation to be fully 
aware of the legislation and any approved guidance that is directly relevant to their field of work. 

592 A number of the statements from the refurbishment team refer to FENSA with regards to the lack fo any 
Building Regulations approval having been sought. My review of the applicability of FENSA can be found 
in chapter 7.4. 
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593 There appears to have been a lack of communication between the various parties regarding roles, 

responsibilities and the raising of issues as and when they occur. However, this may simply be due to my 
not having seen such correspondence. 

594 Fudher to the review of the statements carried out to date, my current understanding (subject to further 

review and changes) of the relationships between those involved in the refurbishment of Lakanal is as 
follows: 
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Glazing 

Figure 1 -Organisational chart of people and organisations involved in Lakanal refurbishment in 

2006-2007 
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3.1 .f I Miscellaneous Statements 

595 $90: FacilityAssistant Manager. Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

596 $91 : Public Space Surveillance. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

597 S148: Moving Image Consultant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

598 S148A: Noted. No info=~ation directly relevanttothiswork. 

599 S179: Unemployed. Noted. No info=~ation directly relevant to this work. 

600 $218: Picture Desk Assistant. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

601 $261: Information Disclosure. Noted. No information directly relevant to this work. 

602 $261A: Noted. No information directly relevanttothiswork. 

603 Statement from FENSA CEO: Information is provided regarding the FENSA scheme, its relationship with 
Building Regulations and applicability to Lakanal. Specifically, it states "1 can unequivocally confirm that the 
panels are not covered by the FENSA Certificate because they do not fall within the aforementioned 

definition of a Controlled Fitting of a Replacement Window which only applies to the ll ame and glazed unit. 
Approved Document L I B states that a Controlled Fitting must have a performance that is no worse than 
Table 2 of Approved Document L and Table 2 only refers to the U Values of glazing. I can equally confirm 
that the doors are also not covered by the FENSA Certificate because they do not fall within the 
aforementioned definition which requires 50% or more glass content to the door sash." 

3.2 BRE Reconstruction and Modelling Report 

604 The BRE repot[ commissioned by LFB and MPS provided a scientific basis for the events that occurred 
rd 

during the incident on the 3 July 2009. The findings of par[icular relevance to this current piece of work 
are as follows: 

604.1 The room fires that occurred in Lakanal were all reasonably typical fires; they fitted the MEDIUM 
growth curve as defined by PD 7974 Par[ 1 [1]. As such, it is my opinion that the room fires did 
not present an unreasonable level of severity for the fire protection measures in Lakanal to have 

to deal with. 

604.2 

604.3 

A number of types of front doors to flats were identified during the BRE on-site investigation. The 
remains of the front door of Flat 79 were not sufficient to enable identification of the type of door 

that had been installed there. However, the results of the reconstruction fire, when considered in 
conjunction with the computer modelling and the incident fimeline, indicated that the front door of 

Flat 79 was probably a timber block door. The reconstruction also indicated that there were 
significant differences in fire pedo~ance between the vadous types of front door installed 
throughout Lakanal. The front doors are discussed in more detail in chapters 6.3 and 7.6. 

During the BRE on-site investigation, no evidence was found to indicate that there had been any 
repair to, or replacement of, the escape doors from the maisonettes into the communal corridor. 

This is, in my opinion, probably a result of their infrequent use. The performance of the escape 
door in the reconstruction indicated that it, in my opinion, it was probably a door offedng 30 
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604.4 

604.5 

604.6 

604.7 

604.8 

minutes fire resistance against a standard fire (BS476 Part 22 [7]), although it did not have any 

smoke seals. 

In the reconstruction, the ceramic ’boxing in’ underneath the stairs, which was supposed to 
provide 30 minutes of fire resistance and complete the line of compartmentation, started to allow 

the passage of heat and smoke into the corridor from the flat a few minutes after exposure to 
flame temperatures. Temperatures increased rapidly throughout the structure of the ceramic box 
approximately three minutes following the involvement of the stairs in the fire reconstruction. 

In the reconstruction, the panels above the front doors also appeared only to offer very limited fire 
resistance. The panel failed approximately one minute after the first sign of flaming was seen 
through the front door from the corridor, evidenced by a dramatic increase in temperatures to 
those in excess of typical flame temperatures. 

The window fapade panels visibly contributed towards the initial growth and development of the 
reconstruction fire; providing a fuel source in themselves and then deforming to allow fire spread 
into the bedroom of the reconstruction rig. The fire was able to spread from the wood cribs used 
for ignition, into the main room of the reconstruction rig in less than five minutes. Total collapse of 
the panels occurred less than seven minutes after ignition of the reconstruction. The panels did, 
however, require a significant quantity of energy to be ignited, evidenced by the blistering and 
scorching, but not ignition, of the panels on the first floor of the reconstruction rig. The computer 
modelling indicated that the combined fire plumes from the upper and lower floors of Flat 65 were 
forced against the face of the building by the prevailing wind. The amount of heat energy to which 
the panels on Flat 79 of Lakanal were exposed during the incident was therefore much greater 
than that to which the panels in the reconstruction fire were exposed. 

Standard tests carried out on the window panels indicated that they had a surface spread of flame 
classification according to BS476 Par[ 7 [8] of Class 3. 

The removal of the par[ition wall between bedroom 1 and the internal staircase of Flat 79 may 
have conbibuted to the fire breaking into the conidor rather than breaking the windows on the 
upper floor of Flat 79 and potentially spreading upwards. This, in my opinion, is likely to be due to 
the absence of the wall allowing a gradual temperature increase, rather than the sudden 
temperature increase which would result from the partition wall being in place and then failing as a 
result of a developing fire in bedroom 1. 

604.9 Over the years, penetrations were made through the compar[ment wall between the corridor and 
the flats for various sets of pipework and ducts, presumably associated with the odginal and 
replacement heating systems for Lakanal. These penetrations were not properly fire stopped and 
so allowed smoke to enter directly into the bathroom of Flat 81 as soon as smoke and fire broke 
into the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the communal corridor. These elements were not 
examined in the reconstruction but were evidenced in scene photographs examined as part of the 
programme of work. 

604.10 Further analysis of work carried out by Bureau Veritas examining the fuel load present in the 11th 

floor corridor indicated that the fuel here could support an 11MW fire for approximately 10 
minutes. However, given the amount of fresh air (oxygen) that would have passed into the 11th 

floor corridor during the incident, this rate of heat release would have been limited to 8MW. The 
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difference between the two figures would, in my opinion, have resulted in either extensive external 
flaming or longer fire duration. 

3.3 BRE Stairwell Smoke Movement Repor~ 

605 The BRE report on snqoke nqovenqent throughout the common parts of Lakanal showed that the general 
movement of air, and consequently smoke, through the building was dominated by the prevailing weather 

conditions. 

606 During the incident on the 6rd July 2009, the movement of air through the building was as follows: 

606.1 Air into the lobbies via the main inlets of air on the western face of the building, primarily via the 

Iouvered vents in the stair and lift lobbies. 

606.2 Air passing from the lobbies into the communal corridors and into the stairwell through grilles in 

security doors and through gaps between door leaves and door frames. 

606.3 Air exiting the north corridors through the Iouvered vents at the north end of the building. 

606.4 Air exiting the south corridors through the Iouvered vents at the south end of the building. 

606.5 Air generally passing downward through the communal stairwell. 

606.6 Air exiting the communal stairwell through the entrance on the mezzanine floor in the undercrofi at 

its base. 

607 The pattern of smoke logging throughout the building was then dominated by the opening of doors between 
the stairwell and the lobbies, and the height at which smoke was re-entering the building through the 

Iouvered vents in the external wall of the lobbies. 

608 The way in which the smoke was able to move through the building as a result of the flow pattern described 
above, highlights the weaknesses of cross ventilation and the probable reasons why it was removed from 
the recommended methods of ensudng fire safety in the common areas of blocks of flats. Cross ventilation 
is strongly dependent on weather conditions and is therefore no longer considered to be an effective 

solution for ventilation of common areas in flats without the use of fans. 

609 A BRE report prepared for the then Departmen[ of the Environment [9] detailed the findings of a theoretical 
analysis of the effectiveness of cross ventilation using real weather data collected from Farnborough over 

the course of one year. The report concluded that: 

609. "The arguments both for and against smoke dispersal by cross-ventilation are largely unsupported 
by relevant experimental evidence. It would seem desirable for experimental work to be carried 
out to find out how weft the system works. 

609.2 The present minimum smoke dispersal requirement of the Code [CP3: Chapter I~ Part 1] is for 
O. 5m2 permanent vents. The arguments set out above suggest that this system will fail for about 

2 40% of the year. The extra lm of openable vent cannot be regarded as being of use to 
escapers. If smoke dispersal is still acceptable wllh a failure rate of about 20%, the minimum 

2 
system should have 1.5m vents, either permanent or opening automatically on smoke detection. 
Even this will not cope with an open fire-room door. 
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609.3 For some buildings, where the time-to-danger is longer than the available escape time, it may be 
sufficient to fit only openable vents, for use by the Fire Services in removing smoke after the fire is 

controlled. This option depends on the fire-room door remaining closed during escape, and may 
also be nullified by the ruled for Smoke Containment." 

3.4 LFB Fire Investigation Report 

610 The following relevant items are ex[racted from the LFB Fire Investigation reporL 

611 

612 

613 

614 

615 

616 

"Lakanal is located on the Sceaux Gardens estate in Camben~vell, London SE5 and is bounded by 
Peckham Road, Havill Street and Dalwood Road. It is one of a pair of 16 storey purpose built residential 
blocksofmaisoneBes. Thebuildingwascompletedin1960bytheMetropolitanBoroughofCamben~vell, 

who was also the landlord, and forms part of the Sceaux Gardens Estate, a muiti-level development. 
Sceaux Gardens Estate also includes blocks of six storey maisonettes, six storey flats, single storey flats, 
shops, garages, tenant stores and a boiler house. 

In 1965 the London Borough of Southwafl~ was formed and became the landlord of LakanaL 

During 1983 works were carried out that involved the replacement of fire resisting asbestos panels in the 
lobby area and during 1983 and the following year, 1984, the warm air central heating system was replaced 
with a wet district heating system and hot water radiators. The false ceilings in the corridors were lowered 

and subsequently replaced in 198& 

In 1997, external repairs and decoration were completed to Lakanal, managed internally by Southwark 
Building Design Services (SBDS), and delivered by Southwark Building Services. In September of 1997 
there was a severe fire in flat number 81 [cross-reference deleted] which remained empty for three years 

until refurbished in 2000. 

In 1999 a new security door entry system was installed by Interphone Ltd. 

Between March 2006 and May 2007 major refurbishment works were undertaken to Lakanal within the 
’Decent Homes Improvement’ scheme and included: 

61 & 1 External Works: 

616.1.1 Extemal and communal decorations 

616.1.2 Repairs to concrete and brickwork 

616.1.3 Repairs and where necessary replacement of rainwater goods 

616.1.4 Removal of asbestos panels in balcony cladding and beneath windows 

616.1.5 Renewal of windows with double glazed powder coated aluminium 6 amed units and 
including new fire escape balcony doors 

616.1.6 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary front entrance doors 

616.1.7 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary communal doors 

616.1.8 Upgrade of landlords electrics including emergency lighting 
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616.1.9 Asphalt repairs and renewals on fire escape balconies 

616.1.50 Renewal of refuse chute redding access panels and hoppers 

616.1. f I Renewal of tank room doors on roof 

616.1.12 Pigeon netling 

616.2 Internal Works: 

616. 2. f Rewiring where required to tenanted properties including installation of hard-wired 

616.2.2 Refurbishment of bathrooms to include upgrading of sanitary ware, floor coverings, tiles 

616.2.3 Replacement of larder in kitchen removed to enable window replacements 

616.2.4 Renewal of kitchen floor coverings 

616.2.5 Renewalofcoldwaterstoragetanksintenantedproperties 

616.2.6 Installationofkitchenextractorfanintenantedproperties." 

617 The cause and origin investigation completed as part of the London Fire Brigade investigation into the fire 

concluded that the fire originated in a portable television set in bedroom 1 of Flat 65. The cause of the fire 
was identified as being a defect associated with the on/off switch of the portable television set. 

618 Information regarding the incident timeline is presented in chapter 8. 

619 

3.5 Letter from the Principal Construction Professional at DCLG 

I have reviewed a letter from the Principal Construction Professional at DCLG in response to questions that 
were posed by London Fire Bdgade in relation to the requirements of the Building Regulations and the 
recommendations of Approved Document B. 

620 The letter confirms that the objectives related to the B4 requirement; limiting fire spread over the sun’ace of 
the building and limiting fire spread between buildings, are independent of one another despite being 

closely linked. As such, the recommendations in Approved Document B regarding the performance of the 
external surfaces of a building are intended to limit floor to floor (vertical) fire spread as well as limiting fire 

spread from one building to another. In particular, the change in recommendations for surfaces on 
buildings that are over 18m tall is confirmed as being associated with the maximum height at which the fire 

se~ice can fight a fire externally. 

621 Note that, in limiting floor to floor fire spread, it is not intended that floor to floor fire spread be entirely 
prevented. In my opinion, it is well recognised that when a compartment fire goes to flashover (full 
involvement of all of the combustible surfaces in the room) flames will extend out of any openings to that 

compartment, such as windows, which can them impinge upon sur[aces above. These surfaces are likely 
to include windows to rooms on floors above. At some point the windows will fail and the fire will spread to 

involve the floor above unless there is fire fighter intervention beforehand. This is supported by BR135: 
Fire performance of external thermal insulation for walls of multi-storey buildings, second edition; in 
particular Figure 2 of this document. However, the pu~#ose of the B4 requirement, with respect to fire 
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spread across the external surface of a building, is that the external surface should not contribute towards 
allowing floor to floor fire spread to occur any more quickly than it otherwise would. 

622 The provisions for the external walls of buildings, where the walls are above 18m are confirmed as being as 

follows: 

622.1 Insulation in the external walls should be either; 

622.1.1 of limited combustibility, or 

622.1.2 the entire wall system should be tested to BS 8414110] 

622.2 The external surface should be Class 0. 

3.6 Letter from Burton Copeland Solicitors 

623 This undated letter addresses four subjects; the lifts, the fire risk assessment programme, the role of 
Southwark Building Design Services and the external refurbishment and decent homes works. 

3.6.1    The Lakanal Lifts 

624 The letter details the arrangements that were put into place by Southwark Council with regards to the 
se~icing, maintenance and refurbishment of the lifts in Lakanal. I understand from the letter that the lifts in 

Lakanal were undergoing refurbishment from April 2009, and that this refurbishment was still underway at 
the time of the fire. 

625 

626 

627 

Prior to the commencement of the refurbishment works in April 2009, the se~icing and maintenance of the 
lifts is understood to have been under[aken by Liftec Lifts Ltd. Liftec Lifts Ltd were responsible for can~ing 

out monthly inspection and maintenance of the lifts, and for providing a monthly repot[ to Southwark 
Council regarding any issues arising from the inspection. Any health and safety issues arising from the 

inspection were to be repor[ed to Southwark Council urgently by telephone and confirmed in writing. It is 
my understanding that for the three months prior to April 2009, the repor[s from Liftec Lifts Ltd indicated that 
there was a problem with the fire control for the lift, but that the nature of the problem was not specified. I 

nd th 
note that the two repor[s dated the 2 October 2009 and 6 November 2009 appear, apar[ from the lift 
number and data of visit enbies, to be a photocopy of one another. However, I suggest that this needs to 
be confirmed by a suitably qualified analyst. 

Once refurbishment works to the lifts had commenced, one of the two lifts in Lakanal was taken out of 
se~ice for work to proceed. The refurbishment work was carried out by Amalgamated Lifts Ltd, who also 
assumed responsibility for the monthly inspection and maintenance of the remaining lift. This included 

completing any remedial work that was identified as needed as a result of the inspection. It is my 
understanding that none of the three reports submitted by Amalgamated Lifts Ltd between April 2009 and 
June 2009 indicated that there was any problem with the lifts. 

Immediately prior to the commencement of the refurbishment work, a thorough examination of the lifts was 
completed by HSB Haughton, and a report prepared and submitted to Southwark Council based upon that 
examination. In my opinion, the report does not indicate any immediate problem with regards to fire control. 
However, there are no specific entdes on the report relating to fire control. The enh¥ relating to safety gear 
appears to be caveated; it states "As far as ascertained without test" which, in my opinion, indicates that no 

actual bial of the fire control was completed as par[ of this examination. 
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628 

3.6.2    The Fire Risk Assessment Programme 

Information is provided regarding the programme for carrying out risk assessments in proper[ies for 
Southwark was responsible. I make the following observations regarding this information: 

628.1 Information is given throughout regarding the timescales over which vadous actions were taken 
by Southwark with respect developing a fire risk assessment. However, there is not, in my 
opinion, sufficient information to make an assessment of whether these timescales were 
reasonable or not. 

Paragraph 3.5 of the letter states "However, following the commencement of the Fire Safety 
Order, it become clear that, as well as those buildings already identified, the requirement to 
undertake a fire risk assessment related to the communal areas of the Council’s housll~g stock." 

This statement implies that the legislation was not available for anyone to read prior to its 
commencement. The Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 was made on the 7t~ June 

st 2005, with the original intention that it would come into full force on the 1 April 2006. However, 
the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Suboldinate Provisions Order 2006 delayed this until the 1st 
October 2006. As such, there was a one year and nearly four month period prior to the 

commencement of the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 dudng which time those to be 

given responsibility for carrying out fire risk assessments could make preparations for complying 
with the new legislation. 

The letter also indicates that there are some concerns regarding the involvement of the London 
Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) with the fire dsk assessment process; namely 

the training of staff, the preparation of a fire dsk assessment template, and the preparation of 
guidance and procedures. However, given that no risk assessment for Lakanal was actually 
carried out, the technical standard of any information provided by LFEPA does not, in my opinion, 
appear to be of relevance. Whether or not LFEPA had impact upon the timeliness of actions 
taken by Southwark Council may need to be considered but, as stated above, there is not 
sufficient information in this letter to make such an assessment. 

629 

3.6.3    Southwark Building Design Services 

Information is provided regarding the position of Southwark Building Design Services (SBDS) in relation to 

Southwark. From the information provided, it appears that SBDS was a trading unit within Southwark 

Council. SBDS was drawing funds from its activities by providing services for other depar[ments within 
Southwark Council. This operating model, and the asset[ion that its staff were actually employed by 
Southwark Council, indicates that SBDS would, in my opinion, have operated as though it were simply 
another department of Southwark Council rather than as an outside agency or company. 

630 

3.6.4    External Refurbishment and Decent Homes Works 

Information is provided regarding the Health and Safety file prepared with respect to Lakanal, the change of 
the specification of the window panels, and previous works in 1983, 1984, 1987, 1999 as well as the 2006- 
2007 refurbishment, further to requests for information from MPS for information relevant to the suspended 
ceilings in the common corridors. 

631 The information provided regarding the Health and Safety fire is consistent with the content of the Health 
and Safety file, which is reviewed directly in chapter 3.14. 
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632 An email is provided regarding the change of specification to the window panels. The email is from John 

MENLOVE to Annabel SYDNEY, copied to Amos ADEWALURE. The email is in reply to a previous email 
from Annabel SYDNEY to John MENLOVE, also copied to Amos ADEWALURE. The odginal email is also 
included. 

632.1 

632.2 

The original email from Annabel SYDNEY appears to indicate that the change in specification of 
the balcony panel was instigated by Symphony Windows Ltd on the basis of the following factors; 
appearance, robustness and relative cost. In detailing the reason why robustness is an issue, 
Annabel SYDNEY states mentions "doors on the fire escape balconies", indicating prior 

knowledge of the purpose of these balconies. The concern with regards to cost appears to be 
based upon the rising cost of aluminium at the time the email was sent. The principal concern on 
the email appears to be the durability and appearance of the panels to be used. 

The response from John MENLOVE states that any issue of dsing materials costs is the 
responsibility of the contractor, not Southwark Council, which indicates that Southwark Council 
could have proceeded with the odginal window specification with no direct implications on itself. 
The email states "in principle it is not good to change the spec once the on site but if there are 
sound reasons then it is sometimes unavoidable." This, in my opinion, indicates that without a 
reasoned argument being prepared in favour of a change, it would be unlikely for such a change 

to be made. 

633 The secfion of this letter dealing with work in 1983 simply indicates that there is no information relafing to 

works carried out in 1983. 

634 

635 

636 

Information regarding work in 1984 indicates that this comprised the replacement of the warm air central 
heating system and installation of suspended ceilings. 

Information regarding work in 1987 indicates that the ceilings installed in 1984 were replaced as par[ of a 
set of improvement works. This letter from Burton Copeland references a letter from Donald James 
Chartered Su~eyors and a subsequent Building Notice, both referring to improvement works in the 
communal corridors and stairwells of Lakanal. The le[ler from Donald James Chartered Su~eyors is dealt 
with in detail in chapter 3.9. The Building Notice simply states that "fire precaution upgrading of communal 
corridors and staircases" is to be carried out. In my opinion, it is likely that both of these documents refer to 

the same works. However, the letter from Donald James Chartered Surveyors was written on the basis of 
the London Building Acts 1930-1939 being in force in inner London, whereas the Building Notice has been 
prepared based upon the Building Act 1984 and Building Regulations 1985 being in force in inner London. 
The application of these pieces of legislation is dealt with in chapter 4. The Building (Inner London) 
Regulations 1985 conferred the application of the Building Regulations 1985 to inner London from the 6th 

Janua~ 1986. 

Information regarding works carried out in 1999 indicates that, in 1999, the security doors had already been 
installed in Lakanal. Works in 1999 appear to have consisted only of upgrade works to the electrical 
components of the security doors and the associated panel at the main entrance of the block and handsets 

within all of the flats. 

637 Information regarding work carried out as par[ of the External Refurbishment and Decent Homes Works in 
2006-2007 indicates that cables were installed within the suspended ceilings in the common corridors, 

which would have required at least some par[ of the suspended ceiling to have been taken down 
temporarily for the installation of these cables. 
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3.7 E-mail from Burton Copeland Solicitors 

638 This email details a number of documents per[aining to fire safety advice for the residents of Lakanal. 

639 It is understood that, in March 2004, a handbook issued by Southwark Council to residents living in its 
housing stock was issued to the residents of Lakanal. Pages 27, 28 and 29 of this handbook deal 
specifically with Fire Safety. These pages of the handbook contain recommendations which include fitting 
and checking smoke alarms, making a fire action plan, keeping escape routes (including balconies) free of 
obstacles. Page 29 of this document states "If there is a fire somewhere else in the building, it may be safe 
for you to stay in your home. Many purpose-buiit flats and maisone#es have fire safety measures built ll#o 
them. But if heat or smoke affects your home, get out at once and close the windows and doors behind 
you." 

640 The email refers to a fire safety adver[isement placed in the Southwark Housing News magazine by the 
Depariment for Communities and Local Government. It is understood that Southwark Housing News was 
delivered to Lakanal. The email asserts that content of the advertisement, in particular the statement "Get 
out, stay out and carl 999"was contradicted by LFB when they instructed the victims of the fire to stay in 

their respective fiats. However, the advertisement, in my opinion, deals specifically with house fires or a fire 
within the relevant flat. 

641 In addition, it is my understanding from witness statement 125 (see paragraph 78) that Dayana 
FRANCISQUINI was forced back to her fiat by the quantity of smoke in the common corridors in Lakanal. 
In addition, the transcript of the 999 telephone call from Catherine HICKMAN contains multiple references 
to smoke and flames outside of the flat, in addition to lack of clarity regarding the layout of the flat. The 
statement from the 999 operator (statement 163A, paragraph 188) supports this. As such, in my opinion, 
there was not sufficient information for the 999 operator to suitably assess the feasibility of instructing 

Catherine HICKMAN to leave her flat. Please note that I have not provided any review of the 999 transcript 
for Catherine HICKMAN as, in my opinion, it should only be reviewed/presented in its entirety. 

642 Further information, provided after the incident on the 3rd July 2009, is also provided in the email. However, 
this is not directly relevant to this piece of work. 

3.8 Approval from Greater London Council Regarding Doors and Screens 

st 643 This approval is dated 21 December 1984 in response to an application dated 3rd December 1984. The 
document also has stamps of receipt from the fire prevention branch of London Fire Bdgade, dated the 3rd 

and 4th JanuapJ 1985. 

644 The approval grants pe~nission for the installation of security doors across the cross-ventilated corridors, 
provided the following technical conditions are met: 

"The doors to which the entry phone systems are to be fitted shaft be provided wfth such 
fastenll~gs as can be easily operated from the escape side (direction of escape) at all times 
(including in the event of a power failure) without the use of a key. 

644.2 The new screens and doors across the corridor shall be provided with permanently open 
ventilation of not less than O. 5m2 as shown. In addition lm2 of clear operable ventilation area in 

2 
the doot~vay shaft be provided giving a total of 1.5m of ventftation area. 
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644.3 

644.4 

The new doors to the staircase enclosure shall be fire-resisting and self closing. They shall also 
be kept free from fastenings other than a ball catch. 

The whole of the construction within the staircase enclosure, and any linings and surface 
finishings thereto, together with those to the staircase lobbies and corridors shall be of ’non- 
combustible’ materials, except for handrails, door or window linings, skirtings and normal paint 
finishes (other than nitro-cellulose or similar highly flammable coatings) or other decorative 

combustible finishings, not exceeding 1ram (f/25") in thickness applied direct to a non- 
combustible substrate. 

644.5 The condition contained in the Council’s previous approvals shall otherwise be complied with and 
any footnotes thereto observed." 

645 The defined minimum ventilation area required for the cross corridor doors, and the stamps of receipt from 
London Fire Brigade’s fire prevention branch, indicate that there was some technical assessment of the 
free ventilation area required for the cross ventilation scheme in Lakanal to work. This technical 
assessment appears to have included consultation with London Fire Brigade, although there is no furiher 
evidence to confirm or refute this. 

646 

647 

Note that, at the time of the fire, the ventilation gdlles in the security doors measured 91cm tall by 33cm 
wide, providing a total ventilation area of 0.3m2. I have not seen any documentation justifying the reduction 
in tiee ventilation area from that which was approved in 1984 to that was in place at the time of the fire. 

Note also that the date of this approval does not reflect the timeline of works carried out on Lakanal in 

chapter 3.4. In the absence of any fudher information, it is assumed for the purpose of this repod that new 
doors were installed into Lakanal shodly a[ler the date on this approval. The entryphone system mentioned 
in chapter 3.4 is assumed to have been a replacement system. 

3.9 Letter from Donald James Chartered Surveyors 

648 This letter, dated 2nd December 1986, details the following upgrade works to be carried out with respect to 

the fire protection of Lakanal: 

"Removal of chipboard ceiling board to soffit of corridors and reinstatement of 25mm thick 
"panoflam" fire resistant boarding off of 100 x 50 s.w. framework back to the existing height, wffh 
flame resistant balancer to rear face and bonded white laminate to outer face. All to provide ½ 
hour fire resistance and to restrict spread of flame in accordance with Byelaw requirement, Trade 
information is enclosed. 

Removal of plywood and chipboard access panels to service ducts where occurring within corridor 
areas and renewal with ½ hour fire s. w. frame and "panoflam" boarding with intumescent fire seal 
to edge of panel and junction of frame. 

Fire stopping within vertical service ducts. (2 No.) by specialist contractor, Trade literature 
enclosed. 

Removal of defective and provision of ½ hour fire doors between communal corridor and staircase 
area. 
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Provision of intumescent pyro grill wllhin ventilation duct from ventilated lobby to intemal 

bathroom area." 

649 The~ettera~s~states"P~easen~tethatwearen~taiteringthea~Tangement~ftheMeans~fEscapebut 
upgrading the existing layout." 

650 It is not clear from this letter whether the softwood structure supporting the panoflam panels was replaced 
or not as part of this work. It is also not clear whether any consideration was given to sub-division of such 
an ex~ensive cavity. 

651 Note that I have not seen any of the trade literature referred to in this le[ler. 

652 Note also that the reference to a Byelaw requirement (see paragraph 648.1) indicates that this letter may 

have been prepared with the expectation that work would be subject to the London Building Acts 1930- 
1939. However, given the date on the letter giving notice of work to be carried out, it was subject to the 
Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985 and therefore the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 
1985 (see chapter 4.2). 

3.10 Contract between Southwark Council and Apollo London Ltd 

653 The contract between Southwark Council and Apollo London Ltd contains clauses which are relevant to this 
piece of work. These clauses are excerpted here for ease of reference, but should be read in conjunction 

with the entire contract. The contract is an amended version of the GCNVorks/1 With Quantities contract 
prepared by the Property Advisers to the Civil Estate [11]. Findings from the review of the contract, as well 
as the report from TLT Solicitors regarding their review of the contract, are presented in chapter 3.12. 

654 ~~ause4~fthec~ntractagreementstates‘‘intheevent~fanyc~n~ictbetweentheC~nditi~nsandthe 
Specification the former shall prevail". 

654.1 Within the contract agreement, the Conditions are understood to refer to the General Conditions 
of Contract for Building & Civil Engineering Major Works GC/Works/1 With Quantities (1998), as 
amended by the contract documentation. 

655 Condition 10 within the abstract of particulars states the following 

"The contractor (or a subcontractor) is required to undertake the design of the following part or 
parts of the Works: (set out fully and accurately those parts of the Works the Contractor is to 
design) 

655.1.1 Composite windows / walls screens and door, corridor end louver panels, 

655.1.2 Roof covering 

655.1.3 Electrical installations 

655.2 Alternative A is required, which states "The Contractor’s liability to the Employer in respect of any 
defect or insufficiency in any design undertaken by the Contractor himself or by means of any 
employee, agent, subcontractor or supplier shall be the same as would have applied to an 

architect or other appropriate professional designer who had held himself out as competent to 
take on work for such design and who had acted independently under a separate contract with the 
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Employer and supplied such a design for, or in connection with, works to be carried out and 
completed by a contractor not being the supplier of the design." 

655.3 The drawings, design documents and design information shall be supplied ll~ 2 copies." 

656 Clause A10/110A of the Preliminades states: 

656.1 Works will compdse of the following elements: 

656.2 "The works comprise of significant works of refurbishment and external redecoration ll~cluding the 

decoration of all existing and new decorated surfaces, general preparation, cleaning and repairing 
of existing concrete, brickwork and mosaic surfaces. Including protective coatings to concrete 

surfaces. Asphait repairs to fire escape balconies. General timber repairs. Renewal of window/ 
cladding panel units. Asbestos removal to window and fire balcony panels. Installation of new 
warm deck roof covering to main roof and overlay system to tank room and stairwell roofs. 
Metalwork repairs to balustrading. General renewal / repall works to tank and lift motor room. 

656.3 Refurbishment of communal areas including anti graffiti fire retardant coatings, overhauling and 

redecorating all doors, clean and repair floor and ceiling finishes. Renewal of stairwell balustrade 
panels. Renewal of refuse hoppers and rodding hinged access panels to refuse chutes. 

656.4 Decent homes works will comprise of the following elements: 

656. 5 Landlord’s electrical works - general landlords’ works including the renewal of Ryefield boards, 
llghtll~g system renewals and new llghtnll~g protection installation. 

656. 6 Internal electrical works - either complete rewire or extending the existll~g systems to internal 
dwellings. New bathroom and kitchen fans. 

656. 7 Internal mect~anical works - renewal of cold water storage and WC tanks including allowances for 

the renewal of sanitary fittings. 

656.8 General refurbishment works including the renewal of kitchen fitlings, decoration works, new 
flooring and renewal of ceramic tiling areas. 

656. 9 The existll~g building will be ll~ continuous operation during the works." 

657 Section A30/535A of the Preliminaries states: 

657.1 "SUBSTITUTE PRODUCTS: 

657.2 The contractor must price all works as detailed within the contract documents. 

657.3 If the contractor wishes to substitute products of different manufacture to those specified, 
separate details must be submitled with the tender giving reasons for each proposed substitution. 

657.4 Substitutions which have not be notified at tender stage may not be considered. 

657.5 All substitutions are subject to approval by the CPM and substitutions sanctioned by the CPM will 
be subject to the verification requirements of clause A31/200B. 

657.6 The c~ntract~r~s tender must indicate separate~y the c~st effect ~n the tender ~f substituti~n at the 

time of tender." 

BRE Fire and Security Client report number 271805 © BRE Global Ltd 2011 

LFBO0028456_0106 
LFB00028456/106



106 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

658 Clause A31/200B of the Prelirninaries states: 

658.f "EQUIVALENT PRODUCTS: 

658.2 Where the specification permits substitution of a product of different manufacture to that specified 
and such substitution is desired, before ordering the product notify the CPM and submit for 

verification documentary evidence that the afiemative product is equivalent in respect of material, 
safety, reliabilily, function, compatibility with adjacent construction, availability of compatible 
accessories and appearance as decided by the CPM. Submit certified English translations of any 
foreign language documents. 

658.3 Any proposal for use of an aitemative product must also include proposals for substitution of 

compatible accessory products and variation of details as necessary, with evidence of equivalent 
durability, function and appearance of the construction as a whole. If such substitution is 
sanctioned, and before ordering products, provide revised drawings, specification and 

manufacturer’s guarantees as required by the CPM. Substitution of products will not be permitted 
unless prior approval is given by the CPM. The contractor must allow sufficient time for the CPM 
to consider any proposed alternative product. Delay to the contractor’s programme caused by tt~e 
CPM’s reasonable consideration of the contractor’s substitution shafi not represent a reason for 
any claim, irrespective of the CPM’s approval or non approval" 

659 Clause A31/201A ofthe Preliminades ~ates: 

659.f "EQUIVALENT PRODUCTS: Wherever product are specified by proprietary name and the 
phrase "or equivalent’is not fi~cluded, it is to be deemed included. See section A30, clause 535A 

and section 33." 

660 Clause A31/331A ofthe Preliminades ~ates: 

661 

660.1 "REPLACE means: 

660.2 Remove the stated existing components, features and finishes. 

660.3 Provide and fit in lieu new components, features or finishes which, unless specified otherwise, 
must match those which have been removed. 

660.4 Make good as necessary including disposal of unwanted materials form site." 

Clause A31/341A of the Preliminaries states: 

661.1 

661.2 

"REPAIR means can7 out Iocal remedial work to components, features and finishes as found in 
the existing building. Resecure or refix as necessary and leave in a sound and neat condition 
fi~cluding disposal of unwanted materials fiom site. 

It does not include: 

66f.2. f Replacement of components or parts of components. 

661.2.2 Redecoration" 

662 Clause A31/371B ofthe Preliminades ~ates: 
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662.1 "TO MATCH EXISTING means use products, materials and methods to match aft characteristics 

and features of the existll~g work, with joints between existll~g and new work as ll~conspicuous as 

possible, all to approval of CPM." 

663 Clause A31/398C of the Preliminaries states: 

663. f "RENEW ll~cludes removing existing and replacing with new materials to match existing." 

664 Clause A31/460A of the Prelirninades states: 

664. f "THE SPECIFICA TION: Aft sections of the specification must be read ll~ conjunction with the 

Mall~ Contract Preliminaries/General conditions." 

665 Clause A31/470A of the Preliminades states: 

665. f "DIVERGENCE FROM STA TUTORY REQUIREMENTS: As soon as practicable ll~form the CPM 

of any divergence which may be discovered between the drawings or specification and the 

requirements of the Building Regulations, other Statutes, statutory undertakers and other 

regulatory bodies.. 

666 Clause A31/690A of the Preliminades states: 

666.1 "AS BUILT DOCUMENTS must include the following: 

666.1. f Composite window/wall screens and door drawings. 

666.1.2 Conidor end louvre panel drawings. 

666.2 Aft as listed in the measured works section." 

667 Clause A33/240A of the Preliminades states: 

667.1 "APPRO VALS: Inspection or any other action by the CPM must not be taken as approval of 

products or work unless the CPM so confirms ll~ wetting in express terms refening to: 

667.1.5 Date of ll~spection 

667.1.2 Part of the work inspected 

667.1.3 Respectsorcharacteristicswhichareapproved 

667.1.4 Extentandpurposeoftheapproval 

667.1.5 Anyassociatedconditions 

667.2 Approval of the CPM shaft not relieve the Contractor of any liability which he would othen~vise 

have had in respect of complying with the Contract Conditions and contract requirements." 

668 Clause A33/550A of the Prelirninades states: 

666.1 "DEFECTS IN EXISTING CONSTRUCTION: to be reported to CPM without delay. Obtain 

instructions before proceeding with work which may. 

668.1. f Cover up or otherwise hinder access to the defective construction, or 
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668.1.2 Be rendered abortive by the canying out of remedial work. " 

669 Clause A33/595 of the Preliminaries states: 

669.1 "FEES TO LOCAL AUTHORITIES ETC: The contractor shall conform to all Acts of Parliament 
and all Building Regulations and Bye-Laws, including the appropriate Gas and Electricity Boards 
and is to give all notices and pay all fees legally demandable." 

670 Clause A34/165Q of the Preliminaries states: 

670. f "THE BUILDING MANUAL: (ll~corporating the Health and Safety File) Provide the Planning 

Supervisor with one copy/copies of the information required below not less than two weeks before 
the completion of the works: 

670.1. f Names, addresses, telephone and facsimile numbers of aft sub-contractors, suppliers 

670.1.2 Designcdtedaincludingloadingresfrictionsandperformancevalues. 

670.1.3 A detalled descdption of the methods and materials used for the construction of the 

works. 

670.1.4 Detallsofconsfructionmethodsandmaterialswhichmaypresentsignificantresidual 
hazards with respect to cleaning, maintenance or demolition. 

670.1.5 As buiit drawings recording detalls of construction. 

670.1.6 General maintenance ll~sfructions including access provisions for mall#enance. 

670.1.7 Copies of manufacturers’ current literature for all products for which the particular 
proprietary brand has been chosen by the Contractor, including COSHH dated data 
sheets and manufacturers’ recommendations for cleaning and maintenance. 

670.1.8 Schedulesofallfixturesandfitlingsincludingmanufacturerandreference. 

670.1.9 Copies of afl guarantees, wananties and mall#enance agreements offered by sub- 
contractors and manufacturers. 

670.1. fO Copies of aft test certificates and reports required in the specification. 

670.2 NOTE: Twonumbersofmanualsarerequiredperstructure." 

671 Within the Specification for materials and workmanship; the requirements for the replacement of 
window/panel/door units to 1-98 Lakanal, Sceaux Gardens Estate, it is stated: 

671. f "lMtndows incorporating a panel either above and or below the window/balcony shaft ll~clude for:- 

671.1.1 The aluminium frame to be manufactured in one piece. 

671.1.2 Anextemalaluminiumfacedpanelwhichreproducestheprofilewhichexistsonthe 
current panels. The external aluminium panel should be finished ll~ Polyester powder 

paint coating to conform to BS 6496, BS 6497 and DIN 50939 in RAL or NCS. The 
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colour will be subject to tenant consultation and be confirmed by the CPM. Finish to a 
gloss level of 68-72%. 

671.1.3 InsulationbehindthepaneltomeettherelevantrequirementsofthecurrentBuilding 
Regulations. 

671.1.4 Aninternalaluminiumpanel(powdercoated)includingskirtingtomatchexisting, 

capable of supporting a radiator, pipework, etc. Allowance is to be made for each 

individual internal panel, to be finished in order to match the properties internal 
decoration if required. The contractor should liaise with each resident at an early stage 
and ascertain the finish they will accept..." 

672 Within the Specification for materials and workmanship; the requirements for doors/shutters/hatches, it is 

stated beneath the heading of preliminmy information/requirements, clause 150: 

672. "1 "SITE DIMENSIONS 

672.1.1 Procedure: Before starting work on designated items take site dimensions, record on 
shop drawings and use to ensure accurate fabrication. 

672.1.2 Designated items: Flat Entrance Doors" 

673 Within the Specification for materials and workmanship; the requirements for doors/shutters/hatches, it is 
stated beneath the heading of components, clause 230: 

673.1 "FD30S FIRE RESISTING AND SMOKE CONTROL WOOD FLUSH DOORS 

673.1.1 Manufacturer: Contractor’s choice. 

673.1.1.1Product reference: n/a. 

673.1.2 Facings: Plywood. 

673.1.3 Lippings: Close clear grained timber. 

673.1.4 Preservative treatment: Not required. 

673.1.5 Finish as defivered. Prepared and primed. 

673.1.6 Glazing details: None. 

673.1.7 Other requirements: Fire and smoke seals and draught proofed." 

674 Within the Specification for materials and workmanship; the requirements for signs/notices, it is stated 
beneath the heading of general requirements, clause 110: 

674.1 "GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

674.1. "1 Detailed requirements and locations of signs: British Standard Fire Exit and Emergency 
Escape Signs to replace existing signage located on fire escape walkway emergency 
exit doors and to emergency exit lobby doors given in the measured works section." 

675 Within the Measured Works, under Asbestos Removal, there are the following four entries: 
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675.1 "Asbestos panels to fire escape balcony balustrades"- numbering 392 

675.2 "Asbestos panels (Amo~lle) under bedroom windows"- numbering 392 

675.3 "Asbestos ll~fill panels (Chtysotlle) to both sides of windows"- numbering 5 

675.4 "Asbestos panels adjacent to kitchen balcony doors"- numbering 98 

676 Within the Measured Works, under Window and Doors, there is the following entry: 

67& 1 "Front Entrance Door Renewal 

676.1.1 New flat entrance door; allow for removing existing door and disposing off site, making 
good existing flame to receive new, supply and fix of new solid fire rated to meet Part B 
requirements timber door to match existing ll~cluding draught proofing, supply and fix aft 
hinges and ironmongery all as the specification"- numbering 10 

677 Within the Measured Works, under Access Duct Panels, there is the following entry: 

677. ~ "Access Panels to Service Ducts to fire escape lobbies 

677.1.1 Carefully remove existing access panels to ducts; dispose off site; supply and fix new 
access panels with fire rated board to provide 1 hour resistance; all in accordance with 
manufacturers recommendations..."- numbering 7 

678 Appendix A to the Measured Works outlines the format to which the Health and Safety File is to be 
completed. Within this outline: 

678.1 Section 6: As built / record drawings 

679 Appendix E to the Measured Works contains the Asbestos Summary, which appears to have been 

commissioned by Southwark Building Design Se~ices and confirms the presence of asbestos in vadous 

flats su~eyed. Parflcular locations of interest are as follows: 

679.1 Infill panels to balustrade 

679.2 Panel below window, in main bedroom and small bedroom 

680 Appendix J to the Measured Works appears to contain the original window assembly proposed by 
Southwark Building Design Services. Although the drawings have not be copied fully (the CAD drawing 
appears to have been photocopied whilst still folded up), the panels in the window sets appear to be 
detailed as aluminium faced insulation panels. The drawing number is 7926tLW1, dated January 2005. 

681 The pre-contrast meeting minutes, dated the 13th February 2006 are included with the contrast 

documentation under Section 15. 

681.1 

681.2 

Item 5.2 on the minutes states "The CPM advised that panel colours are to be chosen by the 
residentsandapprovedbyPlanning. ThisneedstobeincludedwithinApollo’sprogramme." 

Item 10.5 on the minutes states "Client Officer to send out letler to all residents this week advising 
of proposed works and the need to contact insurers, together with the need to remove all 
belongings and Satellite dishes from the Fire Escape Balcony." 
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681.3 Further to the statement of James COUSINS, I have checked the meeting minutes for any 

reference to Building Control or Building Control approval (see paragraph 565). I have found no 
such reference. 

3.11    TLT Solicitors Report Regarding Refurbishment Contract 

682 This report, dated the 5t~ Apd12011, reported the findings of a review of the contract between Apollo 
London Ltd; the principal contractor for the refurbishment of Lakanal in 2006 to 2007, and The Mayor and 
Burgesses of the London Borough of Southwark (the contract is reviewed in chapter 3.10). Two of the 

conclusions of particular interest are as follows: 

682.1 The report concludes that the contract did place design responsibility on Apollo London Ltd for the 
design of the windows and doors. 

682.2 The report concludes that the contract did place responsibility on Apollo London Ltd to ensure 
compliance with the Building Regulations. 

682.2.1 Clause 11 of the GCNVorks/1 With Quantities [11] states: "The Contractor shall give all 
notices required by any Act of Parliament or by any regulations or bye-laws made under 
any Act which may be required in connection with the Works. He shall pay any fees or 
charges required to be paid under any Act, regulations or bye-laws in respect of the 
Works and supply all drawings and plans required in connection with any notice." 

682.2.2 Clause 11 above and the extract shown in paragraph 669.1 are referred to as being the 
points of particular significance with regards to the responsibility placed on Apollo for 
compliance with the Building Regulations. 

682.3 It also concludes that Apollo London Ltd would only be absolved of responsibility to comply with 
the Building Regulations to the extent that its sub-contractor; Symphony Windows Ltd, was 
authodsed under the FENSA self-certification scheme to certify non-glazed elements of a window 
fitting. 

683 

3.12 Implications of Contract and TLT Solicitors Report 

In my opinion, the information presented in chapters 3.10 and 3.11 place the following responsibilities on 
Apollo: 

683.1 Responsibility for the design of the windows, window panels and doors. This is suppor[ed by the 
conclusions of TLT Solicitors detailed in their report. 

683.2 Responsibility for ensuring compliance with the Building Regulations. 

683.2.1 Note that, given that compliance with the Building Regulations is one of the conditions of 
the contract, any incompatibility between the specification and the Building Regulations 

should have first been raised with the CPM (Annabel SIDNEY) under clause A31/470A 
of the preliminaries. Ultimately, the requirements of the Building Regulations should 
have taken precedence over the specification put forward by Southwark, under Clause 4 
of the contract agreement. Given the longstanding working relationship between Apollo 
and Southwark Council, I would expect such an issue to have come up in the past and 
would be interested to know how previous instances of this issue were resolved. 
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684 

683.2.2 As stated in clause A33/240A of the preliminaries, approval on the par[ of the CPM did 
not relieve the contractor of any liability in respect of the conditions of the contract. In 
addition, the contract seems, in my opinion, to empower the contractor to question any 
specification put ronsard on the basis of compliance with Building Regulations or other 

legislation. However, in my opinion, this appears to be highly reliant upon a good 
working relationship between client and contractor and, in par[icular, confidence on the 
par[ of the contractor that raising such issues will not have a detrimental impact upon 

future work. 

683.3 Responsibility for ensuring that where items were renewed, such as the windows and doors, they 
used "products, materials and methods to match aft cflaracteristics and features of tfle existing 
work". 

683.4 

683.5 

Responsibility for providing as built drawings of the window/wall screens and doors. 

Responsibility for informing the CPM of any defects in the existing construction (presumably only 

applies to defects which can be seen by the contractor) and obtaining instructions before 
proceeding with any work which might cover up or otherwise hinder access to defective 
construction. 

I note that the contract mentions the installation of ten new fire doors to replace existing front entrance 
doors, and the provision of replacement fire exit and emergency escape signs. 

685 

3.13 Lakanal Building Manual 

In Section 1, the Description of the Project, the Scope of Works is detailed as follows: 

685.1 ‘‘Refurbishment and extema~ dec~rati~n inc~uding the dec~rati~n ~f a~~ existing and new dec~rated 
surfaces, general preparation, cleaning and repairing of existing concrete, brickwork and mosaic 
surfaces, ll~cluding protective coatings to concrete surfaces. 

685.2 Asphalt repairs to fire escape balconies. 

685.3 General timber repairs. 

685.4 Renewal of window/cladding panel units. 

685. 5 Asbestos removal to window and fire balcony panels. 

685.6 Installation of new warm deck roof covering to main roof and overlay system to tank room and 
stairwell roofs. 

685. 7 Metalwork repairs to balustrading. 

685.8 General renewal/repair works to tank and lift motor room. 

685. g Refurbishment of communal areas ll~cluding anti graffiti fire retardant coatings, overhauling and 
redecoration of all doors, clean and repair floor and ceiling finishes. 

685.10 Renewal of stain~ell balustrade panels. 

685.11 Renewal of refuse hoppers and rodding hinged access panels to refuse chutes. 
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686 

687 

688 

689 

690 

685.12 

685.13 

Landlords electrical works including renewal of Ryefield boards, lighting system renewals and new 
lightning protection installation. 

Intemal electrical works - either complete rewire or extending the existing systems to internal 
dwellings. 

New bathroom and kitchen fan& 

685.15 Intemal mechanical works - renewal of cold water storage and WC tanks including renewal of 
sanitary fittings. 

685. ~ 6 Renewal of kitchen fi#ings, decoration works, new flooring and renewal of ceramic toiling areas." 

In Section 4; Information Provided, the list of products and their locations includes: 

686. ~ "28mm O/A Thermal HPL Colour Mid GreenZVVhite - Bedrooms/Kitchen and Living Doors and 

Panels" 

I have not been able to find a technical data sheet for this product anywhere in the copy of the Building 
Manual provided to me. 

In Section 5; Operation and Maintenance, there is an information sheet on aftercare for Sapa Door and 
Window Products. 

In Section 5; Operation and Maintenance, there is also an instruction leaflet on the smoke alarms provided 
in the dwellings of Lakanal, as well as a user instruction sheet. 

In Section 6; As Buil~JRecords Drawings, there appears to be complete copy of the drawing issued by 
Southwark Building Design Services in Appendix J to the Measured Works in the contract between 

Southwark Council and Apollo London Ltd (see paragraph 680). The drawing includes details of the 
window assemblies for the bedrooms, the window and door assemblies for the living rooms and kitchens, 

the window and louver assemblies for the common lobbies and rubbish chute areas, and the louver units 
for the ends of the common corridors. Within these drawings, insulated panels are labelled "PPC 
ALUMINIUM FACED INSULATED PANEL". The drawing number is 7926tLW1, dated January 2005. 

3.14 Lakanal Property File 

691 The Property File contains a set of documentation for each of the dwellings in Lakanal. For every property 
there is: 

691.1 

691.2 

691.3 

692 

A FENSA Certificate. 

A warranty from Symphony W~ndows for the window and door sets. 

A certificate of insurance from the Glass and Glazing Federation for the window and door sets. 

For every property except Flats 2 and 28 and the leasehold Flats 37, 41,46, 60, 62, 67, 69, 76 and 95, 

there is: 

692.1 A Domestic Electrical Installation Certificate. 
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692.2 

692.3 

692.4 

A Certificate of Design, Installation and Commissioning of a Fire Detection and Alarm System of 

Grade B, C, D, E or F in a Dwelling. All dwellings appear to have been certified for a Grade D 
(mains smoke and heat alarms with a batte~ back-up supply), catego~ LD3 (ala~s fitted in 
escape routes only e.g. hallway and landing) system. 

A schedule of the electrical circuits in the dwelling. 

A report from a visual inspection of the electrical installation in the dwelling. Note that Flat 28 
appears to have had this done, although there are no records of any other electrical work done 

here. 
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4 Legislation Review 

693 The findings of the review of legislation relevant to the objectives of this programme of work are presented 

here. Note that the author acknowledges that legislation needs to be interpreted in its entirety. Excerpts 
and interpretation presented here are limited to those which are considered to be of direct relevance to the 
objectives of this work and necessarily do not reflect the full complexity of the individual pieces of 
legislation, or indeed their relationship to one another. Anyone intending to develop a full understanding of 
the effect of the pieces of legislation referred to in this chapter will need to read the legislation in its entirety. 

694 The legislation presented throughout this chapter relates to the discrete time pedods during which works on 
Lakanal have been carried out, as identified in chapter 3.4 above. 

4.1 Construction Completed in 1960 

695 

4.1.1 London Building Acts 1930-1939 

Part VIII of the London Building Act 1930 [12] sets out procedural requirements with respect to the provision 
of means of escape from buildings. In particular, Section 102 states that "All means of escape in case of 
fire provided in accordance with any of the provisions of this Pa;t of this Act or otherwise shall be kept and 
maintained by the owner of the building in respect whereof they are provided in good condition and repair 
and in efficient working order and no person shall knowingly or wilfully obstruct or render less commodious 
or permit or suffer to be obstructed or rendered less commodious any suct] means of escape as aforesaid." 

696 The First Schedule of the London Building Act 1930 sets out the materials that are deemed to be fire 
resisting. Various non-combustible materials are listed and some particular types of timber are also listed 
for special uses such as the provision of fire doors. 

697 Section 20 of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 [13] requires specific consent from the 
Council for buildings greater than a prescribed height (originally one hundred feet; 30.48m), or prescribed 
combined height and area (eighty feet; 24.38m, if the area of the building exceeds ten thousand square 

feet; 929.03m ), or a prescribed volume if the building is to be a warehouse or factory/trade premises 
(originally two hundred and fifty thousand cubic feet; 7079.21 m3, unless the building is sub-divided so that 

no division exceeds two hundred and fifty thousand cubic feet; 7079.21 m3). The Council may then impose 
conditions for the provision and maintenance of proper arrangements for reducing the danger from fire, as 
far as is reasonably practicable. 

697.1 Amendments to Section 20 are dealt with under The Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985, 
see chapter 4.2.3. 

698 Section 34 of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 required that means of escape plans be 
deposited with the Council for certain types of building, including those with a storey at a greater height 
than 20 feet, at the time of their construction or at the time of depositing building notices under Section 83 

of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939. 
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699 Section 35 of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 enabled the Council to require additional 

provisions for securing means of escape in buildings where the Council did not consider existing 
arrangements to be adequate. This applied where an old building "exceeds two storeys in height and 

contains any storey which is at a greater height tflan twenty feet and, [among others], is let in flats or 
tenements..." 

700 Section 39 of the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 deals with alterations to buildings. 
Specifically, it requires that the consent of the Council be sought when cer[ain types of change are to be 
made to buildings where these could affect the provision of means of escape from the building. 

701 The London Building Acts gave local authorities the power to specify whether they considered that 
provisions for ensuring safety in case of fire were sufficient. This applied to both tightening and relaxing of 

provisions. Various sets of guidance were published by the London County Council (hereafler referred to 
as the LCC) with regards to precautions against fire, with which the relevant Council would have been 
expected to comply, although they had no statutory obligation to do so. This guidance is discussed in 
Chapter 5.1.1. 

702 

703 

4.1.2 Implications for Lakanal 

I deduce that all of the design features of Lakanal were at the discretion of the then Metropolitan Borough of 
Camberwell, although, in my opinion, the expectation would have been for the Metropolitan Borough of 
CambePwell to comply with LCC guidance of the time (see chapter 5.1). 

It should be noted that Lakanal was used as a showcase of architectural skill by the Metropolitan Borough 
of Camberwell and the development was presented in the Architects’ Journal of the 7th January 1960. Note 
also that the Architects’ Journal stated that "LCC byelaws for ventilation, means of escape and fire 
protection appear to have been inflexibly enforced". Given that it, and the development of Sceaux 
Gardens, was presented in the Architects’ Journal, I find it reasonable to expect that Lakanal was 
completed using techniques that were state-of-the-art at the time of its construction. 

4.2 Works from 1983 to 1986 

704 The work of interest during this pedod is the lowering and subsequent replacement of the suspended 
ceilings in the communal corridors. It is possible that security doors across the common corridors were 
also installed at this time. However, the only documentation relating to this is the building control approval 
dated 21~t December 1984. I have not seen any information to confi~ when the doors were actually 

installed. 

705 These works bridged two regulatory environments. On the 6th January 1986, the enactment of the Building 

(Inner London) Regulations 1985 [14] repealed much of the London Building Acts 1930-1939, albeit with 

the notable exception of Sections 20, 34 and 35 of the 1939 Act. Pdor to the 6 January 1986, regulations 
governing Lakanal were still based entirely upon the London Building Acts 1930-1939. In this instance, I 
expect that the local authority would have adhered to the guidance of the time; British Standard Code of 
Practice CP3: Code of basic data for the design of buildings, Chapter IV: Precautions against fire, Part 1 : 
1971 Flats and maisonettes (in blocks over two storeys) [15] and the 1974 Greater London Council Code of 
Practice titled Means of Escape in Case of Fire. These documents are discussed in chapters 5.2.1 and 
5.2.2 respectively. 
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706 The descdption of works carded out in this pedod (see chapter 3.4) does not stipulate which regulations 

were applied at the time they were carried out. Given that the London Building Acts have been covered 
above, the implications of the Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985 and the legislation that became 
relevant as a result, are given here. 

4.2.1    Building Act 1984 

707 The Building Act 1984 [16] is the enabling act for the preparation of Building Regulations by the Secretary 
of State. 

708 Sections of panticular relevance to this review are as follows: 

708.1 Section 6 grants the Secretary of State power to issue Approved Documents in suppor[ of the 
Building Regulations. These are covered in more detail as par[ of the review of guidance in 
chapter 5. 

708.2 Section 7 sets out one of the purposes of the Approved Documents as a means of measuring 
tendency towards the compliance or non-compliance of a building in relation to the Building 
Regulations. Specifically, Section 7 states: 

"A failure on the part of a person to comply with an approved document does not of itseff 
render him liable to any civil or criminal proceedings ; but if, in any proceedings whether 
civil or criminal, it is alleged that a person has at any time contravened a provision of 
building regulations-- 

708.2.1. f a failure to comply with a document that at that time was approved for the 

purposes of that provision may be relied upon as tending to establish liability, 

and 

708.3 

708.2.1.2proof of compliance with such a document may be relied on as tending to 

negative liability. 

708.2.2 In any proceedings, whether civil or criminal~ 

708.2. 2. I a document purporting to be a notice issued as mentioned in section 6(3) 
above shall be taken to be such a notice unless the contrary is proved, and 

708.2. 2.2a document that appears to the court to be the approved document to which 

such a notice refers shall be taken to be that approved document unless the 

contrary is proved." 

Section 8 grants the Secretary of State power to relax the requirements of Building Regulations 
where he considers the operation of the Building Regulations to be unreasonable in a par[icular 
case. In addition, Building Regulations may allow local authorities to be granted the power to 

exercise this function. 

708.4 Section 10 requires that any relaxation of Building Regulations made under Section 8 be 
adver[ised in a newspaper local to the areas where works are taking place, not less than 21 days 

prior to commencement of works. However, this only applies where works are likely to impact 
upon the safety of those in the local area. This section does not apply to works limited to the 
intedor of the building. 
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708.5 Section 15 requires that local authorities consult with the relevant fire authority before allowing 

any relaxation of requirements periaining to 

708.5.1 structural fire precautions, 

708.5.2 the provision of means of escape from buildings in case of fire, or 

708.5.3 the provision of means for securing that such means of escape can be safely and 
effectively used at all times. 

708.6 Section 91 imposes a duty on local authorities to carry this Act into execution in their areas, and 
the function of enforcing Building Regulations in their areas. 

709 At the time of the enactment of the Building Act 1984, sections 4, 8 to 10, 16, 18, 21 to 23, 24(1), (2) and 
(4), 25 to 29, 32, 36, 37, 39 and 40 did not apply to inner London. Section 4 applied to inner London with 
the application of the Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985 on the 6th JanuapJ 1986. All other sections 

with the exception of section 24(1), (2) and (4) and section 25 applied to inner London with the application 
of the Building (Inner London) Regulations 1987 [17] on the 1~t July 1987. 

4.2.2    Building Regulations 1985 

710 The Building Regulations 1985 [18] came into operation on the 11t~ November 1985, although they did not 
apply to inner London until the 6t~ JanuapJ 1986 with the application of the Building (Inner London) 

Regulations 1985. 

711 As with subsequent Building Regulations, the Building Regulations 1985 imposed requirements in relation 
to building work, with building work defined in Regulation 3 of these regulations as follows: 

751. f "the erection or extension of a building, 

751.2 the material alteration of a building, 

711.3 the provision, extension or material aiteration of a controlled service or fitling in or in connection 
with a building, or 

7 f 1.4 work required by Regulation 6 [requirements relating to material change of use]." 

712 For the purpose of defining building work, an alteration is considered to be matedal if: 

7 f 2. f "the W~rk~ ~r any part ~f it~ carried ~ut by itse~ w~u~d at any stage adverse~y a~ect the existing 

building in relation to compliance with the requirements contained in Part A (structure), paragraph 
B 1 (means of escape in case of fire), paragraph B3 (internal fire spread- structure) or paragraph 
B4 (external fire spread) of Schedule 1, or 

752.2 it involves the insertion of insulating material into the cavity waft of a building, or 

712.3 it involves work to underpin a building." 

713 As de~ned under Regu~afi~n 2(4)~ w~rk is "regarded as adverse~y affecting an existing bui~ding ~r an 

existing controlled service or fitting if the building, service or fitting as extended or attered- 
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714 

713.1 would not comply with any applicable requirement of Schedule 1 or 2 specified in the relevant 
regulation which the existing building, service or fitling complies with, or 

713.2 would not comply with any such requirement which does not apply to the existing building, service 
or fitting, or 

713.3 would not comply with any such requirement which relates to the existing building, service or 
String, and would in relation to compliance with such a requirement be more unsatisfactory than 
the existing building, service or fitting." 

Regulation 7 of this and subsequent Building Regulations requires that all building work is "carried out with 
suitable materials and in a workmanlike manner". 

715 Regulation 10 grants the local authority the power to exercise the power under Section 8(1) of the Building 
Act; relaxation of Building Regulations. 

716 Regulation 11 requires the depositing of full plans (in accordance with Regulation 13) where building work 
is being carried out on a building to be put to a use under the Fire Precautions Act 1971, and where the 
building work relates to a requirement under Pad B1 of Schedule 1 of the regulations. This did not apply to 
Lakanal until the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 came into force. 

717 As with subsequent Building Regulations, Part B of Schedule 1 imposes functional requirements with 
respect to fire safety. That is: 

717.1 B1 - Means of escape 

717.1.1 "There shall be means of escape in case of fire #ore the building to a place of safety 

outside the building capable of being safely and effectively used at aft material times. 

717.1.2 This requirement may be met only by complying with the relevant requirements of the 

publication entitled "The Building Regulations 1985 - Mandatory rules for means of 
escape in case of fife’published by HMSO (1985 edition)." 

717.1.3 Note that, with regards to flats, the MandatopJ rules only apply to buildings being 
erected. There is no provision for alteration of flats. However, at this time Section 34 of 

the London Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939 was still in force, so some forth of 
application for any work affecting means of escape would, in my opinion, still be 
expected. 

717.2 B2 - Internal fire spread (surfaces) 

717.2.1 "ln order to inhibit the spread of fire within the building, surfaces of matedals used on 
walls and ceilings - 

717.2.1. I shall offer adequate resistance to the spread of flame over the# surfaces; and 

717.2.1.2shall have, if ignited, a rate of heat release which is reasonable in the 
circumstances." 

717.3 B3 - Internal fire spread (structure) 
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717.3.1 

717.3.2 

"The building shall be so constructed that, in the event of fire, its stability will be 
maintained for a reasonable period. 

The building, or the building as extended, shall be sub-divided into compartments where 
this is necessary to inhibit it~e spread of fire within the building. 

Concealed spaces in the structure or fabric of the building, or the building as extended, 

shall be sealed and sub-divided where this is necessary to inhibit the unseen spread of 
fire and smoke. 

717.3.3 A wall common to two or more buildings shall offer adequate resistance to the spread of 
fire and smoke. 

717.3.4 Forthepurposesof[theprevioussub-paragraph]ahouseinaterraceandasemi- 
detached house are each to be treated as bell~g a separate building." 

717.4 B4 - External fire spread 

717. 4. f "The external walls of the bullding shall offer adequate resistance to the spread of fire 

over the walls and from one building to another, having regard to the height, use and 
position of the building. 

717. 4.2 The roof of the building shall offer adequate resistance to the spread of fire over the roof 

and from one building to another, having regard to the use and position of the building." 

718 It should be noted that the document titled "Mandato~ rules for means of escape in case of fire" [19] 

referred to in par[ B1 of Schedule 1 refers the reader to Bdtish Standard Code of Practice CP3: Code of 
basic data for the design of buildings, Chapter IV: Precautions against fire, Pant 1 : 1971 Flats and 
maisonettes (in blocks over two storeys). This document is discussed in chapter 5.2.1. 

719 These functional requirements were (and remain in more recent Building Regulations) intended to allow 
some flexibility as to the designs that may be used in buildings throughout the UK. However, Section 6 of 
the Building Act 1984 enabled the issue of Approved Documents to suppor[ these functional requirements. 
Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 stated that, in cases of alleged contravention of the Building Regulations, 
proof of compliance with these Approved Documents would tend towards negative liability, whereas a 
failure to comply with a relevant Approved Document may be relied upon to establish liability. This is 
expanded upon in the 1985 and 1992 editions of Approved Document B. 

72O It is my opinion that the effect of Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 and the requirements in Schedule 1 of 
the Building Regulations, for which Approved Documents are provided, is to illustrate a standard or level of 

compliance to which a person or persons planning or can~ing out building work should be capable of 
demonstrating equivalence, even if they did not specifically adhere to the recommendations of the relevant 
Approved Document. 

4.2.3    Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985 

721 The Building (Inner London) Regulafions 1985 conferred the applicafion of the Building Regulafions 1985, 
among others, to inner London boroughs as they apply to local authorities outside inner London. The 

th Building (Inner London) Regulations 1985 came into operation on the 6 January 1986. 
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722 These Regulations also amended Section 20 of the London Building Act 1939 such that the dimensions 

above which special consent was required from the council for new buildings would now be a height of 
30m, or a height of 25m if the area exceeds 930m2, or a volume of 7100m3 if the building is to be a 

warehouse or facto~r[rade premises, unless it is sub-divided in such a manner that no division of the 
building exceeds 7100m3. 

4.2.4    Fire Precautions Act 1971 

723 TheFirePrecautionsAct 1971 [20]did notinitselfapplyto Lakanalasitdid notcoverblocksofflats. 

However, it was an enabling act and eventually led to the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 

[21], discussed later. This is relevant to the works carried out in 1999 and the refurbishment of 2006 to 
2007. 

724 

4.2.5 Implications for Lakanal 

Depending upon the exact date when plans were submitted (if they were submitted) and the date at which 
building work was carried out, either the London Building Acts 1930-1939 or the Building Act 1984 and The 
Building Regulations 1985 were in operation at the time the work was carried out. 

725 Where work was carded out under the London Building Acts 1930-1939, the implications regarding Lakanal 
are as described in chapter 4.1.2, however the relevant guidance had changed. This guidance is discussed 
in chapter 5.2. The approval for the installation of the security doors (see chapter 3.8) appears to have 
been issued under the London Building Acts 1930-1939. Note, however, that the security doors in Lakanal 
at the time of the incident do not appear to have met the conditions of the approval issued at this time. 

726 The improvement works to the communal areas (see chapter 3.9) appear to have been carried out under 
the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985 due to the application of the Building (inner 
London) Regulations 1985. It is not currently known when the suspended ceiling was originally installed or 
which legislation applied. 

727 Under the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985, the works described in the letter from 
Donald James Char[ered Su~eyors appear to be exempt from the Par[ B requirement by vir[ue of their 

solely replacing existing materials with materials of a high standard of fire performance. However, I would 
have expected a company specifically installing fire protection measures to have noted and repor[ed the 
condition of the ’boxing in’ beneath the stai~s of the maisonettes where this cut into the cavity above the 
suspended ceiling. 

728 The implications with regards to technical standards to which work should have been completed, which has 
an impact upon whether Building Regulations would have come into effect, are discussed in chapter 5. 

4.3 Works in 1997 

729 The works carried out during this period comprised external repairs and decoration to Lakanal. No 
evidence has been seen as par[ of this review to suggest that these works are relevant to the incident on 
the 3rd July 2009. 

730 The implications of the fire incident in 1997 are discussed in chapter 6.5. 
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4.4 Works in 1999 

731 The work of interest during this period is the possible installation of the security door system or the 

replacement of a security door system, originally in accordance with the approval issued in 1984 (see 
chapter 3.8), with the security doors in place at the time of the fire on the 3rd July 2009. 

4.4.1    Building Act 1984 

732 See chapter4.2.1 

4.4.2    The Building (Inner London) Regulations 1987 

733 The Building (Inner London) Regulations 1987 fur[her extended the application of the Building Act 1984 to 
inner London. All sections with the exception of section 24(1), (2) and (4) and section 25 of the Building Act 
1984 applied to inner London with the application of the Building (Inner London) Regulations 1987 on the 
1st July 1987. 

4.4.3    The Building Regulations 1991 

734 The Building Regulations1991 [22] came into operation on the 1st June 1992. 

735 The Building Regulations1991 imposed requirements in relationtobuildingworkthatwerebroadlysimilar 
to those of the Building Regulations 1985. Building work was now defined in Regulation 3 as follows: 

735.1 ~he erection or extension of a building,. 

735.2 the provision or extension of a controlled service or fitting in or in connection with a building, 

735.3 the material aiteration of a building, or a controlled service or fitting (as mentioned below in 
paragraph [735]) 

735.4 work required by regulation 6 (requirements relating to material change of use); 

735. 5 the insertion of insulating material into the cavity wall of a building; 

735. 6 work involving the underpinning of a building." 

736 For the purpose of defining building work, an alteration is considered to be matedal if the work, or any part 
of it, would at any stage result: 

736.1 "in a building or controlled service or fitting not complying with a relevant requirement where 
previously it did, or 

736.2 in a building or controlled service or fitting which before the work commenced did not comply with 
a relevant requirement, being more unsatisfactory in relation to such a requirement." 

737 Controlled services and fittings are those which relate to: 

737.1 Hygiene; sanitary conveniences, washing facilities, bathrooms and hot water storage. 

737.2 Drainage and waste disposal; foul water drainage, cesspools, septic tanks, settlement tanks, 
rainwater drainage, solid waste storage. 
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737.3 Heat producing appliances; air supply, discharge of products of combustion, protection of building. 

738 Relevant requirements are those which relate to: 

738.1 Structure 

738.2 Means of escape 

738.3 Internal fire spread - structure 

738.4 External fire spread 

738.5 Access and facilities for the fire service 

738.6 Access and facilities for disabled people 

739 Regulation 7 of these Building Regulations required that all building work was carried out with suitable 
materials and in a workmanlike manner, although the requirement now included references to certification 

of materials. 

740 Regulation 10 grants the local authority the power to exercise the power under Section 8(1) of the Building 
Act; relaxation of Building Regulations. 

741 Regulation 11 requires the depositing of full plans (in accordance with Regulation 13) where building work 
is being carried out on a building to be put to a use under the Fire Precautions Act 1971. 

742 Asbefore, PariBofSchedulel imposes functional requirements with respect to flre safety, howeverthis 

was extended to include provisions for the fire service under requirement B5. The requirements were now 

as follows: 

742.1 B1 - Means of escape 

742.1.1 "The bullding shall be designed and constructed so that there are means of escape in 

case of fire from the building to a place of safety outside the building capable of being 
safely and effectively used at all material times." 

742.2 B2 - Internal fire spread (linings) 

742.2.5 "ln order to inhibit the spread of fire within the bullding the ll#emal linings shall- 

742.2.1. I resist the spread of flame over their surfaces,, and 

742.2.1.2have, if ignited, a rate of heat release which is reasonable ll~ the 
circumstances. 

742.2.2 Inthisparagraph"ll#emallinings"meansthematerialsllnll~ganypartition, wall, ceiling 

or other internal structure." 

742.3 B3 - Internal fire spread (structure) 

742.3.1 "The building shall be designed and constructed so that, in the event of fire, its stability 
will be maintained for a reasonable period. 
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742.3.2 A wall common to two or more buildings shall be designed and constructed so that it 
resists the spread of fire between those buildings. For the purposes of this sub- 
paragraph a house in a terrace and a semi-detached house are each to be treated as 
being a separate building. 

742.3.3 To inhibit the spread of fire within the building, it st~all be sub-divided with fire-resisting 

construction to an extent appropriate to the size and intended use of the building. 

742.3.4 The building shafl be designed and constructed so that the unseen spread of fire and 
smoke within concealed spaces in its structure and fabric is inhibited. 

742.4 B4 - External fire spread 

742.4.1 "The extemal walls of the building shafl resist the spread of fire over the walls and from 

one building to another, having regard to the height, use and position of the building. 

742.4.2 Theroofofthebuildingshaflresistthespreadoffireovertheroofandfromonebuilding 
to another, having regard to the use and position of the building." 

742.5 B5 - Access and facilities for the fire se~ice 

742. 5. f "The building shall be designed and constructed so as to provide facilities to assist fire 
fighters in the protection of life. 

742. 5.2 Provision shall be made within the site of the building to enable fire appliances to gall~ 
access to the building." 

743 Again, functional requirements were intended to allow some flexibility as to the designs that may be used in 
buildings throughout the UK. However, Section 6 of the Building Act 1984 enabled the issue of Approved 

Documents to suppor[ these functional requirements. Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 stated that, in 
cases of alleged contravention of the Building Regulations, proof of compliance with these Approved 
Documents would tend towards negative liability, whereas a failure to comply with a relevant Approved 
Document may be relied upon to establish liability. This is expanded upon in the 1985 and 1992 editions of 
Approved Document B. 

744 It is my opinion that the effect of Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 and the requirements in Schedule 1 of 
the Building Regulations, for which Approved Documents are provided, is to illustrate a standard or level of 

compliance to which a person or persons planning or can~ing out building work should be capable of 
demonstrating equivalence, even if they did not specifically adhere to the recommendations of the relevant 
Approved Document. 

4.4.4    Fire Precautions Act 1971 

745 See chapter4.2.4. 

4.4.5    The Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 

746 The Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997, enacted under the Fire Precautions Act 1971, 
identified the common parts of blocks of flats as being a place of work (within Part II). In addition, Pant V of 
these Regulations extended the Fire Precautions Act 1971 so that references to a designated use included 
the definition of a workplace identified by these Regulations. As such, any building work (as prescribed by 
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the Building Regulations) to a block of fiats which invoked the Building Regulations would necessitate full 
plans approval, with associated involvement of the local fire authority. 

4.4.6    Implications for Lakanal 

747 The Building Act 1984 and The Building Regulations 1991 were in operation at the time this work was 

carried out. In addition, the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 identified Lakanal as a building 
for which full plans approval would be required where building work (as defined by the Building 
Regulations) is being carried out. The implications with regards to technical standards to which work 

should have been completed, which has an impact upon whether Building Regulations would have come 
into effect, are discussed in chapter 5. 

748 As already discussed (see paragraph 744), Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 sets Approved Document B 
as being the standard or level of compliance to which equivalence should be demonstrated. In the absence 

of any engineering justification put forward for the provision of the security doors (in particular the free 
ventilation area they provide, less than that stipulated in the conditions of the approval issued in 1984, see 
chapter 3.8), the guidance of Approved Document B 1992 is the benchmark against which these security 
doors are assessed. 

749 

4.5 Works in 2006 to 2007 

Between March 2006 and May 2007 major refurbishment works were under[aken to Lakanal. The following 

works, compiled here from the contract for the refurbishment, the building manual and properly file and 
information from LFB, are considered to be of relevance to the incident on the 3rd July 2009: 

749.1 External Works: 

749.1.1 Removal of asbestos panels in balcony cladding and beneath windows 

749.1.2 Renewal of windows with double glazed powder coated aluminium framed units 
(including panels) and including new fire escape balcony doors 

749.1.3 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary of front entrance doors- including 
provision of some FD30S fire doors 

749.1.4 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary communal doors 

749.1.5 Upgrade of landlords electrics including emergency lighting - necessitating access to 
cavity above suspended ceilings in common corridors 

749.1.6 Provision of fire escape signs to replace existing signage located on fire escape 
walkway emergency exit doors 

749.2 Internal Works: 

749.2.1 Rewiring where required to tenanted propedies including installation of hard-wired 

smoke alarm 

749.2.2 Replacement of larder in kitchen removed to enable window replacements 

749.2.3 Installation of kitchen extractor fan in tenanted proper[ies. 
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750 It is understood that Southwark Building Design Set.ices Ltd received instructions from Cambetwell 
housing office in 2004. Work is understood to have been staded by Apollo Ltd in March 2006. 

4.5.1    Fire Precautions Act 1971 

751 See chapter 4.2.4. 

4.5.2    Building Act 1984 

752 See chapter4.2.1. 

4.5.3    The Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 

753 See chapter4.4.5. 

754 The Fire Precautions 6Norkplace) Regulations applied to Lakanal (i.e. those paris that were a workplace) 
st until The Regulato~ Refo~ (Fire Safety) Order 2005 came into force on the 1 October 2006. Therefore, 

The Fire Precautions 6Norkplace) Regulations 1997 applied dudng the planning stage of the works carried 
out during the 2006 to 2007. 

4.5.4 The Fire Precautions (Workplace) (Amendment) Regulations 1999 

755 The Fire Precautions 6Norkplace) (Amendment) Regulations 1999 [23] came into force on the 1 st 

December 1999. 

756 This amendment dealt with various requirements of European Council Directives and included a number of 
changes to the provisions for enforcement of the Regulations. These are not directly relevant to the 
objectives of this work. 

4.5.6    Sustainable and Secure Buildings Act 2004 

757 The Sustainable and Secure Buildings ACt 2004 introduced to the Building Act 1984, among other things, 

the power for the Secreta~j of State to make provisions for cer[ification schemes for individuals or 
companies to can~ out prescribed works without needing to seek full Building Regulations approval. 

758 It also included a provision for Building Regulations to require that all local authorities keep copies of 

documents per[aining to applications under the Building Regulations, in a fo~ which could be readily 
accessed by any member of the public. However, Building Regulations have not yet made use of this 
provision. 

4.5.6    The Sustainable and Secure Buildings Act 2004 (Commencement No.l) Order 2006 

759 This order [25] brought various provisions of the Sustainable and Secure Buildings Act 2004 into force on 
the 1 FebruapJ 2006, including the provision of cedification schemes described in chapter 4.5.5 above. 

4.5.7    The Building Regulations 2000 

760 The Building Regulations 2000 came into force on the 1 Janum~ 2001. 
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761 The Building Regulations 2000 imposed requirements in relation to building work that were very similar to 
those of the Building Regulations 1991 (the only change relates to the B1 requirement). Building work was 
now defined in Regulation 3 as follows: 

761. f "the erection or extension of a building, 

761.2 the provision or extension of a controlled service or fitting ll~ or in connection with a building, 

761.3 the material aiteration of a building, or a controlled service or fitting (as mentioned in paragraph 
[762]); 

761.4 work required by Regulation 6 (requirements relating to material change of use); 

761.5 the insertion of insulating material into the cavity wall of a building; 

761.6 work involving the underpinning of a building." 

762 For the purpose of defining building work, an alteration is considered to be matedal if the work, or any par[ 
of it, would at any stage result: 

762.1 "in a building or controlled service or fitting not complying with a relevant requirement where 
previously it did, or 

762.2 in a building or controlled service or fitting which before the work commenced did not comply with 
a relevant requirement, being more unsatisfactory in relation to such a requirement." 

763 Controlled services and fittings are those which relate to: 

763.1 Hygiene; sanita~ conveniences, washing facilities, bathrooms and hot water storage. 

763.2 Drainage and waste disposal; foul water drainage, cesspools, septic tanks, settlement tanks, 
rainwater drainage, solid waste storage. 

763.3 Heat producing appliances; air supply, discharge of products of combustion, protection of building. 

764 Relevant requirements are those which relate to: 

764.1 Structure 

764.2 Means of warning and escape 

764.3 Internal fire spread - structure 

764.4 External fire spread 

764.5 Access and facilities for the fire service 

764.6 Access and facilities for disabled people 

765 Regulation 7 of these Building Regulations required that all building work was carried out 

765.1 "with adequate and proper materials which - 

765.1.1 Are appropttate for the circumstances in which they are used, 
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765.2 

765.1.2 areadequatelymixedorprepared, and 

765.1.3 are applied, used or fixed so as adequately to perform the functions for which they are 
designed, and 

765.3 The references to certification schemes for materials were removed in this revision to the Building 

Regulations. 

766 Regulation 11 grants the local authority the power to exercise the power under Section 8(1) of the Building 
Act; relaxation of Building Regulations. 

767 Regulation 12 requires the depositing of full plans (in accordance with Regulation 13) where building work 
is being carried out on a building of a kind to which Part II of the Fire Precautions 0Norkplace) Regulations 
applies or a use designated under section 1 of the Fire Precautions Act 1971. 

768 Asbefore, PariBofSchedulel imposes functional requirements with respect to flre safety, howeverthis 

was extended to include provisions for the fire service under requirement B5. The requirements were now 

as follows: 

768.1 B1 - Means of escape 

768.1.5 "The bullding st~all be designed and consffucted so that there are means of escape in 

case of fire from the building to a place of safety outside the building capable of bell~g 
safely and effectively used at all material times." 

768.2 B2 - Internal fire spread (linings) 

768.2.1 "In order to inhibit the spread of fire within the building the intemal linings shall- 

768.2.1. I resist the spread of flame over their surfaces,, and 

76&2.1.2have, if ignited, a rate of heat release which is reasonable ll~ the 
circumstances. 

768.2.2 Inthisparagraph"intemalllnings"meansthematerialslininganypattition, wall, ceiling 

or other internal structure." 

768.3 B3 - Internal fire spread (structure) 

768.3.1 "The building shall be designed and constructed so that, in the event of fire, its stability 
will be maintall~ed for a reasonable period. 

768.3.2 A wall common to two or more buildings shall be designed and constructed so that it 
resists the spread of fire between those buildings. For the purposes of this sub- 
paragraph a house in a terrace and a semi-detached house are each to be treated as 
being a separate building. 

768. 3.3 To inhibit the spread of fire within the building, it shall be sub-divided with fire-resisting 
construction to an extent appropriate to the size and ll#ended use of the building. 
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768.3.4 The building shafl be designed and constructed so that the unseen spread of fire and 
smoke within concealed spaces in its structure and fabric is inhibited." 

768.4 B4 - External fire spread 

768.4.1 "The extemal walls of the building shafl resist the spread of fire over the walls and from 

one building to another, having regard to the height, use and position of the building. 

768.4.2 The roof of the building shall resist the spread of fire over the roof and from one building 

to another, having regard to the use and position of the building." 

768.5 B5 - Access and facilities for the fire se~ice 

768. 5. f "The building shall be designed and constructed so as to provide facilities to assist fire 
fighters in the protection of life. 

768. 5.2 Provision shall be made within the site of the building to enable fire appliances to gain 
access to the building." 

769 Again, functional requirements were intended to allow some fiexibility as to the designs that may be used in 
buildings throughout the UK. However, Section 6 of the Building Act 1984 enabled the issue of Approved 
Documents to suppori these functional requirements. Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 stated that, in 
cases of alleged contravention of the Building Regulations, proof of compliance with these Approved 
Documents would tend towards negative liability, whereas a failure to comply with a relevant Approved 
Document may be relied upon to establish liability. The 2000 version of Approved Document B no longer 
expanded upon this, however the text in the Building Act 1984 did not change. 

770 It is my opinion that the effect of Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 and the requirements in Schedule 1 of 
the Building Regulations, for which Approved Documents are provided, is to illustrate a standard or level of 

compliance to which a person or persons planning or carrying out building work should be capable of 
demonstrating equivalence, even if they did not specifically adhere to the recommendations of the relevant 
Approved Document. 

4.5.8    The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2001 
st 771 The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2001 [27] came into force on the 1 Apdl 2002. 

772 This amendment to the Building Regulations increased the scope of controlled se~ices and fillings to 
include Par[ L; conservation of fuel and power. 

773 Paris H, J and L of Schedule 1 were modified, with Part L requirements becoming specific to dwellings and 
buildings other than dwellings. 

774 Where work was to be carried out on a dwelling and the scope of the work was limited to work for which 
only Part L1 imposed a requirement, it would only become building work where it included the provision of a 
window, rooflight, roof window, door, a space heating or hot water service boiler, or a hot water vessel. 

4.5.9    The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2002 

775 The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2002 [28] came into force on the 1 Apdl 2002. 
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776 This amendment introduced the provision for persons approved under relevant schemes to carry out cer[ain 

specified works without having to provide a building notice or deposit plans. However, this was only if the 
scope of the work to be carded out was limited to the work covered by the scheme. 

777 This included a person registered under the Fenestration Self-Assessment Scheme by FENSA Ltd. A 

person registered under this scheme could install, as a replacement, a window, rooflight, roof window or 
door in an existing building and ensure that the replacement complied with applicable requirements in 
Schedule 1 of the Building Regulations 2000. 

4.5.10 The Building (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2002 

778 The relevant paris of the Building (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2002 [29] came into force on the 1~t 

March 2003. 

779 This amendment substituted a new version of Pad B to Schedule 1. The new Par[ B extended requirement 

B2; internal fire spread (linings), such that rate of fire growth should be considered (in addition to the 
existing requirement for rate of heat release to be considered) in relation to circumstances. This, in addition 
to the new reference to products in addition to materials, allowed for testing to European standards. 

4.5.11 The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2003 

780 The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2003 [30] came into force on the l~t December 2003 and the 1~ 

May 2004. 

781 This amendment replaced Par[ M of Schedule 1 so that it applied to all people, encompassing disabled 
people. However, Par[ M no longer applied to material alterations of or extensions of dwellings. This 
amendment is not directly relevant to the o~ ectives of this current work. 

4.5.12 The Building (Repeal of Provisions of Local Acts) Regulations 2003 

782 These Regulations [31] repealed local Acts relating to relating to the provision of separate drains for foul 

water and sur[ace water, which had become unnecessaQ/as a result of Par[ H of Schedule 1. This is not 
relevant to the objectives of this work. 

4.5.13 The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2004 

783 This amendment [32] modified vadous provisions relating to rooms for residential purposes, limiting 
condensation and contaminants, robust details, and dispropor[ionate collapse. This is not relevant to the 
objectives of this work. 

4.5.14 The Building (Amendment) (No.2) Regulations 2004 

784 The Building (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2004 [33] were to come into force on the 1st Janual~ 2005, 
but were revoked by The Building (Amendment) (No. 3) Regulations 2004 on the 31 ~t December 2004. 

4.5.15 The Building (Amendment) (No.3) Regulations 2004 

785 The Building (Amendment) (No. 3) Regulations 2004 [34] came into force on the 31~ December 2004. 
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786 This amendment to the Building Regulations added Part P; electrical safety, to Schedule 1. It also 
increased the scope of controlled services and fittings to include Part P; electrical safety. 

787 A relevant scheme was added for certain prescdbed electrical work to be carried out by approved persons 
without having to provide a building notice or deposit plans. Various schemes are identified in the 
Regulations. 

4.5.16 The Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2006 

788 The Regulato~ Refo~ (Fire Safety) Order 2005 [35] (hereafter referred to as the RR(FS)O) came into 
st force on the 1 October 2006. This was altered from the original commencement date of the 1st Apdl 2006 

by the Regulato~ Refo~ (Fire Safety) Subordinate Provisions Order 2006 [36]. Whilst this was after 
building work had commenced at Lakanal, the RR(FS)O does not contain any transitional provisions and 

sets out continuing requirements with regards to ensuring fire safety. Eve~4hing that is set out in the 
RR(FS)O is to be adhered to consistently and continuously over the life of the building. 

789 The RR(FS)O repealed the Fire Precautions Act 1971, The Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 

and The Fire Precautions (Workplace) (Amendment) Regulations 1999. References to these in the 
Building Regulations were replaced by references to the RR(FS)O or its relevant ar[icles. 

790 The RR(FS)O set out continuing requirements on those responsible for premises to use a dsk assessment 
based approach to ensuring the fire safety of relevant people. 

791 In premises that are also workplaces (employing five or more people) or licensed premises, or in premises 
that are subject to an alterations notice requiring a record of fire safety arrangements, the RR(FS)O 
requires the provision of: 

791.1 a formally recorded fire dsk assessment, 

791.2 a record of the fire safety arrangements. 

792 In practice, in my opinion, for the types of premises descdbed in paragraph 791, the responsible person 

should, in broad terms 

792.1 make suitable arrangements for a fire risk assessment to be completed, if necessary involving a 
competent person to do so, 

792.2 ensure any actions arising from the dsk assessment (typically where deficiencies in the fire safety 
arrangements are identified) are carded out, and 

792.3 revise the risk assessment when improvements are made arising from the previous iteration of the 
risk assessment, or any other changes are made which impact upon the fire dsk assessment. 

793 In chapter 7.7, I provide an opinion on which of the deficiencies in the construction of Lakanal should have 
been picked up by a fire dsk assessment carried out under the RR(FS)O. 

4.5.17 The Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Subordinate Provisions Order 2006 

794 ThisOrderaltersthecommencementdateoftheRR(FS)Otothel October2006 

4.5.18 The Building and Approved Inspectors (Amendment) Regulations 2006 
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795 The Building and Approved Inspectols (Amendment) Regulations 2006 [37] came into force on the 6t~ Apdl 
2006, after building work had commenced at Lakanal. 

4.5.19 Implications for Lakanal 

796 The Building Act 1984 and The Building Regulations 2000, as amended were in operation at the time this 
work was carried out. In addition, the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations 1997 identified Lakanal as 
a building for which full plans approval would be required where building work (as defined by the Building 
Regulations) is being carried out. The implications with regards to technical standards to which work 

should have been completed, which has an impact upon whether Building Regulations would have come 
into effect, are discussed in chapter 5. 

797 As already discussed (see paragraph 770), Section 7 of the Building Act 1984 sets Approved Document B 
as being the standard or level of compliance to which equivalence should be demonstrated. 

798 Given that there does not appear from info~Tnation received to date (witness statements and documentation 

relevant to the refurbishment), to be any record of any fire safety or fire engineering analysis of the relevant 
work completed, Approved Document B 2000 is used as the benchmark for assessing the adequacy of the 
fire safety of the building work. Note that, in being the default measure of the adequacy of fire safety 
provisions in building work, in my opinion Approved Document B is also the default measure of whether 
building work constitutes a material alteration under the Building Regulations 2000 (see paragraphs 762 to 

764, and the relevant amendments to the Building Regulations 2000 in chapters 4.5.8, 4.5.11 and 4.5.15). 
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5 Technical Guidance and Standards Review 

799 All of the documents discussed here are guidance documents, and as such only make recommendations 
with regards to fire safety. Some are enshrined in law through references made to them by legislation. 
However, in general, they are only one method of achieving a given level of fire safety and do not preclude 
others. However, they generally illustrate a standard of safety that is to be expected for ensuring the 

protection of life. This is padiculady true of Approved Documents, as the Building Act 1984 states that 
compliance with these is indicative of compliance with the Building Regulations. It is, in my opinion, 
therefore the responsibility of a person or organisation not complying with the recommendations of 
Approved Documents to demonstrate that their approach provides an equivalent, or better, level of safety. 

5.1 Construction Completed in 1960 

5.1.1 Means of Escape in Case of Fire - London County Council Guidance 

800 The fire safety provisions for Lakanal were designed based upon the London County Council’s means of 
escape in case of fire guidance from 1954 [38]. Previous guidance from the London County Council and 

the British Standards Institution’s Code of Practice of 1948 had been too restrictive to account for Lakanal’s 
design. 

801 For blocks of flats and/or maisonettes with a single staircase (Class VIII building), the maximum 
recommended travel distance was extended by the 1954 guidance to 100fl. This was the first and only 

time, prior to the construction of Lakanal, that such an extended travel distance was permitted. However, 
each flat had to have an alternative means of accessing the single escape stair, such as an escape 
balcony. 

802 The specific text from this guidance that applies to Lakanal is as follows: 

802.1 "Class Vlll - Blocks of flats and/or maisonettes 

802.2 

802.3 

802.1.1 Maximum travel distance from dwelling entrance to stair l OOfl. 

Class Villa - Flats or maisonetles having direct access to common protected staircase [not 
applicable]... 

...Class Vlllb - Flats or maisonefles having a direct access to an open balcony or ventilated lobby 
connecting with a common, incombustible, fully-enclosed staircase, where the dwellings are only 

ONE IN LINE from the staircase. 

802.4 Buildings of unlimited height. (Buildings over 8O fl. in height may be subject to additional 
requirements under Section 20 of the 1939 Act.) 

802. 4. f All habitable rooms should communicate direct with the Entrance Hall of the dwelling. 

802.4.2 The common staircase should be entirely consfructed of incombustible materials and be 

fully protected with fire-resisting materials and self-closing fire-resisting doors. Dust 
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shoots, service ducts, lift shafts or cupboards should not be provided within the stair 

enclosure. 

802. 5 

802.4.3 The ventilated lobby should be cross-ventilated by means of openings totalling in net 
area not less than 25 per cent. of the vertical cross section of the lobby, or 30 square 
feet, whichever be the greater. 

802.4.4 In blocks up to 80 ft. in height where the dwellings surrounding the ventilated common 
lobby or open balcony are only one in line from the lobby, the provision of a special 
access ship at ground level to permit the entry and use of Fire Brigade appliances may 

not be necessary. 

802. 4. 5 The entrance doors to dwellings should be self-closing and fire resisting. 

Class Vlfc- Flats or maisonefles having a direct access to an open balcony or ventilated lobby 
connecting with a common, incombustible, fully-enclosed staircase, where the dwellings are 

MORE THAN ONE IN LINE from the staircase (i.e., where it is necessary to pass another dwelling 

in order to reach the staircase). 

802. 6 As for Class VIIIb and with the following additional requirements:- 

802.&1 AnaccessstripsufficienttoenableanypartofthebalconytobereachedbytheFire 
Brigade rescue appliances. 

802.&2 Aitemafive means of escape from all floors over 8O fl. by means of open balconies on 

BOTH sides of the building and communicating with the common stair. 

802. 7 NO TE- The following general provisions apply to a8 maisonelfes: 

802. 7.1 Where no floor is over 42 ft. protection to the lower floor is unnecessary. 

802.Z2 Where the upper(sleeping) floors are over42 ft. an altemative means of escape from 
such floors must be provided. Where this provision necessitates passing across the 

landing or head of the maisonetles (internal) staircase the partitions to the lower pad of 
the staircase sha8 be fire-resisting and the doors therein shall be self-closing of not less 

than 1¾ inches thickness of solid wood construction. 

802.7.3 Where the upper (sleeping) floors are over 42 ft. and the maisonetles are more than one 

in line the doors and the partitions to the lower part of the internal staircase are to be as 
in [paragraph 802. 7.2] and an alternative means of escape by means of continuous 
balconies at sleeping floor level shall be provided. 

802.7.4 Shott mutual interchange balconies beb~veen adjacent sleeping floors may be permitled 

provided that a self closing fire resisting door spans each balcony between eact~ 
occupation and that such door can be operated from both sides at all times. 

802.7.5 Floorsseparatingoccupationsshouldbeincombustible." 

803 The weaknesses associated with smoke ventilation by natural cross-ventilation are highlighted in BRE 
repot[ number 266862v2, see chapter 3.3. 
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5.2 Works from 1983 to 1986 

804 The work of interest during this pedod is the lowering and subsequent replacement of the suspended 
ceilings in the communal contdors. It is possible that security doors across the common corridors were 
also installed at this time. However, the only documentation relating to this is the building control approval 
dated 21~t December 1984. I have not seen any information to confi~ when the doors were actually 

installed. 

805 These works bridged two regulatory environments. On the 6th January 1986, the enactment of the Building 

(Inner London) Regulations 1985 repealed paris of the London Building Acts 1930-1939, albeit with the 
notable exception of Sections 20, 34 and 35 of the 1939 Act. Prior to the 5th January 1986, regulations 

governing Lakanal were still based entirely upon the London Building Acts 1930-1939. In this instance, I 
would expect that the local authority would have adhered to the guidance of the time; Bdtish Standard Code 
of Practice CP3: Code of basic data for the design of buildings, Chapter IV: Precautions against fire, Par[ 1 : 
1971 Flats and maisonettes (in blocks over two storeys) [15] and the 1974 Greater London Council Code of 
Practice titled Means of Escape in Case of Fire [39]. 

h 806 Afterthe6 January1986, the Building Regulations1985 and its associated guidance The Mandatory 
Rules for Means of Escape in Case of Fire [40] and Approved Document B 1985 [41], took precedence 
over the London Building Acts 1930-1939 with regards to various aspects of building work. 

807 The improvement works to the communal areas (see chapter 3.9) appear to have been carried out under 
the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985 due to the application of the Building (Inner 
London) Regulations 1985. It is not currently known when the suspended ceiling was originally installed or 
which legislation applied and therefore what guidance applied or was available. 

808 The approval for the installation of the security doors (see chapter 3.8) appears to have been issued under 
the London Building Acts 1930-1939. Note, however, that the security doors in Lakanal at the time of the 
incident do not appear to have met the conditions of the approval issued at this time. 

5.2.1    British Standard Code of Practice CP3 Chapter IV Part 1 1971 

809 CP3 Chapter IV [15] made recommendations regarding potential design layouts for buildings and any fire 
protection measures that were specifically relevant to the layouts proposed. 

810 The basic layout of Lakanal (single staircase, corddor approach and alternative continuous escape balcony, 

with open vents in the stairwell/li[l lobbies and at each end of the corridors) is shown in Figure 17 of CP3 
Chapter IV. 

811 Regarding the provision of materials that offer a suitable level of fire resistance, CP3 Chapter IV does not 
make any specific recommendations; for buildings within the inner London boroughs, it refers back to the 
London Building Acts. The London Building Act 1930 defines various non-combustible materials and 
hardwoods as constituting "fire-resisting materials", but it also includes the caveat that the Council may, 
from time to time, approve any other matedal as being fire-resisting. 

5.2.2 GLC Code of Practice Means of Escape in Case of Fire 1974 

812 The key par[ of this Code of Practice [39] appears to be Par[ 7 Places Where People Sleep. Dwelling 
Houses in Single Family Occupation. 
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813 The Code states, in the introductory note to Part 7; "Note Means of Escape in Case of Ftre in respect of 
flats and/or maisonettes does not form part of this Code. The Council has adopted the BS Code of Practice 
CP3: Chapter I~ Part I 1971 forthis purpose extending its scope to include ground and first floors where 
appropriate.. 

814 However, flats and maisonettes are mentioned within the Code, e.g. Pad 3 Definitions Common to All 
Parts, Section 3.01 Paragraph 12, and Part 11 Electrical and Mechanical Se~ices, section 11.04, premises 
required to be provided with safety lighting, paragraph 4a is flats and maisonettes. 

815 It is therefore not clear to what extent (if at all) flats and maisonettes fall within this Code. It would appear 
that the "generic" parts of the Code do so apply. 

816 Hence Part 12 Construction and General Requirements might apply to flats and maisonettes. Section 

12.15 Partitions, linings and surfaces to walls, partitions and ceilings, is as follows: 

"1. In buildings provided with only one protected staircase, the whole of the construction within 
the protected staircase, together with any linings and surface finishings thereto including those to 
lobbies and corridors, should be of non-combustible materials except for handrails and normal 
paint finishes (other than nitro-ceitulose or similar highly flammable coatings) or other decorative 
combustible finishes not exceeding 1 mm (1/25 inch)." 

"3. In aft cases no cavities should be formed behind linings except where the lining and its 
supports are entirely non-combustible." 

5.2.3    Manual to the Building Regulations 1985 

817 The Manual to the Building Regulations [42] was designed to facilitate their use dudng a period when 
numerous local enactments were being abolished, leading to the vast majority of buildings throughout the 
UK being subject to the Building Act and the Building Regulations. 

818 Key points of clarification offered by this manual, relevant to the work carried out dudng this period, are as 

follows: 

818.1 

818.2 

818.3 

818.4 

Paragraph 3 discusses the point at which repairs which are not subject to control become work 
which has to be controlled. Whilst it is acknowledged that this is matter of judgement, it is 
reaffirmed that repair is limited to replacement or making good, not new work or alteration. 
However, even in cases where only repairs are being undertaken, if the relevant authority 
considers them to be sufficiently extensive, then even repair work may become subject to the 
Building Regulations. 

Paragraph 30 points out that, given that most of the requirements in schedule 1 to the Building 
Regulations are functional (i.e. ~hey ask for something to be provided at an adequate level’), they 

cannot be relaxed by the local authority. However, the local authority can dispense with functional 
requirements if it feels this is appropriate. 

Paragraph 36 deals with the role of Approved Documents in demonstrating compliance with the 

Building Regulations, as previously discussed. 

The explanatopJ note to paragraph 2 confirms that the definition of flats within Building 
Regulations (and therefore Approved Documents) covers maisonettes as well as fiats. 
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818.5 The explanatory note to Regulation B1 notes that the technical requirements (the "Mandatory 
rules for means of escape in case of fire") are mandatory, unlike the other function requirements 
of Par[ B for which there is the Approved Document. As such, these can be relaxed by the local 
authority. 

5.2.4    Mandatory Rules for Means of Escape in Case of Fire 

819 These rules [40] did not apply to Lakanal at this time, as the requirement for blocks of Bats related only to a 
building which was being erected. The requirements in relation to other types of building are not limited in 
this way. 

5.2.5 Approved Document B 1985 

820 The relevant parts of Approved Document B 1985 [41] are as follows: 

821 On the inside cover, the function of the Approved Document as a means of demonstrating compliance with 
the Building Regulations (from Section 7 of the Building Act 1984, see chapter 4.2.1) is presented. In 
addition there is the caveat that, where the recommendations of the Approved Document have not been 
adhered to, it is the responsibility of the relevant person carrying out building work to demonstrate by other 
means that the requirements of the Building Regulations have been satisfied. 

822 Paragraph 0.27 sets out the reasons why it is impor[ant for concealed spaces to be afforded a suitable level 
of fire protection. 

823 Paragraph 0.28 sets out the impodance of ensudng that penetrations through compadment walls are 
adequately sealed to maintain the fire separation afforded by the compantment wall. 

824 Paragraph 0.34 deals with guidance on varying the provisions set out in the approved document. In 
particular, it mentions the provision of compensatory features such as sprinklers or fire detection. This is 
related to ensuring a level of fire safety that is equivalent to that set out by the provisions in Approved 
Document B. 

825 

826 

Paragraph 2.23 and Table 2.21 set out the requirements for compartment walls and floors, such as the 
walls and floor slabs separating the common corridor h-om the maisonettes. They recommend that these 

elements are afforded 1½ hours fire resistance. However, in my opinion, it would have been unreasonable, 
at this time, to attempt to apply this to a structure (notwithstanding fire stopping) already in place. 

Paragraphs 2.23 and 2.29 both refer to provisions in Appendix D regarding controlling openings through 
compartment walls. 

826.1 Appendix D makes recommendations with regards to compartment walls and floors. Paragraph 
D1 states that every compartment wall or floor, as set out throughout the main body of the 

document, should: 

826.1.1 "form a complete barrier to fire between the compartments they separate, and 

826.1.2 have the appropdate fire resistance [1½ hours in blocks of flat over 28m in height], and 

826.1.3 whereneeded[relevanttomainbodyofdocument]beconstructedofmaterialsoflimited 
combustibility if its fire resistance is required to be 1 hour or more." 
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827 

826.2 

82&3 

Within paragraph D5, it is stated "Combustible material buiit into, carried through or carried across 

the ends of a compartment waft or compartment floor, or can ied over the top of a compartment 
wall, should not impair the resistance of the wall or floor to the effects or the spread of fire." 

Paragraph D6 states "A compartment war or a compartment floor should have no openings in it 
except for: 

826.3.1 a door which has the appropriate fire resistance given in Appendix A, Table A 1 [20 

minutes for doors in compartment walls separating flats from common spaces], and is 
fitled to meet the provisions in Appendix F, and 

826.3.2 aprotectedshaflwhichmeetstheprovisionsinAppendixE[notrelevant], and 

826.3.3 the passage of a pipe, ventilation duct, chimney, appliance, ventilation duct or a duct 
encasing one or more pipe flues, which meets the provisions in Appendix F, and 

826.3.4 a refuse ct~ute of non-combusflble construction." 

82&4 Regarding the passage of pipes passing through a compartment wall, Appendix F, paragraph F9 
states "Either. 

826.4.5 a proprietaty seallng system should be used which has been shown by test to maintain 
the fire resistance of the wall, floor or cavity barrier, or 

826.4.2 the nominal internal diameter pf the pipe should not be more than the relevant 

dimension given in Table F f [160mm for non-combustible pipe material, f 10m for a 

branct~ pipe constructed from lead, aluminium or aluminium alloy, asbestos-cement or 

cpvc, or 40ram for pipes of any other material] and any opening for the pipe should be 

kept as smafl as possible and fire-stopped around the pipe." 

Paragraph 2.36 refers to provisions in Appendix G of Approved Document B in relation to concealed 
spaces and provisions in Appendix H in relation to fire stopping. 

827.1 Within Appendix G, diagram G4 states that, where a ceiling below a concealed space is fire 
resisting, the surface facing into the cavity need only have a surface spread of flame classification 

(according to BS476 Part 7) of at least Class 1, whilst the exposed sur[ace of the ceiling (i.e. 
facing the corridor) should have a fire propagation index (I) of not more than 12 and a fire 

propagation index (according to BS476 Part 6) (i~) not more than 6. In my opinion, this diagram 
does not apply to Lakanal because, in my opinion, the suspended ceiling was not fire resisting. 

827.2 Table G1 recommends that cavities other than those between a roof and ceiling should have all 
sur[aces exposed to the inside of the cavity be Class 0 where the maximum dimension in the 

cavity is 20m. Where the maximum dimension is limited to 8m, any class of surface flame spread 
is permitted. Class 0 is defined within Approved Document B 1985 in paragraph A8 of Appendix 

827.2.1 "A Class 0 material or the surface of a composite product is either: 

827.2.1. I composed throughout of materials of limited combustibility, or 

827.2.2 a Class 1 material which has a fire propagation index (I) of not more than 12, 

and (il) of not more than 6." 
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827.3 

827.2.3 There are additional requirements relating to cored materials. 

Within Appendix H, paragraph H2 recommends that fire-stopping should be reinforced with, or 
supported by, materials of limited combustibility where the unsupported span is greater than 

100ram. 

827.4 Paragraph H3 recommends suitable fire stopping materials, which includes ceramic based 
products, among others. 

828 Table 2.4 sets out the minimum provisions recommended for surfaces of walls and ceilings. Surfaces 
within circulation spaces and protected shafts should be Class 0. 

829 

83O 

831 

6.2.6    Implications for Lakanal 

It is my interpretation that the information provided in the LFB fire investigation report (see chapter 3.4) 
indicates that during this period, works were carried out which involved increasing the number of services 

passing through the compar[ment walls between flats and the common parts of Lakanal, which were then 
passed along the ceiling of the common corridors, presumably until they could be fed into a suitable riser. 
In seeking to conceal these services, the suspended ceilings in the common corridors of Lakanal were 
lowered. 

For any works relating to the suspended ceiling and services carded out under the London Building Acts 
1930-1939, the requirements imposed on any such work would have been at the discretion of Southwark 
Council. However, in my opinion, the expectation would have been for Southwark Council to comply with 

the guidance of the time; the relevant paris of the GLC Code of Practice for Means of Escape in Case of 
Fire 1974, and to place some requirements with respect to the materials identified in the First Schedule of 
the London Building Act 1930. 

For any such works carried out under the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985, the 
recommendations of Approved Document B 1985 were that any penetrations passing through the 
compartment walls (with the exception of doors, for which there are specific fire resistance requirements) 
should maintain the level of fire resistance afforded by the wall. I consider this to be entirely feasible with 
respect to fire stopping around pipes and ducts. However, the issue of the timber stairs passing through 

the compar[ment wall appears to be a feature in place since the block was completed in 1960. As such, in 
my opinion, it could be considered unreasonable for a level of fire resistance equivalent to that of the 
remaining wall to be achieved. It would have been reasonable, in my opinion, to complete the line of 
compartmentafion using the techniques described in Appendix H of Approved Document B, specifically 
ensuring that any fire stopping was suitably reinforced. In my opinion, this piece of fire stopping around the 
underside of the stairs could and should have been designed and installed to provide a minimum of 30 
minutes fire resistance, and should have been supported by a structure independent of the timber staircase 

(i.e. reinforced into the wall and floor). 

5.3 Works in 1999 

832 The work of interest during this pedod is the possible installation of the security door systenq or the 

replacement of a security door system, originally in accordance with the approval issued in 1984 (see 
chapter 3.8), with the security doors in place at the time of the fire on the 3rd July 2009. 

6.3.1    Approved Document B 1992 
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833 The relevant paris of Approved Documen[ B 1992 [43] are as follows: 

834 On page six, under "Evidence supporting compliance", the function of the Approved Document as a means 
of demonstrating compliance with the Building Regulations (from Section 7 of the Building Act 1984, see 
chapter 4.2.1) is presented. In addition there is the caveat that, where the recommendations of the 

Approved Document have not been adhered to, it is the responsibility of the relevant person can~ing out 
building work to demonstrate by other means that the requirements of the Building Regulations have been 
satisfied. 

835 Approved Document B 1992 does not make any specific technical recommendations with respect to 
buildings such as Lakanal (i.e. single staircase over 4.5m tall with an alternative means of escape provided 
by an external common balcony). However, it does refer to BS 5588 Par[ 1 1990 [44], for less common 
arrangements of flats. 

836 Paragraph 5.10 of Approved Document B 1992 discusses the importance of time that may be required to 
negotiate a closed door whilst escaping. Doors on escape routes, such as the security doors, should be 
readily openable to avoid delaying evacuation. 

837 

8.3.9 B8 8888 Part 1 1998 

BS5588 Par[ 1 [44] does make recommendations for buildings such as Lakanal (i.e. single staircase over 
4.5m tall with an alternative means of escape provided by an external common balcony). These 
recommendations cover the planning of access and escape routes, the provision of doors and the 
construction of all of these. However, no designs incorporating cross ventilation are included as it is no 
longer considered an acceptable means of ventilating a corridor for safeguarding means of escape in case 

of fire. 

838 

5.4 Works in 2006 to 2007 

Between March 2006 and May 2007 major refurbishment works were undertaken to Lakanal. The following 

works, compiled from the contract for the refurbishment, the building manual and property file and 
information from LFB, are considered to be of relevance to the incident on the 3rd July 2009: 

838.1 Ex[ernal Works: 

838.1.1 Removal of asbestos panels in balcony cladding and beneath windows 

838.1.2 Renewal of windows with double glazed powder coated aluminium framed units 
(including panels) and including new fire escape balcony doors 

838.1.3 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary of front entrance doors- including 
provision of some FD30S fire doors 

838.1.4 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary communal doors 

838.1.5 Upgrade of landlords electrics including emergency lighting - necessitating access to 
cavity above suspended ceilings in common corridors 

838.1.6 Provision of fire escape signs to replace existing signage located on fire escape 
walkway emergency exit doors 
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839 

838.2 Internal Works: 

838.2.1 Rewiring where required to tenanted proper[ies including installation of hard-wired 

smoke ala~ 

838.2.2 Replacement of larder in kitchen removed to enable window replacements 

838.2.3 Installation of kitchen extractor fan in tenanted proper[ies. 

It is understood that Southwark Building Design Services Ltd received instructions from Camberwell 
housing office in 2004. Work is understood to have been star[ed by Apollo Ltd in March 2006. 

5.4.1    Building Regulations and Fire Safety: Procedural Guidance 2001 

840 The Procedural Guidance 2001 [45] was revised in 2005 to incorporate the RR(FS)O. However, given that 
the RR(FS)O did not apply at the fime that the planning of these refurbishment works was taking place, it is 
my opinion that the 2001 version is the most appropriate. 

841 This document sets out the consultation process that is supposed to take place between designers, 
developers, occupiers, employers, fire authorities and building control bodies so that, at the end of a 

building project, there should be no need for additional building work to be carded out to satisfy the 
requirements of the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations, as amended. 

842 Section 1 sets out the general requirements of legislation relevant to the procedure of ensuring fire safety 
when can~ing out building work. 

843 Section 2 sets out a step by step guide to the approvals process. Within this section; 

843.1 Paragraph 2.5.1 recommends that whichever body is engaged first by the applicant under building 
regulations, "should determine, as far as it is able, which other authorities or bodies are likely to 

have an interest and inform the applicant of the necessary application or consuitation 
procedures." 

843.2 Paragraph 2.23 specifically addresses the issue of amendments to plans, which the guide 
recognises can occur on many construction projects. Paragraph 2.23 states that where "changes 
[arise] relating to fire safety made to the scheme, the building control body st~ould, as a matter of 

good practice, consuit the fire authority, even if no question arises of formally approving plans." 

844 Appendix A of this document sets out the effect of the Fire Precautions (Workplace) Regulations in 

amending the Fire Precautions Act 1971 so that any premises, or par[ of premises, not being domestic 
premises, are now considered one of a designated use. It then reiterates the duty of the local authority to 
consult with the fire authority as par[ of the full plans approval process, when building work on designated 
premises is being carried out. 

5.4.2    Building Regulations Explanatory Booklet 

845 The Explanato=~ Booklet (published 2002, amended 2005) [46], among other things, deals with some 
specific examples of when Building Regulations may or may not apply to work to be carried out. 
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846 

847 

Question (h) deals with the replacement of windows. If the whole fixed frame is to be replaced then 

Building Regulations do apply, but the involvement of a Building Control Service can be avoided by using a 
FENSA registered installer. 

846.1 This is, however, caveated by Paragraph 4.2 which points out that this is strictly limited to the type 
of installation being carried out. 

Question (q) deals with the installation or replacement of electrical wiring. Building Regulations apply, 
among other things, to additions or alterations to existing circuits in kitchens (such as the addition of an 
extractor fan circuit); however the use of a suitably certified installer can avoid the need for involvement of a 
Building Control Service. 

847.1 This is, however, caveated by Paragraph 4.2 which points out that this is strictly limited to the type 
of installation being carried out. 

6.4.3    Approved Document B 2000 

848 Note that the edition of Approved Document B referred to here is the 2000 edition consolidated with 2000 
and 2002 amendments, published in 2004 [47]. 

849 The following paragraph is relevant to the smoke alarms that were provided in Lakanal: 

850 Paragraph 1.9 recommends that the principles used forprovisionofsmokealarmsindwellinghouses 
should also be used for fiats and maisonettes. In particular, maisonettes with more than one storey "should 
be treated in the same way as a house with more than one storey" (i.e. at least one on each floor). 

851 The pads of Approved Document B 2000 relevant to the windows, window panels and doors are as follows: 

852 Paragraph3~3(c)n~testhat‘‘measuresin~ecti~n9(B3)[~fAppr~vedD~cumentB2~~~]pr~videahigh 
degree of compartmentation and therefore a low probability of fire spread beyond the dwelling of origin, so 
that simuitaneous evacuation of the building is unlikely to be necessary". 

853 Paragraph 3.15 states that, to be effective, an alternative exit must be remote from the main entrance door 
and must lead to a final exit or common stair. This may be by means of a common balcony. Any such 
access to the common stair should meet the appropriate provisions dealing with means of escape in the 

common pads of the building. It then refers to paragraph 3.17 of Approved Document B 2000 for the 
appropriate provisions dealing with means of escape in the common pads of the building. 

854 Paragraph 3.17 states that the provisions given in 3.18 to 3.48 deal with means of escape from the 
entrance doors of dwellings to a final exit, and that these should be read in conjunction with Section 6. 

855 None of the remaining paragraphs in Section 3 deal specifically with external escape balconies, however; 

855.1 Paragraph 3.20 refers to BS5588 Par[ 1 for provisions regarding flats and maisonettes with 
balcony or deck access. 

855.2 Paragraph 3.28 states that "if more than one escape rout is available from a storey, or part of a 
bulding, one of those routes may be by way of a flat roof provided that it complies with the 
provisions in paragraph 6. 35." 
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856 

857 

858 

Paragraph 4.27 states that "where an external escape route (other than a stair) is beside an external wall of 

the building, that part of the external waft within 1800mm of the escape route should be of fire-resisting 
construction, up to a height of 1100mm above the paving level of the escape route." 

Paragraph 13.5 states that the external envelope of buildings should be designed and built in accordance 
with Diagram 40. 

857.1 Diagram 40(e) recommends that the surface of external walls at any height above 18m on a 
building should be Class 0. 

Paragraph 13.7 states that ~he external envelope of a building should not provide a medium for fire spread 
if this is likely to be a risk to health or safety. The use of combustible materials for cladding framework, or 
of combustible thermal insulation as an overcladding or in ventilated cavities, may present such a risk in tall 

buildings, even though the provisions for external surfaces in Diagram 40 may have been satisfied." 

859 Class 0 is defined within Approved Document B 2000 in paragraph 13 of Appendix A. 

859.1 "The highest National product performance classification for lining materials is Class O. This is 
achieved if a material or the surface of a composite product is either: 

859.1. ~ composed throughout of materials of limited combustibility, or 

859.1.2 a Class ~ material which has a fire propagation index (I) of not more than 12, and (i~) of 

not more than 6. 

859.1.3 Note: Class 0 is not a classification identified in any Brllish Standard test." 

860 There are additional requirements relating to cored materials. 

861 Table A1, par[ 5(c), recommends that any par[ of an external wall adjacent to an external escape route 
should provide 30 minutes of fire resistance integrity from a fire inside of the building. It also refers to 
Section 6, Diagram 22 

861.1 Diagram 22 specifically deals with external stairs and landings. The diagram recommends that 
fire resisting construction should be used below external stairs and that this should be carried up 
to 1100mm above the uppermost deck of the stair. 

862 Table B1 recommendsthatfiredoors; 

862.1 separating a flat or maisonette from a common space should be FD30S. 

862.2 affording access to an external escape route should be FD30. 

863 The par[s of Approved Document B 2000 relevant to the suspended ceiling in the common corridor are as 
follows: 

864 Paragraph 7.1 states that, subject to certain provisions, surface linings should meet the classifications set 

out in Table 10. 

864.1 Table 10 states that the surface linings facing into other circulation spaces, including the common 

areas of flat sand maisonettes, should be Class 0. 
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865 Paragraph 7~6statesthat"cavitybardersareneededins~mec~ncea~edf~~~r~rr~~fspaces(seeSecti~n 
10), however this need can be reduced by the use of a fire-resisting ceiling below the cavity. Such a ceiling 
should comply with Diagram 3& " 

866 Paragraph 10.1 states "Concealed spaces provide a ready mute for smoke and flame spread. This is 
particularly so in the case of voids above other spaces in a building, eg above a suspended ceiling or in a 

roof space. As any spread is concealed, it presents a greater danger than would a more obvious weakness 
in the fabric of the building. Provisions are made to restrict this by inteffupting cavities which could form a 
pathway around a barrier to fire, sub-dividing extensive cavities, and by closing the edges of openings.. 

867 Paragraph lO.3states"Table 141aysdownmaximumdimensionsforundividedconcealedspaces." 

868 Table 14 states that, for any cavity other than between a roof and a ceiling, surfaces and products exposed 

inside of the cavity (excluding the sudace of any pipe, cable or conduit, or any insulation to any pipe) 
should have a surface spread of flame classification, in accordance with BS476 Pad 7; 

868.1 of Class 0 or Class 1 where the maximum dimension in any direction is 20m, 

868.2 of any other Class where the maximum dimension in any direction is 10m. 

869 Paragraph 10.11(c) states that the provisions in Table 14 do not apply "in any floor or roof cavity above a 
fire-resisting ceiling, as shown in Diagram 35 and which extends throughout the building or compadment, 
subject to a 30m limit on the extent of the cavity". 

869. Diagram 35 illustrates a floor or roof cavity, wherein the ceiling surface/product that is exposed to 

the cavity is Class 1, and the ceiling surface/product that is exposed to the room (the soffit of the 

ceiling) is Class 0. Notes are included in this diagram stating, among other things, that 

"the.ceiling should: 

869.1.5 have at least 3O minutes fire resistance; 

869.1.2 be imperforate, except for an opening described in paragraph 10.14; 

869.1.3 extend throughout the building or compartment; and 

869.1.4 notbeeasilydemountable." 

870 Paragraph 10.12 states "Whereanyroom underaceilingcavityexceedsthedimensionsgivenin Table 14, 
cavity baffiers need only be provided on the line of it~e enclosing walls/partitions of that room, subject to: 

870.1 the cavity barriers being no more than 4Om apa~t; and 

870.2 the surface of the material/product exposed in the cavity being Class 0 or Class 1 (National class 
or Class C-s3, d2 or beiter (European class)." 

871 Paragraph 10.13 states "Where the concealed space is over an undivided area which exceeds 40m (this 
may be in both directions on plan) there is no limit to the size of the cavity i~- 

871.1 the room and the cavity together are compartmented from the rest of the building; 
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872 

873 

874 

871.2 an automatic fire detection and alarm system meeting the relevant recommendations of BS 5839: 

Part 1 Fire detection and alarm systems for buildings, Code of practice for system design, 
installation and servicing is fitled in the building (however, detectors are not required in the cavity); 

871.3 if the cavity is used as a plenum, the recommendations about recirculating air distribution systems 
ll~ BS 5588: Part g Fire precautions in the design, construction and use of buildings, Code of 
practice for ventilation and air condllioning ducb~vork are followed; 

871.4 the surface of the material/product used in the construction of the ceiling and which is exposed in 
the cavity is Class 0 (National class) or Class B-s3, d2 or be#er (European class) and the 
supports and fixings in the cavity are of non-combustible construction; 

871.4.1 Note: When a classiScation includes "s3, d2", this means that there is no limit set for 
smoke production and/or flaming droplets/partictes. 

871.5 the flame spread rating of any pipe insulation system is Class 1; 

871.6 any electrical wiring in the void is laid in metal trays, or in metal conduit, and 

871.7 any other materials in the cavity are of limited combustibility." 

Paragraph 10.14 states "Any openings in a cavity ba~ier (except barriers identified in Table 13, item 7) 

should be limited to those for: 

doors which have at least 30 minutes fire resistance (see Appendix B, Table B 1, item 8(a)) and 
are 8tted in accordance with the provisions of Appendix B ; 

872.2 the passage of pipes which meet the provisions in Section 11 ; 

872.3 the passage of cables or conduits containing one or more cables; 

872.4 openings 8tted wllh a sullably mounted automatic fire damper; and 

872.5 ducts which (unless they are fire-resisting) are fitted with a suitably mounted automatic fire 
damper where they pass through the cavity barrier." 

Paragraph 11.2 states "If a fire separating element is to be effective, tt~en every joint, or imperfection of fit, 
or openll~g to allow services to pass through the element, should be adequately protected by sealing or fire- 
stopping so that the fire resistance of the element is not impaired." 

Paragraph 11.5 states "Pipes which pass through a compartment wall or compartment floor (unless the 
pipe is in a protested shaft), or through a cavity barrier, should meet the appropriate provisions in 

alternatives A, B or C below." 

874.1 Alternative A: Propdetm~ seals (any pipe diameter) states "Provide a proprietary sealing system 
which has been shown by test to maintain the 8re resistance of the wall, floor or cavity barrier." 

874.2 Alternative B: Pipes with a restricted diameter states "Where a proprietary sealing system is not 

used, fire-stoppll~g may be used around the pipe, keeping the openll~g as small as possible. The 

nominal internal diameter of the pipe should not be more than the relevant dimension given ll~ 

Table 15." 
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874.3 Alternative C: Sleeving states "A pipe of lead, aluminium, aluminium alloy, fibre-cement or uPVC, 
with a maximum nominal internal diameter of f 80ram, may be used with a sleeving of non- 
combustible pipe as shown in Diagram 37. The specification for non-combustible and uPVC pipes 
is given in the notes to Table 15." 

875 Table 15 states that the maximum nominal internal diameters for pipes passing through compa~iment 
walls/floors are 160ram for non-combustible pipe material, 110m for a branch pipe constructed from lead, 
aluminium or aluminium alloy, asbestos-cement or cpvc, or 40ram for pipes of any other material. 

876 Paragraph11~12states‘‘~nadditi~nt~any~therpr~visi~nsinthisd~cumentf~r8re-st~pping: 

joints beb~veen 8re separating elements "A compartment wall, compartment floor, cavity battier 
and construction enclosing a protected escape route and/or a place of special 8re hazard. " 
should be 8re-stopped; and 

87&2 a8 openings for pipes, ducts, conduits or cables to pass through any part of a 8re separating 
element st~ould be: 

876.2. f kept as few in number as possible, and 

876.2.2 keptassmallasprasticable, and 

876.2.3 fire-stopped(whichinthecaseofapipeorduct, shouldallowthermalmovement)." 

877 Paragraph 11.13states "Topreventdisplacement, materials usedforfire-stoppingshouldbereinforced 
with (or supported by) materials of limited combustibility in the following circumstances: 

877.1 in a8 cases where the unsupported span is greater than lOOmm; and 

877.2 in any other case where non-dgid materials are used (unless they have been st~own to be 
satisfactory by test)." 

878 Paragraph 11.14states "Proprietatyfire-stoppingandsealingsystems, (including those designed for 
service penetrations) which have been shown by test to maintain the 8re resistance of the wall or other 
element, are available and may be used. 

878.1 Other 8re-stopping materials include: 

878.1.1 cement mortar, 

878.1.2 gypsumbasedplaster, 

878.1.3 cement or gypsum based vermiculite/perlite mixes, 

878.1.4 glassSbre, crushedrock, blastfumaceslagorceramicbasedproducts (withorwithout 

resin binders), and 

intumescent mastics. 

These may be used in situations appropriate to the particular material Not a8 of them will be 
suitable in eveQ/ situation." 

878.1.5 

878.2 
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879 

88O 

881 

882 

883 

5.4.4    BS 5588 Part f 1998 

BS5588 Par[ 1 recommends that any door or wall that separates a flat or maisonette from an external 
balcony, where evacuation possible in one direction only, should be made from fire resisting construction 
up to at least 1.1rn above the balcony deck. 

Section 11.2 of BS 5588 Pant 1 makes recommendations for alternative exits from fiats, in particular: 

880.1 "Alternative exits should be sited remote from the main entrance door to the flat. 

880.2 

880.3 

Provision of aitemative exits should be in accordance with the principles indicated in Figure 3 and 
Figure 6. 

Alternative exits should lead to a final exit or common stair by way ofi 

880.3.1 a door onto an access con idor, common balcony or deck at the same level; or 

880. 3.2 an internal private stair leading to an access corridor, common balcony or deck at 

another level, or 

880.3.3 a door onto an external stair; or 

880.3.4 a door onto an escape route across a llat rool leading to the head ol a common or 

external stair." 

Section 12.1 provides commentary on escape routed from dwellings with a corddor or lobby approach. 
Within it, it is stated that additional methods of securing safety should be considered, including "The 
provision of an independent alternative escape route from each dwelling either by way of a corridor at 
another level or an extemal common balcony." 

Section 13.2 makes recommendations with respect to escape routes from dwelling with a balcony or deck 
approach, one of which states "Provision of escape routes should be in accordance with the principles 
indicated in Figure 15." 

Figure 15 illustrates a number of examples of how to design common escape routes in balcony/deck 

approach buildings. In particular, in single staircase buildings (i.e. where occupants will have to pass 
dwellings in order to reach the stairwell) at least one external balcony should be separated from the flats by 
fire-resisting construction up to a height of 1 .lrn above deck level. All doors breaching the 1 .lrn high fire 
resisting separation should be self-closing FD20 fire doors. 

5.4.5    Fire Safety Risk Assessment - Sleeping Accommodation 

884 This document [48] provides a step by step guide on how to comply with the requirements of the RR(FS)O. 

885 Par[ One of the docurnent sets out how to cany out a fire risk assessment and to how to suitably record the 

findings of a fire dsk assessment. It is specifically designed for buildings incorporating sleeping 

accommodation, such as blocks of flats, and was prepared and issued by DCLG in suppor[ of the RR(FS)O 
when it came into force. 

886 Pant Two provides recornmendafions on how to use the informafion in the fire dsk assessment to develop a 

plan of work to deal with any deficiencies identified by the fire dsk assessment and then how to maintain 
the fire risk assessment and therefore the level of fire safety in a given building. 

BRE Fire and Security Client repor~ number 271805 © BRE Global Ltd 2011 

LFB00028456_0148 
LFB00028456/148



148 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

886.1 Within Part Two, Section One provides guidance on further risks and preventative measures. 

Within this section, advice is given on specific technical topics which the risk assessor may need 
to deal with. The sub-section on smoke control states "If your building has smoke vents fitted, or 
any other form of smoke control, tflen you may need to seek advice flora someone who is 
competent in such systems. Further information on smoke control can be found flora CIBSE 

Guide E or from the BRE." 

886.2 Section Four provides guidance on ensuring a safe means of escape in case of fire. Within this 

section, the importance of fire resisting construction is discussed and specific references are 
made to cavities and voids which may allow unseen fire spread, doors and associated hardware 

which may have been worn with age, and breaches in fire compartment walls which may have 
arisen as a result of the installation of services after the initial construction of a building. 
Approved Document B is provided as a reference point for assessing whether the level of fire 
separation in a given building is suitable and sufficient. Specifically, the text states: 

886.2.1 "Where an escape route needs to be separated from the rest of the premises by flre- 

resisting construction, e.g. a dead end corridor or protected stairway (refer to Figures 30 
and 34), then you should ensure the following: 

88&2.1.1Doors (including access hatches to cupboards, ducts and vertical shafts linking 
floors) walls, floors and ceilings protecting escape routes should be capable of 
resisting the passage of smoke and fire for long enough so that people can 
escape from ft}e building. 

88&2.1.2Where suspended or false ceilings are provided, the fire resistance should 
extend up to the floor slab level above. For means of escape purposes a 30 
minutes fire-resisflng raflng is usually enough. 

886.2.1.3 Cavity barriers, fire stopping and dampers in ducts are appropriately installed. 

886.2.2 Ifthereisanydoubtaboutthenatureoftheconstructionofyourpremises, askfor 

advice from a competent person." 

886.3 Section Six makes recommendations regarding the provision of signs and notices, in particular 
ensuring that occupants of a building have sufficient wayfinding guidance to ensure they can get 
out of a building in case of fire. 

887 Throughout this guide, references are made to Approved Document B for the reader to seek guidance on 
the benchmark level of fire safety that should be designed into the fabdc of a building. References are 
made in the following areas: 

887.1 Section 3.3 Other facilities (including those for firefighters, under 

887.1.1 Access for fire engines and fire fighters 

887.2 Section 4.1 General principles, under 

887.2.1 Fire resisting construction 

887.2.2 Number and type of people using the premises 

887.2.3 Traveldi~ance 
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887.3 

887.4 

Section 4.2 Escape route layout 

Appendix B Technical information on fire-resisting separation, fire doors and door fastenings, 

under 

887.4.1 B1 Fire-resisting separation 

887.4.2 B2 Fire-resisting doors 
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6 Other Relevant Information 

888 

6.1 Standard Fire Curve 

Figure 2 shows a comparison between the temperatures attained in the main room of the reconstruction fire 
compared with a standard fire curve according to BS476 Pad 20 [49]. 

Figure 2 - Standard tire curve plotted against reconstruction tire data 

889 The fire resistance test is used to subject test elements to a standard heating condition for the purposes of 

assessing the per[ormance of the element in its ability to prevent the passage of fire and smoke, withstand 
collapse, and limit the transmission of heat. Elements tested include walls, floors and doors. 

890 Tests are carried out in a gas or oil fired furnace where the internal temperature of the furnace follows a 
defined time4emperature condition (see Figure 2). Where appropriate elements are subjected to an 
imposed load during the fire test. 

891 The defined time-temperature condition is not intended to represent a real fire in a building but is intended 
to impose a heat load on the element which may be considered to be equivalent to a fully flashed-over 
compartment fire. Pefiormance is assessed by the duration that the test element withstands the fire with 
respect to the three criteria above. It follows that a defined fire resistance period (e.g. 30 minutes FR) is a 
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measure of test performance and is not intended to indicate how the element will perform in any particular 
real fire. 

6.2 Paint in Communal Corridors 

892 As part of their investigation into the fire, LFB commissioned Bureau Veritas UK to examine the effect of the 
surface finishes of the communal corridors on the fire safety of the communal conidors. 

893 Bureau Veritas concluded that up to ten layers of paint were present in the communal corridors on the 11 th 

floor of Lakanal. Bureau Veritas made conclusions with regard to both the compliance of the paint finish 
with Regulation B2 of the Building Regulations 2000, and with regard to the contdbufion of the paint finish 

to the overall fuel load in the corridor. 

893.1 

893.2 

The number of layers of paint identified by Bureau Vedtas indicates that repainting of the 
communal corridor may have been carried out more frequently than the periods of refurbishment, 
although some painting may have been to repair particular damage or graffiti. The date at which 

such repairs may have been carried out is not known at the time of writing this repod. 

th Given that, after the 6 Janum~ 1986, the performance of surfaces in the communal areas is 
subject to B2, any work carried out after this date, including painting, which could have an 
adverse effect on the fire performance of the surface, would become subject to Building 
Regulations and therefore need to comply at the time of the work being canted out. 

6.3 Front Doors to Flats 

894 Dudng the BRE on-site investigafion at Lakanal, four different types of front door were identified. These 

were: 

894.1 A solid timber form appeared to contain a solid timber core, with a thin (2-3ram) plywood laminate, 
which was then painted. 

894.2 A chipboard form which appeared to be solid with a thin plywood laminate and paint finish. 

894.3 Another type of door appeared to be a hollow type, constructed from timber batons with a slightly 
thicker plywood face (4-5mm). 

894.4 The fourth type of door encountered appeared to be hollow as before but also contained a 

plasterboard liner, presumed to be included for the purpose of increasing fire performance. 

895 Whilst there were insufficient remains of the front door of Flat 79 to enable identification of the type of door 
that had been installed there, the results of the reconstruction fire, when considered in conjunction with the 
computer modelling and the incident fimeline, indicated that the front door of Flat 79 was probably a timber 

block door. The reconstruction also indicated that there were significant differences in fire performance 
between the various types of front door installed throughout Lakanal. At the time of writing it has not been 

possible to confirm when vadous front doors to fiats were changed in Lakanal. The performance of the 
front doors to flats is discussed in more detail in chapter 7.6. 
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6.4 Modifications to Flat 79 

896 The partition wall separating bedroom 1 of Flat 79 frorn the internal staircase had been removed. The 
removal of the wall altered the way in which the fire developed inside of Flat 79. It may have contributed to 
the windows on the upper floor of Flat 79 not breaking (due to not having a sudden temperature increase 

on the upper floor as a result of the failure of the wall). This may then also have promoted the venting of 
th the fire in Flat 79 along the length of the 11 floor conidor rather than into the upper floor of Flat 79, then 

out of the windows and possibly up to the 13t~ floor. 

897 I have not seen any evidence to indicate who was responsible for the removal of this wall. Andrew 

AVELING’s statement mentions the modifications to the staircase in Flat 79, but not the removal of the 
partition wall, see paragraph 55. 

898 Both the removal of the pariition wall and the modifications to the staircase affected the level of 
compartmentation within Flat 79 and the relative level of safety afforded to the means of escape (originally 
separated by the cornpartrnentaflon) from the flat. 

6.5 Incident in 1997 

899 A fire occurred in Flat 81 of Lakanal in 1997. BRE has been provided with and reviewed photos from the 

fire investigation by London Fire Bdgade. The fire caused significant damage throughout the flat, 
consuming much of the combustible contents of the flat and spalling plaster off of the walls so that the 
concrete structure was exposed. The fire did not spread beyond the flat of origin. 

900 The following points are of note regarding this fire: 

900.1 The asbestos panels in the bedroom windows were still in situ after the fire. 

900.2 The fire door in the kitchen was still in situ after the fire. 

6.6 Marie Curie Investigation 

901 A fire occurred in Made Curie; the sister building to Lakanal, on the 29t~ November 2010. BRE became 

involved in this incident through its contract with DCLG; Investigation of Real Fires (DCLG Contract 

reference CI 71/5/43, BD 2651). A fire broke out in bedroom 1 of Flat 92. The fire was confined to the flat 
of origin but, in my opinion, this fire did not develop into as severe a fire as the fire in Lakanal in 1997. 
There were several key difference between Marie Cude and Lakanal that had come about as a result of a 
risk assessment process following the fire in Lakanal. 

901.1 Smoke seals had been flfted on all internal doors, front doors and escape doors. 

901.2 Glass panels above internal doors had been replaced with Georgian wired glass. 

901.3 The escape route beneath the flat stairs had been relined with fire resisting plasterboard 

901.4 The size of the space beneath the stairs had been reduced to deter its use as a storage space. 

901.5 ’Boxing in’ beneath where the stairs cut into the suspended ceiling in corddor had been reinforced 
using steel straps anchored into the concrete and blockwork structure. 
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9O2 

901.6 The suspended ceiling in the communal contdor appeared to have been renewed and had been 

fitted with inspection panels. 

Marie Curie was also still fitted with its original window frames. The asbestos panels were understood to 
have been removed and had been replaced with steel faced insulated panels. 
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7 Building Performance Review - Building Timeline 

903 During the building perfo=~ance review a number of references will be made to aspects of Lakanal not 
complying with relevant requirements. Where these requirements are functional, I have used non- 

compliance with the recommendations of the relevant par[ of Approved Documents as indicating tendency 
towards non-compliance with the requirement, in accordance with Section 7 of the Building Act 1984. 

7.1 Construction Completed in 1960 

904 As previously discussed, Lakanal was used as a showcase of best practice architecture at the time of its 
construction in 1960. The evidence examined indicates that, whilst knowledge regarding fire safety has 
moved on since 1960, Lakanal was built using state of the ar[ knowledge, in accordance with all of the 
codes of the time. 

7.2 Works from 1983 to 1986 

905 The work of interest during this pedod is the lowering and subsequent replacement of the suspended 
ceilings in the communal corridors. It is possible that security doors across the common corridors were 
also installed at this time. However, the only documentation relating to this is the building control approval 
dated 21~t December 1984. I have not seen any information to confi=~ when the doors were actually 

installed. 

906 The approval for the installation of the security doors (see chapter 3.8) appears to have been issued under 
the London Building Acts 1930-1939. Note, however, that the security doors in Lakanal at the time of the 
incident do not appear to have met the conditions of the approval issued at this time. There are numerous 

scenarios that could have resulted in the filling of the doors present at the time of the fire, although the 
following three are, in my opinion, most likely and considered in terms of implications: 

906.1 The security doors were not installed in accordance with the conditions of the approval (i.e. the 
rd 

security doors in place on the 3 July 2009 had been installed as par[ of work completed in 
connection with the approval). In this case there was a simple breach of the approval issued. 

906.2 The security doors were installed in accordance with the conditions of the approval and were 
subsequently modified or replaced with the doors in place on the 3rd July 2009. In this case the 

rd security doors in place on the 3 July 2009 could have been installed at any time between the 
th date of the approval and the fire. However, from the 6 January 1986, any such work, reducing 

the free ventilation area and therefore the effectiveness of the cross ventilation, thereby 
introducing a worsening condition, would have become subject to the Building Regulations and 
relevant Approved Documents. 

906.3 No security doors were installed at this time. The doors were installed in 1999 and subject to the 
Building Regulations 1991 and Approved Document B 1992. 

907 The improvement works to the communal areas (see chapter 3.9) appear to have been carried out under 
the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985 due to the application of the Building (Inner 
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London) Regulations 1985. Under the Building Act 1984 and the Building Regulations 1985, the works 

described in the lefter from Donald James Char[ered Surveyors appear to be exempt from the Par[ B 
requirement by vir[ue of their solely replacing existing materials with materials of a high standard of fire 
per[ormance. However, I would have expected a company specifically installing fire protection measures to 
have noted and repor[ed the condition of the ’boxing in’ beneath the stairs of the maisonettes where this cut 
into the cavity above the suspended ceiling. 

908 It is not curren8y known when the suspended ceiling was originally installed or which legislation applied. 
Assuming that this work was subject to The London Building Acts 1930-1939, the work raises the following 
key areas of concern: 

908.1 CP3 Chapter IV did not make any specific recommendations relating to the construction of the 
suspended ceiling (see chapter 5.2.1). 

908.2 The GLC Code of Practice on Means of Escape in Case of Fire 1974 recommended that no 
cavities should be fo~ed behind linings except where the lining and its suppor[s are entirely non- 
combustible (see chapter 5.2.2). 

908.3 In this instance the construction of the suspended ceiling did not appear to comply with the 
recommendations issued under the London Building Acts 1930-1939. 

909 Assuming that the odginal installation of the suspended ceiling was subject to The Building Regulations 
1985, the work carried out during this period raises the following key areas of concern: 

909.1 The addition of suspended ceilings in the communal corridors of Lakanal resulted in the 

introduction of sur[aces, within circulation spaces, which were combustible. They were, in my 
opinion, unlikely to be Class 0. Table 2.4 of Approved Document B 1985 recommends that 
sur[aces of walls and ceilings within circulation spaces should be Class 0. However, some effor[ 

appears to have been made to rectify this with the work detailed in the letter from Donald James 
Chadered Surveyors. 

909.2 The addition of suspended ceilings in the communal corridors of Lakanal resulted in the 
introduction of extended concealed spaces (cavities) above the suspended ceiling. The 
concealed spaces above the suspended ceilings in Lakanal extended along the entire length of 
the building; approximately 60 metres. The upper surface of the suspended ceiling was the same 

as the lower surface; they were combustible. They were, in my opinion, unlikely to be Class 0. In 
addition, the suppor[ing st~cture of the suspended ceiling, with a sur[ace within the concealed 
space, was timber. Table A5 of Approved Document B 1985 indicates that, even with proprieta~ 
treatments, timber products may only be capable of achieving a Class 1 sur[ace spread of flame 
classification. Approved Document B 1985 recommends that concealed spaces in all buildings, 

other than between a roof and a ceiling (i.e. a loft) should be limited in length to 20m, and that all 
surfaces exposed in the cavity should be Class 0. 

909.3 The ’boxing in’ under the timber maisonette stairs and the fire stopping around the penetrations 
through the compar[ment wall separating the maisonettes from the cavities was, in my opinion, 

not sufficient to provide the same level of fire separation as the original compantment wall. As 
such the level of compantmentation between the flats, the concealed space above the suspended 
ceiling, and the communal corridor itself, was not sufficient. 
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909.4 In my opinion, the original work on the suspended ceiling, with the associated issues discussed 

above, had an adverse effect (as defined by Regulation 2(4)) on requirement B3 of Schedule 1 of 

the Building Regulations 1985. The person carQ/ing out this work should, in my opinion, have 
done so under Building Regulations and, given that the guidance in Approved Document B has 
not been followed, should be able to demonstrate by other means that the requirements of the 
Building Regulations have been satisfied. 

7.3 Works in 1999 

910 The work of interest during this pedod is the possible installation or replacement of the secudty door 
system. 

911 There were no provisions in either Approved Document B 1992 or in BS5588-1 : 1990 that dealt with a 

cross-ventilated corridor. As such, in my opinion, the options available at this time regarding security doors 
were as follows: 

911.1 Where no security doors had previously been installed, provide a door with negligible impact on 

the free ventilation area of the corridor, thereby not adversely affecting the original fire protection 
measure of cross ventilation. 

911.2 Provide, as a replacement to the doors installed in accordance with the approval in 1984, a door 

offering the same free ventilation area as the original doors, thereby remaining in accordance with 
the approval of 1984 and not adversely affecting the original fire protection measure of cross 
ventilation. 

911.3 

911.4 

Provide security doors that were also fire doors and provide compensatory measures to account 
for the extended travel distances to the single staircase. 

Provide a technical justification for the provision of the security doors actually fitted. This would 
need to justify; 

911.4.1 why cross-ventilation was still appropriate for Lakanal despite it no longer generally 
being recognised as a suitable means of smoke control, and 

911.4.2 how the provision of the secudty doors, with a free ventilation area less than that 
stipulated in the approval of 1984, would not unduly adversely affect the cross- 
ventilation. 

911.4.3 There may also have been a need to include compensato~ measures. 

912 

7.4 Works in 2006 to 2007 

Between March 2006 and May 2007 major refurbishment works were under[aken to Lakanal. The following 
rd works are considered to be of relevance to the incident on the 3 July 2009: 

912.1 Ex[ernal Works: 

912.1.1 Removal of asbestos panels in balcony cladding and beneath windows 

912.1.2 Renewal of windows with double glazed powder coated aluminium framed units 
(including panels) and including new fire escape balcony doors 
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912.2 

912.1.3 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary of front entrance doors - including 
provision of some FD30S fire doors 

912.1.4 Repairs, decoration or renewal where necessary communal doors 

912.1.5 Upgrade of landlords electrics including emergency lighting - necessitating access to 
cavity above suspended ceilings in common corridors 

912.1.6 Provision of fire escape signs to replace existing signage located on fire escape 
walkway emergency exit doors 

Internal Works: 

912.2.1 Rewiring where required to tenanted properties including installation of hard-wired 
smoke alarm 

912.2.2 Replacement of larder in kitchen removed to enable window replacements 

912.2.3 Installation of kitchen extractor fan in tenanted properties. 

913 It is understood that Southwark Building Design Set.ices Ltd received instructions from Carnbetwell 
housing office in 2004. Work is understood to have been staded by Apollo in March 2006. 

914 The windows and external doors of Lakanal became controlled se~ices and fiffings with the coming into 
force of the Building (Amendment) Regulations 2001, due to requirements under Part L. 

915 In my opinion, the use of a FENSA certified installer to remove the requirement for application under 
Building Regulations did not apply to this refurbishment. This is due to the scope of works extending 
beyond the scope of the FENSA certificate. This is my opinion as a result of both the interpretation of the 

text of Regulation 16A introduced by The Building (Amendment) Regulations 2002 and as a result of my 
technical view that it is beyond the scope of a FENSA certified installer to know how the replacement of 
windows will interact with other changes being made to a building at the same time as the window 
replacement. However, I would have expected a FENSA certified installer to be aware of the potential 
implications of window and, in particular, fire door replacement with respect to Part B of the Building 
Regulations, and to make recommendations to the client accordingly. 

916 The replacement of the original wooden window framed sets and asbestos panels with aluminium window 

framed sets and composite panels, in my opinion, led to the controlled se~ice and fitting which previously 

complied with a relevant requirement (having being passed by the local authority under the London Building 

Acts 1930-1939 and not since substantially altered) no longer complying with a relevant requirement 

(paragraph B4 of Schedule 1 to the Building Regulations 2090, as amended). 

917 The replacement of the original wooden fire door in the kitchen with a glazed and composite panel door, in 

my opinion, led to the controlled se~ice and fitting which previously complied with a relevant requirement 
(having been passed by the local authority under the London Building Acts 1930-1939 and not since 
substantially altered) no longer complying with two relevant requirements (paragraphs B1 and B4 of 
Schedule 1 to the Building Regulations 2000, as amended). 

918 The replacement of the non-fire door (details not known) in the living room with a glazed and composite 
panel door, in my opinion, led to the controlled se~ice and fitting which previously complied with a relevant 
requirement (having been passed by the local authority under the London Building Acts 1930-1939 and not 

BRE Fire and Security Client report number 271805 © BRE Global Ltd 2011 

LFB00028456_0158 
LFB00028456/158



158 Lakanal Fire Investigation 

since substantially altered) no longer complying with two relevant requirements (paragraphs B1 and B4 of 
Schedule 1 to the Building Regulations 2000, as amended). 

919 Replacement of front doors does not appear to have taken place (no evidence of any doors installed dudng 
the refurbishment has been seen) so raises no issued with regards to compliance with Building 
Regulations. 

920 Repairs and redecoration of front doors or common doors would not raise any issues with regards to 
compliance with the Building Regulations. 

921 The refurbishment is understood to have necessitated access to the cavity above the suspended ceiling, as 
reported in Statement 123A (paragraph 76). As such, those carrying out the work in this area would have 

been able to see the condition of the fire stopping in the compartment walls and the ’boxing in’ beneath the 
fiat stairs. This raises concerns with regards to the responsibilities of Apollo during the refurbishment of 
2006 to 2007, discussed in chapters 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12. These issues are addressed separately to the 
issue of risk assessment under the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005. 

7.5 Paint in Communal Corridors 

922 The Bureau Vedtas (BV) report into the paint on the walls of the communal corddor indicated that there 
were numerous layers that had probably been built up during the life of the building as it was refurbished 

and redecorated. 

923 The BRE work incorporated the findings of the BV report, which included an estimate of the contribution of 

the suspended ceiling panels to the fuel load, into an estimate of the contribution of the combustible 

components of the corddor to the size of the fire there. The BV repori estimated that the fuel load 

represented by the paint on the walls of the communal corridor was 2016 M J, compared with 3110 MJ 

contributed by the ceiling panels, assuming that these burnt through ~/~ of their thickness. 

924 In my opinion, the multiple layers of paint contributed significantly to the overall fuel load in the corridor. In 
addition, it is also my opinion that, as a result of the multiple layers of paint, the surfaces of the walls of the 

communal corridor were not Class O. 

925 

7.6 Front Doors to Flats 

I assume that, at the time of construction, all of the front doors to flats in Lakanal were all of the same 
specification. It would also seem likely, in my opinion, that given that the escape doors were chipboard 
doors, the front doors were probably also chipboard or of an equivalent level of fire resistance. 

925.1 The reconstruction fire indicated that a timber block door would have suffered a gradual failure 
with the outer edges and the letterbox of the door becoming involved in flaming initially, eventually 
spreading to involve the entire surface of the door before it collapsed into the corridor. This is 
compatible with accounts from LFB personnel indicating that they accounted a partially burnt front 
door on the ninth floor of Lakanal house during the incident. Dudng the reconstruction the front 
door was exposed to temperatures around those typically measured for flames for approximately 
10 minutes, with a sudden temperature dse to around 600°C immediately prior to the first 

indication of flaming on the corridor side of the door. Collapse of the door occurred approximately 
30 minutes later. 
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925.2 

925.3 

925.4 

925.5 

925.6 

When incorporated into the computer modelling, this mode of failure indicates that the front door 

of Flat 79 initially introduced flaming into the corddor at around 16:52, with collapse of the door 
into the corridor likely to have occurred around 17:20, approximately 2 minutes before smoke was 
seen emitting from the Nonth end of Lakanal during the incident. 

Two of the other types of front door installed throughout Lakanal were also tested during the 
reconstruction. 

The chipboard core door in the reconstruction dg was subjected to temperatures around 600°C on 

the face exposed to the fire for over 40 minutes before temperatures on the other face of the door 

exceeded 200°C. When compared with the per[o~nance of the timber block door, this indicates 
that the fire did not penetrate the door leaf itself, nor did the fire spread around the edges of the 
door or through the letterbox until after 40 minutes of exposure to temperatures around 600°C. 

The hollow core door registered temperatures in excess of 500°C at all measuring locations less 
than 10 minutes after fire-side temperatures increased to 500°C. Whilst no video recording of fire 
penetration was possible here, the comparable increase in temperature at all measuring locations 
indicated full involvement and/or burn through of the entire door had occurred. 

These findings indicate that there was a significant difference in the per[ormance of the front 
doors installed throughout Lakanal. 

926 

7.7 Risk Assessment under the RR(FS)O 

From the l~t October 2006, Lakanal became subject to the RR(FS)O. Under the RR(FS)O, a dsk 

assessment of the common paris of Lakanal should have been underiaken and recorded. In my opinion, 
the following of Lakanal’s features should have been picked up during a fire dsk assessment, with either 
remedial or compensatory work identified for the responsible person to deal with. 

926.1 Smoke seals around front doors to flats. Guidance on the risk assessment of fire doors is 
provided in Par[ 2, Appendix B of the Sleeping Accommodation Fire Risk Assessment Guide. 

926.2 Suspended ceiling. Guidance on the risk assessment of materials suitable for use in circulation 
spaces is provided in Pari 2, Appendix B of the Sleeping Accommodation Fire Risk Assessment 

Guide. 

926.3 

926.4 

926.5 

Residents’ awareness of fire safety. Guidance on signs and notices is provided in Par[ 2, Section 
6 of the Sleeping Accommodation Fire Risk Assessment Guide. 

Window panels. Guidance on the fire risk assessment of facades is provided in the LPC 
document; Facades on Multi-Storey Buildings: A Fire Risk Assessment Guide [50]. 

Security doors - although implications for cross-ventilation may not have been fully identified. 
Guidance on the dsk assessment of escape routes is provided in Par[ 2, Section 4 of the Sleeping 
Accommodation Fire Risk Assessment Guide. 

927 Some of the issues regarding compantmentation of the corddor would not necessarily have been picked up. 

927.1 I appreciate that it would have been difficult (without damaging the building) for a fire risk 
assessment to have identified the panels above the front doors, as these are only visible from 
within the maisonettes or within the cavity above the suspended ceiling. 
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927.2 

927.3 

I appreciate that it would have been difficult (without damaging the building) for a fire risk 

assessment to have identified the ’boxing in’ around where the maisonette staircases cut into the 
cavity above the suspended ceiling in the corridor. 

However, given the condition of the suspended ceiling and the fur[her work that this should have 

instigated, I would have expected the panels above the front doors and the ’boxing in’ under the 
stairs to be identified as a result of the work. 

928 The issues in Lakanal regarding the fire dsk assessment under the RR(FS)O are mirrored by the work 

which was carried out in Made Curie following the fire in Lakanal. The work that was completed in Marie 
Curie following the fire dsk assessment there can be seen in chapter 6.6. 
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8 Building Performance Review - Incident Timeline 

929 

93O 

Here follows a review of the key points of the incident timeline which relate to the objectives of this work. 

From ignition (estimated around 16:15), the fire in Flat 65 developed rapidly on both floors as a result of 
doors within the flat being left open and windows failing rapidly, ventilating the fire and allowing it to grow 
until a flashover or backdraught event occurred at approximately 16:25. 

930.1 The window assemblies and doors onto balconies as well as the balcony panels had been 
replaced during the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment. The window sets were originally wooden frames 
with asbestos panels and had been replaced with aluminium frames with combustible foam 
insulated panels. Testing of the window panels indicated that they had a sur[ace spread of flame 
classification according to BS476 Par[ 7 of Class 3. The balcony panels were also originally 
asbestos and had been replaced with combustible panels. Testing of the balcony panels 

indicated that they had a surface spread of flame classification according to BS476 Part 7 of 
Class 2. 

930.1.1 Approved Document B 2000 recommends that the surfaces of external walls of all 
buildings over 18m in height should be Class 0 or equivalent, such as Class B-s3, d2 
under the European classification system. 

930.2 The window panels in rooms on the lower floor of Flat 65, at some point, either fell away or were 
burnt through by the fire. This is in contrast to the fire in 1997 where the window pa nels were 
visibly still in place during the fire investigation. This would have led to an increase in the amount 
of ventilation that was available for the fire to grow. The relationship between vent area and flame 
length is dealt with in PD7974 Par[ 3 [51] which describes the positive correlation between 
available vent area and flame length. 

930.3 The replacement of the kitchen fire door with a non-fire resisting door as well as the replacement 
of the adjacent panel had a similar effect to the window with regards to ventilation of the fire. 

930.4 However, the replacement of the fire door and panel also had the effect of lessening the level of 
fire protection afforded to the escape route along the balcony. Approved Document B 2000 

recommends that, where an external escape route (other than a stair) is beside an external wall of 
the building, there should be fire resisting construction up to 1100ram above the paving level of 
the route. I understand that this is to allow for the provision of windows whilst maintaining a safe 
level beneath which people may duck or crawl to make their way along an escape route. 

931 The combined fire plumes emitting from the upper and lower floors of Flat 65 (following the 
flashover/backdraught event) impinged upon the window panels of bedroom 1 of Flat 79. 

932 Occupants of Lakanal that evacuated early dudng the incident, as well as occupants evacuating throughout 
the incident, reported vm~ing quantities of smoke throughout the building. 

932.1 Severe smoke logging of some areas is explained in BRE report number 266862v2 (see chapter 
3.3). However, the efficacy of the odginal cross-ventilation scheme in the common par[s of 
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Lakanal was, in my opinion, reduced by the security doors which decreased the free ventilation 

area in the common corridors of Lakanal. The free ventilation area in the security doors at the 
time of the fire was less than that which had been approved by the Greater London Council in 
1984. It is not known when the security doors in place at the time of the fire were installed. 

932.2 During the evacuation of the building, smoke logging of the common corridors resulted in a 
number of residents deciding that it was not safe for them to evacuate (see paragraph 96). In 
particular, it is understood from the occupant of Flat 3, who was talking to Dayana 
FRANCISQUINI by telephone during the incident, that Dayana FRANCISQUINI tded to evacuate 
but was forced back to her flat by the amount of smoke in the common corddor and/or stairs. 

933 By approximately 16:30, alter the window panels had been exposed to fiaming from Flat 65 for 
approximately 4 minutes 30 seconds, a fire had established itself inside of bedroom 1 of Flat 79. 

933.1 The per[ormance of the window panels, as described above, also contributed to the spread of fire 
into Flat 79. This is in te~s of flame spread properties allowing their rapid ignition and full 
involvement, the amount of energy emitted by the balcony panels, and the fact that they 
eventually burnt away completely, allowing full ventilation of the fire in Flat 79. 

934 By approximately 16:34, the window panel of bedroom 1 of Flat 79 had burnt away completely, providing 

ventilation for the fire in Flat 79. This was followed shortly by failure of the glazing of the window set. Note 
however that, apart from a few shod periods when doors were opened and closed, no ventilation paths 
were generated in the upper floor of Flat 79. 

934.1 As discussed earlier, total removal of the window system as a result of the fire, as oppose to the 
partial removal where there were asbestos panels, resulted in a large increase in the amount of 
ventilation that was available for the fire to grow and spread. 

935 At approximately 16:48, the fire involved the staircase in Flat 79. Less than a minute later, falling burning 
debris ignited Flat 37 below. The last sign of breathing from Catherine HICKMAN in Flat 79 was heard 
around this time. At approximately 16:49, burning debris also ignited Flat 53. 

935.1 Burning debris is not specifically precluded for products to achieve Class 0, and it is likely that the 
contents of burning rooms contributed to the amount of burning debris produced during this 

incident. However, the test reports on the window panels indicate that a significant quantity of 
burning debris was produced by these when they burnt. 

936 At approximately 16:52, the fire in Flat 79 involved the lobby of Flat 79 and the first fiames began to 
penetrate through the letterbox. 

937 At approximately 16:56, the first peak in fire growth occurred in Flat 37 and at 16:59 the first peak in fire 
growth occurred in Flat 53. The fi~st reports of smoke entering the bathroom of Flat 81 were at 
approximately 16:57. 

937.1 The smoke entedng the bathroom of Flat 81 via the bathroom extraction vent was, in my opinion, 
probably due to the ventilation system becoming overwhelmed. This may, in part, be due to the 
modifications that had been made by the occupants of the flats to the dampers within the extract 
duct of the system. 

938 At approximately 16:59, the fire in Flat 65 was subdued as a result of intervention by London Fire Bdgade. 

At approximately 17:00, the decision was made by LFB to move the bridgehead. It was initially decided to 
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move it to the third floor, two floors below the lowest fire affected floor. During the process of moving the 
bridgehead, it was then decided to move the bridgehead all the way out of the building. 

938.1 The decision of LFB to move the bridgehead out of the building was a result of the amount of 
smoke logging that had occurred throughout the height of the communal staircase in the building. 

BRE report number 266862v2 (see chapter 3.3) concluded that the design of the building, 
combined with the prevailing weather conditions, led to smoke being able to pass into the lobbies 
through the Iouvered vents where the smoke plume passed across the vent. This occurred in 
lobbies at or above the level of the fire. The general movement of air throughout the building, at 
this time dudng the incident, then led to the smoke in the lobbies passing into the stairwell. 

939 At approximately 17:06, four individuals left the bathroom of Flat 81; two adults and two children 
(statements 110 and 202/202A) and proceeded to the East side balcony of Lakanal House. At this stage 
the four individuals evidently considered the route through Flat 81 to be tenable. However, these four 
individuals did not leave the East side balcony. 

939.1 Mrs NUHU’s statement ($110) indicates that she did not think they could not move from their 
location on the balcony due to there being smoke everywhere. 

939.2 Mr NUHU’s second statement ($202A) states that he was aware that the balcony provided access 
to the main staircase but that he "thought there may be fire in that area and so the] did not want to 
walk into further danger". He only approaches the escape door to open it after seeing fire fighters 

through the window trying to get through this door. 

940 At approximately 17:08, the fire in Flat 79 breached both the panel above the front door and the ’boxing in’ 
under the timber stairs. Given how close their failure times were in the reconstruction fire, it is not possible 
to confidently state which of these elements would have failed first during the incident. 

940.1 The failure of the panel above the front door and the ’boxing in’ under the stairs occurred 
approximately 16 minutes after the fire involved the lobby of Flat 79, approximately 2 to 3 minutes 
after the involvement of the staircase of Flat 79. 

940.2 At this time, the prevailing wind dudng the incident was forcing heat and flame into the cavity 
above the suspended ceiling in the corridor. A relative increase in pressure in the cavity above 
the suspended ceiling led to smoke entering the bathroom of Flat 81 through the gaps in the 
compantment wall. 

941 At approximately 17:16, the fire in Flat 53 was subdued by LFB. 

942 At approximately 17:20, the front door of Flat 79 collapsed into the 1 lth floor corridor, allowing a severe fire 

to spread down the corridor. This is suppoded by a photograph showing smoke emitting from the end of 
the communal corridor at 17:22:22. Smoke from the corridor fire would be beginning to enter the bathroom 
of Flat 81 through gaps in wall const~ction. 

th 942.1 The collapse of the front door of Flat 79 into the 11 floor corridor led to a significant increase in 
th temperatures, smoke and incomplete products of combustion in the 11 floor corridor. The non- 

Class 0 surfaces in the corridor; the multiple layers of paint on the walls and the suspended 

ceiling, became involved in the fire, resulting in an extremely severe set of conditions which were 
th encountered by London Fire Brigade less than 15 minutes later. As fire developed in the 11 floor 

corridor, increasing quantities of smoke would have begun to enter Flat 81. 
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943 From approximately 17:30 to 17:35, the ’boxing in’ beneath the stairs in Flat 81 would, given its 

per[ormance in the reconstruction fire, be expected to have been reaching the limits of its fire resistance 
capacity. Fire and large quantities of smoke would have begun to enter the remainder of Flat 81. 

943.1 At this stage, the remaining occupants of Flat 81 were no longer simply choosing not to evacuate, 
they were now becoming physically trapped. 

943.1.1 The 11th floor was impassable due to the sevedty of conditions there. 

943.1.2 Conditions throughout Flat 81 were poor. 

943.1.3 The staircase within Flat 81 was beginning to burn through, rendering it impassable. 

944 At approximately 17:36, LFB encountered a severe fire in the 11 th floor corridor. 

944.1    See paragraph 942.1 above regarding the severe fire in the 11th floor corridor. 

945 At approximately 17:42, the fire in Flat 37 was extinguished by LFB. 

946 At 17:44, the last call was answered by occupants of the bathroom of Flat 81. 

947 At approximately 18:20 to 18:30, LFB entered the bathroom of Flat 81. Three casualties were found and 

removed. 

948 

947.1 The remaining occupants in Flat 81 appear to have been missed due to the level of exertion 
required by the fire fighters. This related to the severity of conditions already discussed. It would 
be useful to compare breathing apparatus data from the fire fighters involved in this incident with 
the findings of the Building Disaster Assessment Group work on fire fighter exer[ion [52]. 

Fire fighting continued throughout the building. Three further casualties were found, in Flat 79 and in the 

bathroom of Flat 81 at around 21:00. 
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9 Discussion 

949 This chapter itemises and discusses the questions that have been posed in relation to specific features of 
Lakanal. 

950 The specific features to be dealt with are as follows: 

950.1 The doors separating the fiats from the communal areas 

950.1.1 Front doors to flats 

950.1.2 Escape doors 

950.1.3 Balcony doors 

950.2 The panels above the front doors to flats. 

950.3 The ’boxing in’ around where the fiat staircases penetrated into cross-section of the suspended 
ceiling above the communal cor~dor. 

950.4 The walls separating the fiats from the communal corridor. 

950.4.1 Fire resistance 

950.4.2 Reaction to fire 

950.5 The suspended ceiling of the communal conidor. 

950.6 The composite panels within the window assemblies. 

950.7 The balcony panels. 

950.8 The cross ventilation scheme through the building. 

951 The questions that have been posed by MPS with respect to these features of Lakanal are as follows: 

951.1 What was found to be in Lakanal, with respect to the fire protection measures detailed above, at 
the time of the fire? 

951.2 What fire protection measures would be expected to be present in a block of flats to meet the 
requirements of Par[ B of the Building Regulations or any previous equivalent requirements? 

951.3 The likely fire performance of the relevant measures in Lakanal at the time of the fire, based upon 

data from testing and the reconstruction, compared with the performance that would have been 
expected for the building to be deemed, in my opinion, to satisfy the requirements of the Building 
Regulations. 

951.4 Whether there are any direct implications arising from the difference between the actual fire 
performance of features and their expected performance? 
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951.5 Which individuals or organisations have been identified through contracts associated with the 

building as being responsible for either the design, construction or ongoing maintenance of the 
relevant fire protection measures in Lakanal? 

9.1 Front Doors to Flats 

952 Four types of front door were found to be in Lakanal at the time of the fire. There was, in my opinion, 

significant variability in their fire performance. More detail can be found in chapters 6.3 and 7.6. 

953 The original doors appear to have been of FD30 (30 minutes fire resistance) specification, and this level of 
specification should have been maintained throughout the life of the building. Any building work that 

significantly altered the strategy for means of escape or compartmentation should have considered the 
possible need to upgrade these doo~s in accordance with guidance relevant at the time works would be 

carried out. Fire risk assessment under the RR(FS)O should have identified the need for these doors to be 
upgraded to FD30S (30 minutes fire resistance with smoke seals), see chapter 5.4.5. 

954 The doors present at the time of the incident, and directly involved in the development of the fire during the 

incident, appear to have been broadly equivalent to an FD30 door. However, given the presence of hollow 
core doors used as front doors elsewhere in Lakanal, this level of protection appears to have been involved 
in the incident as a result of chance rather than as a result of design. 

955 The absence of smoke seals on the doors contdbuted to the quantity of smoke that was able to pass 
between maisonettes and the communal corridor prior to the integrity of the doors themselves being 
breached by the fire. Front doors that were physically breached by the fire (i.e. burnt through to some 
exient) were the front doors of Flat 65, Flat 79 and Flat 81. The basic construction of these doors appears 
to have been broadly equivalent to that of the original FD30 doors, as evidenced by the correlation of the 
incident timeline with data from the reconstruction, discussed in chapter 7.6. 

956 As previously mentioned, the front doors to fiats should have been upgraded to FD30S doors. In not 
having been so upgraded, the front doors throughout Lakanal allowed more smoke to spread throughout 

the building than would have been the case. This included smoke spread into the common areas reported 
by people evacuating the building dudng the eady stages of the incident and later smoke spread into Flat 
81 from the communal corridor. This also included smoke spread from the common areas back into flats. 

957 Responsibility for replacement of doors dudng the life of the building will, in my opinion, rest with: 

957.1 in the case of work commissioned on the basis of like-for-like replacement, the company filling the 
replacement doors; 

957.2 in the case of work commission on the basis of doors specified for installation in lieu of existing 
doors, the person specifying the doors, unless responsibility for Building Regulations (or 

equivalent) compliance had been formally passed to another pariy through contract. 

958 Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment and subsequent upgrade of the front doors to FD30S 
doors rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the role of the 
person commissioning the fire risk assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role 
likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the 
building. 
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9.2 Escape Doors 

959 The escape doors in Lakanal at the fime of the fire appear to have been those which were originally 
installed in Lakanal when it was built, see chapters 6.3 and 7.6. 

960 Given that these doors were not changed since the construction of the building, more recent versions of the 
Building Regulations and associated guidance would not have become applicable at any point during the 
life of the building. However, as with the front doors to flats: 

960.1 Any building work that significantly altered the strategy for means of escape or compadmentafion 
should have considered the possible need to upgrade these doors in accordance with guidance 

relevant at the time works would be carried out. 

960.2 Fire dsk assessment under the RR(FS)O should have identified the need for these doors to be 
upgraded to FD30S (30 minutes fire resistance with smoke seals), see chapter 5.4.5. 

961 The absence of smoke seals on the doors contributed to the quantity of smoke that was able to pass 
between maisonettes and the communal corridor prior to the integrity of the doors themselves being 
breached by the fire. 

962 In not having been so upgraded, the escape doors throughout Lakanal allowed more smoke to spread 
throughout the building. This included smoke spread into the communal areas reported by people 
evacuating the building dudng the early stages of the incident and later smoke spread into Flat 81 from the 
communal corridor. This also included smoke spread from the common areas back into fiats. 

963 Responsibility for replacement of doors dudng the life of the building will, in my opinion, rest with; 

963.1 in the case of work commissioned on the basis of like-for-like replacement, the company fitting the 
replacement doors; 

963.2 in the case of work commission on the basis of doors specified for installation in lieu of existing 
doors, the person specifying the doors, unless responsibility for Building Regulations (or 
equivalent) compliance had been formally passed to another party through contract. 

964 Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment and subsequent upgrade of the escape doors to FD30S 

doors rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the role of the 
person commissioning the fire risk assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role 
likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the 
building. 

9.3 Balcony Doors 

965 The balcony doors, at the time of the incident, were aluminium frame with a glazed upper half and a 
composite panel, which I understand incorporated compressed cellulose (wood) and resin outer layers 
(Trespa) and a foam core, in the lower half. 

966 BS 5588 Par[ 1 1990, through Approved Document B 2000, recommends that all doors opening onto 
external escape routes should be FD20 fire doors. In my opinion, if a suitable engineering case was put 
forward at the relevant design stage, it could be argued that given that the remainder of the wall only 

provided fire resisting construction up to 1100ram above the deck of the external escape route, a glazed 

panel could have been installed in the door above 1100ram. However the lower half of the door would have 
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to remain fire resisting. Like-for-like replacement of the kitchen balcony door (to avoid the need for Building 

Regulations approval with respect to this feature) should have resulted in a non-glazed fire door being 
installed here. 

967 In my opinion, the balcony doors installed would not have provided suitable fire resistance in the upper 

glazed half or in the lower half (i.e. the half incorporating the composite panel). The composite panels in 
the BRE reconstruction allowed fire to pass from one side to another in less than five minutes, with total 
collapse of the panels occurring within seven minutes. The recommendation in BS 5588 Part 1 1990, 
through Approved Document B 2000 is for the balcony door to provide 20 minutes fire resistance, albeit 
against a standard fire curve. 

968 Because the tire performance of the balcony doors was less than recommended, this reduced the level of 
protection afforded to that escape route. The comments made by the family rescued from the 12th floor 

balcony (statements 110 and 202/202A, paragraphs 70, 85 and 86) indicate that the level of fire protection 
afforded to the balcony may have contributed to their decision not to self evacuate, although they also 
mention concerns about what they might have encountered in the main staiPwell, had they used it. 

969 The report from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006-2007 refurbishment, and my own review 
of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 

Regulations and that, in particular, Apollo had design responsibility for the balcony doors (see chapters 
3.10, 3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10 there are issues regarding communication 
between the various parties involved in the refurbishment that may require further review by a contracts 
specialist. 

9.4 Panels above Front Doors to Flats 

970 The panels above the front doors were made of timber and appeared to be part of the odginal frame around 
the front doors of the flats in Lakanal. The panel tested in the reconstruction was exposed to fire 
temperatures for approximately 16 minutes prior to the temperature data from the reconstruction indicating 
that it had failed. However, this panel was originally associated with the odginal suspended ceiling/sewice 
duct arrangement in the communal conidor for which I have no information, so it is not possible to assess 
how this panel originally interacted, or was intended to interact, with the corridor in the original design and 
construction of Lakanal. 

971 The panels above the front doors, from the time of the installation of the suspended ceiling at the position 
rd 

where it was located at the time of the incident on the 3 July 2009, became a part of the line of 
compartmentation separating the flats from the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the corridor. In 
respect of the cavity above the suspended ceiling, the panel was not associated with any door or an~hing 

penetrating the line of compartmentation and so should have been designed and modified to provide an 
equivalent level to that provided by the remainder of the wall. In my opinion, this would have been 

approximately 60 to 90 minutes fire resistance. Note that ascertaining this would require subjecting the wall 
to a suitable standard fire test. 

972 The panels in place in Lakanal at the time of the incident appear from the reconstruction data to have 
provided a lower level of fire resistance than the remainder of the compartment wall. The reconstruction 
data indicates that the panels afforded approximately 16 minutes of fire resistance rather than the 60-90 
minutes likely to have been provided by the wall. The data from the reconstruction indicates that the 

conditions the fire produced in Flat 79 were not significantly more severe than those of a standard fire in 
accordance with BS476 Part 20 (see chapter 6.1). 
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973 The performance of the panels led to fire being able to spread from Flat 79 into the cavity above the 
suspended ceiling in the 11th floor communal conidor more quickly than would be the case if they were as 

described in paragraph 971, allowing the fire and large quantities of smoke to spread within the suspended 

ceiling, which then, as a result of the performance of the panel above the front door of Flat 81 and other 
deficiencies, led to smoke spread into Flat 81 and the bathroom of Flat 81. 

974 Responsibility for the condition of the panels above the front doors during the incident, in my opinion, rests 
with the person responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the 
improvement works detailed in the le[ler from Donald James Chadered Su~eyors in 1984 (see chapter 
3.9). Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 
Regulations responsibility had been formally passed to another party through contract. The design should 
have considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and 
the various other fire compadments within Lakanal. 

975 However, the fire protection afforded by the panel should have been identified on three other occasions: 

975.1 During the inspection of the building by SBDS pdor to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

975.2 During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of 
the suspended ceiling dudng the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 

required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

975.3 The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire dsk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Fur[her inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 
my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the panels, and suitable remedial work being 
carried out. Note that I would not expect a dsk assessor to have been able to see the panels from 
within the flats, as fire risk assessment is only concerned with the common pads of blocks of flats, 
not individual dwellings. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O 
would rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire dsk assessment 
in Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council 
since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

9.5 ’Boxing in’ under Staircases 

976 At the time of the fire, the ’boxing in’ under the stairs consisted of a few sheets of ceramic board, fixed 
using nails to the underside of the timber staircase. The ’boxing in’ examined during the BRE on-site 

investigation of Lakanal appeared to be only very weakly fixed to the underside of the stairs. The 
reconstruction fire indicated that the ’boxing in’ provided a negligible level of fire resistance from the 
maisonettes into the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the common corridor. This is largely due to the 

fact that this fire stopping was fixed to a combustible structure, which was consumed by the fire. The level 
of fire resistance afforded against fire spread from the cavity above the suspended ceiling into the 
maisonettes appears from the analysis of the incident timeline to have been slightly higher. This is due to 

the combustible structure of the stairs being protected by the ’boxing in’ from fire spread in this direction. 
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977 Approved Document B 1985 and 2000 recommend, among other things, that fire-stopping should be 

reinforced with or supported by materials of limited combustibility where the unsupported span is greater 
than 100ram. The 1974 GLC guidance on means of escape recommends that all linings and the supports 
of those linings should be non-combustible. In my opinon, modification of all of the staircases (understood 
to be an original feature of the building) so that they no longer cut into the cross section of the common 
corridor, would have required a considerable amount of work. This existing feature, combined with the 
provision within Approved Document B forfire stopping to span a distance in excess of 100ram, gives room 

for the interpretation that the staircase was in effect a penetration through the line of compantmentation and 
should be suitably fire stopped. However, given the span of the fire stopping, work under the Building 
Regulations should have led to the reinforcement of the fire stopping. Under the requirements of the 
London Building Acts 1930-1939, the ’boxing in’ should not have been fixed to the combustible structure of 

the staircase. Under either regulatory environment, the ’boxing in’ should have been fixed to a non- 
combustible structure. In my opinion, this piece of fire stopping around the underside of the stairs should 

have been designed and installed to provide a minimum of 30 minutes fire resistance, and should have 
been supported by a structure independent of the timber staircase (i.e. fixed with suitable reinforcement into 

the compartment wall and compartment floor) as has been done in Marie Curie since the incident at 
Lakanal. 

978 The ceramic ’boxing in’ under the stairs in Lakanal provided negligible protection against the spread of fire 
from Flat 79 into the cavity above the suspended ceiling in the communal conidor. In my opinion, it only 
provided a few minutes of fire resistance to fire spread from the cavity above the suspended ceiling into Flat 
81. In both cases, it should have provided a minimum of 30 minutes fire resistance against a standard fire. 

979 The performance of the ’boxing in’ under the staircase led to rapid fire spread into the cavity above the 
suspended ceiling in the communal corridor linked to the fire in Flat 79 involving the staircase. It 
subsequently also then led to fire spreading to involve the staircase in Flat 81. 

98O Responsibility for the ’boxing in’ under the stairs during the incident, in my opinion, rests with the person 
responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the improvement 
works detailed in the letter from Donald James Chantered Surveyors in 1984 (see chapter 3.9). 
Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 

specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 

Regulations had been fo~Tnally passed to another party through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 

various other fire compartments within Lakanal. This should have included the provision of adequate fire 
stopping around penetrations. 

981 However, the fire protection afforded by the ’boxing in’ under the stairs should have been identified on three 
other occasions: 

981.1 

981.2 

During the inspection of the building by SBDS pdor to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of 
the suspended ceiling du~ing the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 
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981.3 The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire dsk 

assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Fur[her inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 
my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the ’boxing in’ under the stairs, and suitable 
remedial work being carded out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the 

RR(FS)O would rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk 
assessment in Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within 
Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

9.6 Corridor Walls - Fire Resistance 

982 The fire resistance of the walls had, in the main, not altered since the construction of Lakanal. However the 
line of compar[mentation had been breached by various pieces of pipework installed since initial 
construction. These pieces of pipework are, in my opinion, likely to have been associated with the 
replacement of the heating system in 1985. 

983 Approved Document B 1985 makes recommendations regarding the provision of fire stopping in 
compartment walls in Appendix H (see chapter 5.2.5). Approved Document B 2000 makes 
recommendations regarding the provision of fire stopping in compartment walls in Section 11 (see chapter 

5.4.3). 

984 The poor fire stopping in the compartment wall allowed smoke to spread across compartment walls 
throughout the building, and in par[icular into the bathroom of Flat 81. This fire stopping should have 
prevented smoke from entering the bathroom of Flat 81 at least until it began to become affected by direct 
fire impingement. 

985 The effect of the poor fire stopping was to cause exposure of the occupants of the bathroom of Flat 81 to a 
greater dose (dose is the product of concentration and time) of smoke and fire effluent than would have 
been the case if the fire stopping had been adequate. 

986 Responsibility for the fire stopping around these penetrations, in my opinion, rests with the person 
responsible for the original replacement and lowering of the communal corridor prior to the improvement 

works detailed in the letter from Donald James Char[ered Surveyors in 1984 (see chapter 3.9). 
Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 
Regulations had been fo~ally passed to another party through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 
vadous other fire compartments within Lakanal. This should have included the provision of adequate fire 
stopping around penetrations. 

987 However, the condifion of the fire stopping should have been identified on three other occasions: 

987.1 During the inspection of the building by SBDS pdor to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

987.2 During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of 
the suspended ceiling dudng the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
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987.3 

construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire dsk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Further inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 

my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the fire stopping, and suitable remedial work 
being carried out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O would 
rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk assessment in 
Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since 
someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

9.7 Corridor Walls - Reaction to Fire 

988 The walls in the communal corridors of Lakanal had numerous layers of paint on them that had been 
applied over the life of the building. The surface pedo~ance of the walls of the corridor, with all of the 
layers of paint that had been applied, was, in my opinion, not Class 0 (see chapter 5.4.3). 

989 Approved Document B (all versions) and the Fire Risk Assessment guide, through Approved Document B, 
recommend that the sur[aces of walls and ceilings in common and circulation spaces in blocks of flats 
should be Class 0. 

990 The Class 0 recommendation effectively means that walls in common and circulation spaces should be of 
veQ; limited combustibility. A Class 0 surface, in my opinion, would not have contributed to the spread of 
the fire. It may burn, but it would not be expected to contribute to the size and spread of the fire. In my 
opinion, the surfaces of the walls of the common corridors did contribute to the spread of the fire along the 

corridor and to the amount of energy that was released by fire involving the corridor. This is suppor[ed by 
the work carried out by Bureau Vedtas and further analysis of the work carried out by BRE detailed in the 

reconstruction and modelling repot[ (see chapter 3.2). 

991 The performance of the surface of the walls in the common corridor contributed to both fire spread along 
the corridor and to the severity of conditions encountered by London Fire Brigade when they reached the 

11th floor corridor. 

992 Depending on when the layers of paint were added to the surface of the walls of the corridor, responsibility 

could lie with one or all of; 

992.1 the person responsible for complying with the fire certificate under the Fire Precautions 
0Norkplace) Regulations 1997, 

992.2 the person responsible for the building fire risk assessment under the Fire Precautions 
(Workplace) Regulations 1997 and the Fire Precautions (Workplace) (Amendment) Regulations 

1999, 

992.3 the responsible person under the RR(FS)O. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to the 
role of the person commissioning the fire dsk assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent 
remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark 
Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 
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9.8 Suspended Ceiling in Communal Corridor 

993 The suspended ceilings in the common corridors of Lakanal were constructed from laminated chipboard 
panels supported on a timber frame. The surface performance of the suspended ceilings, both upper and 
lower surfaces, was, in my opinion, not Class 0. The addition of suspended ceilings in the communal 

corridors of Lakanal also resulted in the introduction of extended concealed spaces (cavities) above the 
suspended ceilings. The concealed spaces above the suspended ceilings in Lakanal extended along the 
entire length of the building; approximately 60 metres. 

994 Approved Document B (all versions) and the Fire Risk Assessment guide, through Approved Document B, 
recommend that the surfaces of walls and ceilings in common and circulation spaces in blocks of flats 
should be Class 0. Table A5 of Approved Document B 1985 indicates that, even with proprietary 
treatments, timber products may only be capable of achieving a Class 1 surface spread of flame 
classification. Approved Document B 1985 recommends that concealed spaces in all buildings, other than 

between a roof and a ceiling (i.e. a Io[1) should be limited in length to 20m, and that all surfaces exposed in 
the cavity should be Class 0. 

995 In my opinion, the materials involved in the construction of the suspended ceiling contributed to the spread 

of the fire in the common corddor and to the overall fuel load in the common corridor. In addition, the 
absence of any subdivision of the cavity above the suspended ceiling meant that there were no barders to 
the rapid fire spread that occurred. These factors contributed to the severity of the conditions encountered 
by London Fire Brigade when they reached the corridor and contributed to the spread of smoke into Flat 81 

and the bathroom of Flat 81. If the suspended ceiling and its supporting structure had been Class 0, in my 
opinion, the ceiling would have contributed very little, if anything, to the fuel load in the corridor. Conditions 
for fire fighters in the corridor would have been less severe and they would have been able to progress 

more quickly along the corddor as, once the fire in Flat 79 had been dealt with, the corridor should not have 
continued to burn by itself. 

996 Responsibility for the replacement and lowering of the suspended ceiling rests with the person that 
specified the design of the suspended ceiling, unless responsibility for compliance with the Building 

Regulations had been formally passed to another party through contract. The design should have 
considered that a cavity was being created and that the cavity needed fire separation between it and the 
vadous other fire compartments within Lakanal. The design should also have considered the fire 
performance of the surfaces that would be facing into the cavity and into the common corridor. 

997 However, the condition of the fire stopping should have been identified on three other occasions: 

997.1 During the inspection of the building by SBDS pdor to the specification for the refurbishment 
contract being prepared, as detailed in the statement of Annabel SIDNEY (statement 292, see 
paragraph 428). 

997.2 During the refurbishment of 2006 to 2007. Apollo is understood to have taken down sections of 
the suspended ceiling dudng the refurbishment (statement 123A, see paragraph 76). Apollo was 
required, under the conditions of the refurbishment contract, to report any defects in the existing 
construction, in particular where their work would cover up or otherwise hinder access to the 
defective construction (see paragraph 668). 

997.3 The condition of the suspended ceiling should also have raised questions during the fire dsk 
assessment process under the RR(FS)O. Fur[her inspection of the suspended ceiling should, in 
my opinion, have led to discovery of the condition of the fire stopping, and suitable remedial work 
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being carried out. I presume that responsibility for ensuring compliance with the RR(FS)O would 

rest with a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk assessment in 
Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since 
someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

998 

9.9 Composite Panels 

Composite panels were installed into the window sets in the bedrooms, the balcony doors in the kitchens 
and living rooms, and as a panel to the side of the kitchen door. The panels, at the time of the incident, 

were composite panels which I understand incorporated compressed cellulose and resin outer layers 
(Trespa, see statement 249, paragraph 521) and a foam core. These panels were subjected to BS476 Part 
7 tests and found to have a surface spread of flame classification of Class 3. 

999 Approved Document B 2000 recommends that all doors opening onto external escape routes should be fire 
resisting (20 minutes fire resistance, albeit against a standard fire cuwe). Approved Document B 2000 also 
recommends that all external non-glazed sur[aces over 18m above ground level should be Class 0 (see 
chapter 5.4.3). 

1000 In my opinion, the balcony doors installed would not have provided any fire resistance in the lower half (i.e. 
the half incorporating the composite panel). The composite panels in the reconstruction allowed fire to 
pass from one side to another in less than five minutes, with total collapse of the panels occurring within 
seven minutes. The composite panels were also tested to BS476 Part 7, where they achieved a surface 
spread of flame classification of Class 3. 

1001 It should be noted that the statement from Trespa (statement 249) indicates that their panel can be supplied 
in a "Fire Retardant" (F.R.) grade, although this was not used. Furthermore, it is stated that where F.R. 

grade is used for panels of 8ram thickness or greater, it achieves a Class 0 rating (see paragraph 859 for 

definition). In my opinion, the F.R. grade Trespa panel could have been used in conjunction with a suitably 
formulated foam (see paragraph 546.1) to achieve a finished composite panel that was Class 0. However, 
this opinion is based upon my experience of fire testing at BRE, not the preparation of composite panels. I 
suggest that this subject needs to be addressed by an appropriate expert. 

1002 Because the fire performance of the composite panels was less than recommended, this reduced the level 
of protection afforded to that escape route. This was evidenced by the various people that became trapped 
on the balconies because they became cut off from their only means of escape; the common staircase. 

The lower than recommended per[ormance of the window panels, in my opinion, promoted the spread of 
fire from Flat 65 to Flat 79. 

1003 The report from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment, and my own 
review of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 
Regulations and that, in particular, Apollo had design responsibility for the window sets (see chapters 3.10, 
3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10, there are issues regarding communication 
between the various parties involved in the refurbishment that may require further review by a contract 
specialist. 

1004 Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment which would have identified these issues with respect to 
the composite panels rests with the responsible person. I presume that this would be a role equivalent to 
the role of the person commissioning the fire dsk assessment in Marie Cude and the subsequent remedial 
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works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in 
control’ of the building. 

1004.1 However, the information in the building manual regarding the composite panels indicates that 
they are as specified for the refurbishment, rather than as installed/built. This information 

indicates that the window panels are faced with aluminium and provides no information regarding 
the insulation material in the panel. As such, unless there was intrusive examination of the panel, 
anyone can~ing out a fire dsk assessment and seeking information on the fire safety implications 
of the panel would have been mis-informed in this respect. 

9.10 Balcony Panels 

1005 The balcony panels, at the fime of the incident, were found to be compressed cellulose and resin sheets 

(Trespa panels). These panels were subjected to BS476 Par[ 7 tests and found to have a sur[ace spread 
of flame classification of Class 2. 

1006 Neither Approved Document B 2000 nor BS5588 Pad 1 deals specifically with balcony panels or the 

protection of external escape balconies. However, there is guidance with regards to external stairs which 
has some relevance (see chapter 5.4.3). 

1007 The performance of the balcony panels during the incident led to them burning through, with implications for 
the usability of the means of escape balconies. 

1008 The repod from TLT Solicitors regarding the contract for the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment, and my own 
review of the contract, indicates that Apollo Ltd was responsible for ensuring compliance with the Building 

Regulations and that, in par[icular, Apollo had design responsibility for the window sets (see chapters 3.10, 
3.11 and 3.12). However, as discussed in chapter 3.1.10, there are issues regarding communication 
between the various par[ies involved in the refurbishment that may require fur[her review by a contract 
specialist. 

9.11    Cross Ventilation Scheme 

1009 Lakanal was designed and built with a scheme of cross ventilation intended to ensure that the common 
areas of Lakanal remained sufficiently clear of smoke to allow for safe evacuation of the building. This 
incorporated permanently open vents where the communal spaces met the external walls of the building; at 
the ends of the corridors and within the lobbies. Originally, this required that the common pads of Lakanal, 
with the exception of the main staircase, should be kept fully clear in terms of the free ventilation area. This 
meant that there were no doors across the corridors of Lakanal when it was originally built. At the time of 

the fire, security doors were present, separating the corridors from the lobbies. These had small vents 
installed in them, but still caused a significant restriction to the free ventilation area of the common spaces. 

1010 In 1984, an approval was issued by the Greater London Council for the installation of security doors across 
the corridors. However, this approval was issued on the condition that "The new screens and doors across 
the corridor shall be provided with permanently open ventilation of not less than O. 5m2 as shown. In 

addition lm2 of clear operable ventilation area in the doorway shall be provided giving a total of "~.5m2 of 
ventilation area" (see chapter 3.8). The security doors present at the time of the fire only had a ventilation 
area of 0.3m2. This smaller ventilation area would have restricted the free flow of air along the corridors 
more than had been intended by the Greater London Council. 
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1011 This form of natural cross ventilation of corridors in blocks in flats was phased out as an acceptable means 

of safeguarding means of escape with the withdrawal of CP3 Chapter IV. As such, further work on the 
security doors after the application for the Building Act and Building Regulations to inner London, should 
either have ensured like-for-like replacement to ensure prese~ation of the original, albeit flawed, fire safety 

system, or refurbishment work should have included the design of a new means of protecting the means of 
escape that was accepted by the guidance of the time. This is discussed in more detail in chapter 7.3. 

1012 The performance of the cross ventilation of the corridors was, in my opinion, compromised by the security 
doors which were present at the time of the fire. These security doors caused a reduction in the free 
ventilation area of the corridor, limiting the ability of the cross ventilation scheme to allow dilution and 

removal of smoke from the corridor, evidenced by the degree of smoke logging reported by occupants of 
Lakanal evacuating early during the incident (see chapter 3.1.2). 

st 
1012.1 Either the security doors that were installed in relation to the approval dated 21 December 1984 

(see chapter 3.8) did not comply with the conditions of the approval, orthe doors that were 

installed in relation to this approval did comply, but were later replaced with doors providing a 
decreased ventilation area. 

1013 If the security doors that were installed in relation to the approval did not comply with its conditions, the 
responsibility for this falls with the person or persons that took the decision not to comply with the approval. 
I have not seen any information with which to identify any such person or persons. 

1014 If the security doors that were compliant with the approval were later replaced with doors with a smaller 
ventilation area, the responsibility rests with with the person that specified the design of the replacement 

security doors, unless Building Regulations (or equivalent) responsibility had been formally passed to 
another party through contract. The design should have considered that the original ventilation scheme 
was being compromised and considered an alternative means of ensuring safe means of escape. 

1015 Responsibility for can¥ing out a risk assessment rests with the responsible person. The risk assessor, in 
my opinion, should have used the guide on fire dsk assessment which should have then led the fire risk 
assessor to seek specialist advice on the ventilation scheme used at Lakanal. I presume that the 
responsible person would be a role equivalent to the role of the person commissioning the fire risk 
assessment in Made Curie and the subsequent remedial works; a role likely to be within Southwark Council 
since someone within Southwark Council would be ’in control’ of the building. 

9.12 Lifts 

1016 As part of this piece of work, I have received and reviewed information regarding the maintenance of the 
lifts in Lakanal. The original layout of the lifts and main staircase was approved by the then Metropolitan 
Borough of Camberwell when Lakanal was constructed. With the exception of issues affecting the common 
spaces already discussed, the layout of the lifts, lobby and stairs (the aspect which is relevant to Building 
Regulations) does not appear to have changed since Lakanal was constructed, so presents no further 
issues in this regard. 

1017 However, the maintenance of the lifts does present some concerns and whilst not a specific objective of this 
piece of work, I make the following observations based on the documents I have reviewed. 
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1017.1 

1017.2 

1017.3 

The standard to which lift inspection reports were kept and passed on appears to have vaded 

greatly. In particular, two of the reporis I have seen may be amended photocopies of one 
another, although this needs verification by an appropriate expert. 

I have not seen any evidence of a handover of information between the various contractors 

can~ing out works on the lifts. I would consider such a handover to be beneficial in terms of 
ensuring that any high pdodty areas (such as those impacting on safety) are not missed. 

Other than the submission of inspection reports, I have not seen any evidence of correspondence 

between Southwark Council and the lift contractors. 
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10 Conclusions 

10.1 Technical - Incident Timeline 

1018 The impact of the modifications to Lakanal on the way in which the fire spread can be summarised as 
follows: 

1018.1 

1018.2 

1018.3 

1018.4 

1018.5 

1018.6 

The sevedty of the fires in Flat 65 and Flat 79, as well as the spread from the former to the latter, 

in my opinion, was partly attributable to the performance of the window panels installed dudng the 
2006 to 2007 refurbishment. However, the comparison of the reconstruction temperatures with 
the standard temperature-time fire cur~e (see chapter 6.1), and the comparison of the 

reconstruction heat release rate with the MEDIUM fire cur~e (PD 7974 Par[ 1) from the 
reconstruction and modelling report indicates that the room fires did not present an unreasonable 
level of severity for the fire protection measures in Lakanal to have to deal with. 

The way in which the fire developed in Flat 79 was affected by the removal of the partition wall 
and the modifications to the staircase in the flat. The modifications to the staircase are 
understood to have been made by Andrew AVELING, with the approval of Southwark Council. I 

have no information regarding the removal of the partition wall. 

Severe smoke logging of the common areas of Lakanal, early dudng the incident, was in my 

opinion partly attributable to the ventilation area in the security doors present during the fire being 
smaller than specified by the Greater London Council. The cross ventilation scheme, which is no 
longer recommended for means of escape corridor protection, contributed to smoke spread. 
However, in my opinion, this smoke logging was made worse by the security doors. 

Fire spread to the lower floors of Lakanal was due to burning debris, which is not currently 
specifically precluded by any regulations or guidance. 

The smoke spread into the bathroom of Flat 81 occurred partly as a result of smoke overwhelming 
the bathroom ventilation extract system. However, this did not prevent vadous actions by the 
occupants of the bathroom of Flat 81, including the decision by four individuals to leave and 
evacuate, wherein they succeeded in reaching the external balcony and were later rescued by 
London Fire Brigade. Later smoke logging was predominantly caused by smoke entering the 
bathroom via the poor fire stopping in compar[mentation of the common conidor. This was as a 
result of various deficiencies in relation to the suspended ceiling above the conidor and the 
compartmentafion and fire stopping between the cavity above the suspended ceiling and the flats. 
The suspended ceiling is understood to have been initially installed in conjunction with upgrade of 
the heating system circa 1984. The suspended ceiling panels, among other things, were 
upgraded from standard chipboard to a fire rated board circa 1986. 

The decision of London Fire Bdgade to move their bridgehead outside the building was a result of 

two factors: 
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1018.7 

1018.8 

1018.6.1 initially, the fire spreading below the level of the bridgehead on the 7th floor, causing it to 

be moved to the 3rd floor, 

1018.6.2 later, the design of the building (specifically features pertaining to cross ventilation) and 
the prevailing weather conditions during the incident causing smoke logging of the 

common areas throughout the height of the building, forcing London Fire Brigade to 
move the bridgehead out of the building. 

The involvement of the 11 th floor corddor resulted from fire penetrating through the 

compar[mentation separating the corddor from the fiats. Compartmentation comprised both the 
front doors and escape doors, and the fire stopping and compartmentation associated with the 
suspended ceiling installed circa 1984. 

The sevedty of the fire in the 11 th floor conidor was, in my opinion, due to the amount of fuel 

loading that was present in the 11th floor conidor, both in terms of multiple layers of paint on the 
walls, likely to have built up during the life of the building, and the fuel load presented by the 
suspended ceiling panels in the communal corridor, installed circa 1986. 

th 1018.8.1 The severity of the fire produced in the 11 floor corridor impeded both the progress of 
London Fire Bdgade in dealing with the incident and the ability of occupants of Flat 81 to 
evacuate. It also contributed significantly to the amount of smoke entedng Flat 81 
through the poor fire stopping between the corridor and the flats. 

10.2 Technical - Building Timeline 

10.2.1 Construction 

1019 At the time when Lakanal was completed, it appears to have been built using the best knowledge that was 
available at the time. Some of its design features continued to be endorsed by codes of practice for over 
ten years following its completion and Lakanal and the surrounding development was showcased in the 
Architects’ Journal at the time. 

10.2.2 Works from 1983 to 1986 

1020 I have seen very little info=~ation regarding the installation of the suspended ceiling circa 1984. I 
understand that it was installed when the heating system for Lakanal was upgraded. It appears that the 
installation of the suspended ceiling at this time did not adequately consider or deal with the extent of the 
cavity that was being introduced, did not consider maintaining fire separation between the cavity and other 
compartments (flats, the common corridor itself), and did not consider the medium for fire spread that the 
materials used in its construction presented. Some efforts appear to have been made shortly after the 
installation of the suspended ceiling to replace some of the materials used with fire rated materials, 
although this did not address all of the problems with the suspended ceiling. 

1021 Security doors may have been installed in the common corridors around this time. An approval issued by 
the Greater London Council permitted the installation of security doors. However there were conditions 
associated with the approval regarding the ventilation area that should be included. The ventilation area 
specified in the approval was not provided in the security doors in place at the time of the fire. 
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10.2.3 Works in 1999 

1022 Work was carried out on the security doors in 1999, but it is not clear whether the doors themselves were 
installed, repaired, modified, or left untouched at this time. 

10.2.4 Refurbishment in 2006 to 2007 

1023 During the refurbishment in 2006 to 2007, the replacement of the original wooden window framed sets and 
asbestos panels with aluminium window framed sets and composite panels, in my opinion, increased the 
susceptibility of the building to allow vertical fire spread from floor to floor. This is partly evidenced by the 
difference between this incident and fire in 1997 (see chapter 6.5). 

1024 The replacement of the original wooden fire door in the kitchen with a glazed and composite panel door, in 

my opinion, reduced the level of protection afforded to the common escape route along the balconies of 
Lakanal. 

1025 The refurbishment is understood to have necessitated access to the cavity above the suspended ceiling. 
As such, those carrying out the work in this area would have been able to see the condition of the fire 
stopping in the compartment walls and the ’boxing in’ beneath the flat stairs. 

10.3 Legal - Responsibility for Works 

1026 Responsibility for the works carried out under the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment currently appears to have 
been assigned to Apollo Ltd through their contract with Southwark Council. However, as previously 
discussed, the actions of some members of Southwark Building Design Se~ices Ltd raises some questions 
with respect to this contract which may need re-examining. 

1026.1 Some of the comments in witness statements from Southwark Building Design Services Ltd 
indicate that they may have used their relationship with Southwark Building Control Se~ices to 
facilitate or simplify the building approval process. 

1026.2 Southwark Council was, as the Camberwell Housing Office, the overall client for the 
refurbishment. It was also, as Southwark Building Control, the enforcer for the refurbishment 
work. Southwark Building Control was made aware of the refurbishment work, including work that 

impacted upon fire safety provisions. Southwark Building Design Services Ltd was acting as the 

consultant for the refurbishment and intervened with communication between the contractor; 
Apollo Ltd, and Southwark Building Control, despite responsibility for compliance with Building 
Regulations having been left with Apollo Ltd. I have not yet seen any written record of the 

communication that took place between Southwark Building Design Services Ltd and Southwark 
Building Control. 

1026.3 The vadous roles played by Southwark Council’s departments in the refurbishment, in addition to 
the comments made in witness statements, raise questions regarding conflicts of interest between 
the need for ensuring Building Regulations compliance and the need for ensuring cost 

effectiveness and timeliness of the refurbishment work. 

1027 Apollo also had responsibility for reporting any defects in the existing building construction. Given that 
access to the cavity above the suspended ceiling was required during the refurbishment, as reported by 
one of the occupants, I would have expected the following issues to be identified and raised: 

1027.1 the panels above the front doors, 
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1027.2 the ’boxing in’ under the stairs, 

1027.3 the fire stopping around pipes passing through the compartment wall, 

1027.4 the materials used in the structure of the suspended ceiling, 

1027.5 the extent of the suspended ceiling. 

1028 Responsibility for the vadous works carried out on Lakanal pdor to the 2006 to 2007 refurbishment would 
normally rest with the person responsible for the specification/design of the works. However this may have 
been passed through contract to the person carrying out the works. 

10.4 Overall Conclusions 

1029 At the time when Lakanal was completed, it appears to have been built using the best knowledge that was 
available at the time. Some of its design features continued to be endorsed by codes of practices for over 

ten years following its completion. However, since its completion, continuing developments in fire 
engineering led to the recognition that there were better ways of achieving fire safety. 

1030 The level of knowledge throughout the fire industry, and therefore the intrinsic level of protection offered by 
fire safety solutions, has increased since the construction of Lakanal. There have been concurrent 
increased expectations of the ability of buildings to protect life in case of fire. However, the actual level of 
protection afforded by Lakanal to its residents was diminished over time. Alterations to the building during 
its life not only consistently fell shod of the standard expected at each relevant time that works were 
completed, but they also led to the building falling short of the level of safety to which it had been originally 
designed. 

1031 The Building Act and supporting Building Regulations have been written to impose functional rather than 
prescriptive requirements for buildings. This has been intended to maximise flexibility and has led to the 
UK having some of the most innovative and successful buildings in the UK. However, in the event of a 
building appearing not to have conformed with a functional requirement (i.e. potentially allowing/causing the 
deaths of six occupants), in my opinion, the Approved Documents become the standard measure to 
indicate whether a building was compliant or not, unless a case can be put fo~-ward to justify the design of a 
building. This can take the form of a fire engineering design (using first principles of fire science to justify a 
building design or part of a building design) carried out in support of the overall building design. This form 
of analysis does not appear to have been applied at Lakanal. 
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