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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Phase 1 ofthe Grenfell Tower Inquiry has focussed on the events of the night of the fire, 
June 14th, 2017. 

1.2 But this was a huge fire and a complex crisis/event by any measure -as well as a major 

tragedy- with multiple facets and dimensions. So, even seeking to constrain the focus 

of the first Phase in this way has still required hundreds of witness statements to be 

considered. The evidence has also incorporated extensive reports from other expert 

witnesses, as well as thousands of images, many hours of footage and necessitated 

months of intense witness hearings/ witness testimony. 

1.3 The need for restricting the evidence and manner of the phasing in this way- in other 

words, just to what happened on the night- has also meant that the emphasis, so far, 
has inevitably and almost exclusively been on the activities of London Fire Brigade 

(hereafter referred to as the LFB). (Although, to a much lesser extent, there has been 
some consideration of the role of the other emergency services.) 

1.4 I think it is self-evident, but it is nevertheless worth saying that a tragedy of this nature 

has many more interlocking layers and dimensions to understand than just what 
happened with one organisation on the night. The LFB's role is a central and principal 

facet of this consideration but must sit within the context of a detailed and 
comprehensive analysis of the wider circumstances and situation. 

1.5 Key aspects of this broader setting include the role of other Core Participants (CPs), as 

well as the role of many other key stakeholders that, together, form the policy and 

governance landscape- the political and professional leadership - of the LFB and the 

extended, fire and rescue sector. Indeed, there is a need to ensure the lines of enquiry 
are broad enough to understand what went wrong within the wider public safety 

landscape. The root causes of a tragedy of this nature, inevitably, will be myriad and 
entangled, and that examination forms the substance and the essence of Phase 2 of the 

Inquiry. 

1.6 Considerable evidence has been heard during Phase 1 that, superficially, could appear 

to be conclusive and unquestionable. However, not only is it more pertinent to Phase 
2, but it requires further, forensic examination and a more comprehensive account of 

the context than has been possible in this phase. 

1.7 This is vital to ensure a full and thorough understanding of causes and effects and to 

avoid knee-jerk or overly simplistic conclusions. lt is also vital to ensure meaningful and 

enduring lessons can be learned to avoid such a tragedy occurring again. These lessons 

must, however, be tethered in solid and tested evidence. 

1.8 An example of this need for deeper reflection and examination is the stay put versus 

getout dilemma/ paradox that has all too tragically been highlighted through the course 

of Phase 1. On the surface, it may appear that there is an immediate need for advice 
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and guidance to be changed, and some CPs have suggested this course of action. But it 
is not that clear-cut, as there are consequences and risks associated with advising 

people to leave a (relatively) safe place and evacuate. Not least, that the people giving 
different advice may be unfamiliar with the multiple and different building layouts and 

designs that exist. Potentially and importantly, therefore, they could unintentionally be 

sending people to a more dangerous place. 

1.10 The issue of evacuation lies in the expertise of Professor Ed Galea, so I do not propose 
to say more on this aspect at this stage. My sole point, here, is to demonstrate that 

apparent straightforwardness and simplicity can be illusory and can obscure 

appreciably greater ambiguity and complexity. 

1.11 lt has emerged during Phase 1- as other experts have found- that passive and active 

fire protection measures at Grenfell Tower failed. There was also widespread, 

regulatory non-compliance. Consequently, there are questions to answer during Phase 

2 around the flaws of the regulatory systems, the oversight of building construction/ 
refurbishment and the fire safety management aspects of the tragedy. 

1.12 These failings, however, placed substantial burdens on the LFB first responders and the 
breakdowns within the tower, especially, brought a greatly heightened level of risk and 

unpredictability. Undoubtedly, there were many people who risked their lives at this 

incident, and the bravery and sense of duty of the people responding should be 

unconditionally commended. 

1.13 I readily acknowledge that, as well as revealing many acts of heroism, Phase 1 evidence 
has also illuminated numerous, harrowing and difficult predicaments- in some cases 

described as sensory overload- facing many of the decision makers on the night. This 

included staff in the control centres as well as the personnel at the fire ground. lt is 
evident that the demands of this unfolding disaster would have tested the capacity and 

capability of any fire service in this country and, indeed, probably any fire service in the 

world. 

1.14 However, individuals' actions during the turbulence of a crisis are moulded by the 
extent to which they have been trained and prepared in advance and the extent to 

which the organisation has anticipated risk, laying the foundations for individuals to 
perform their duties in a satisfactory manner when called upon to do so. 

1.15 Phase 1 has identified a number of deficiencies, generally, in relation to the 
preparedness and response of the LFB, but particularly in relation to pre-planning (built 

on good research as well as learning from previous events); critical decision making 
under duress (especially incident command decision making); realistic and arduous 

training; risk management/risk planning arrangements and appropriate capacity (kit 
and capability). 

Overall, I have formed the impression that a number of lessons from previous tragedies 
have not been learned to the extent expected. This is particularly so in terms of 
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changing culture and policies, practices and procedures. These are matters for my Phase 

2 report so I would not wish to say too much more in this context and at this stage. 
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2. INSTRUCTIONS/ TERMS OF REFERENCE 

2.1 As indicated, the Chairman of the Inquiry has requested I give consideration ofthe need 

to make urgent recommendations around two, specific aspects: 

• Fire-fighting policy, strategy or equipment, including in relation to total or 
partial evacuation of high-rise residential buildings; and 

• The conduct of section 7(2)(d) visits in relation to high-rise residential buildings 
(including considerations of any measures that are required to be carried out 
(whether by fire and rescue services or by the relevant responsible persons) in 
relation to fire safety (including provision of plans and formulation of evacuation 
strategies), again including in relation to total or partial evacuation of such 
buildings. 

The Chairman has established two criteria, against which any recommendation I propose 
should be gauged: 

1. Recommendations that are so urgent that they must be made now and prior to 
the completion of the Phase 1 report. 

To fall into this category the recommendation should be one which is: 

• so obvious in the light of the evidence which has been heard at Phase 1 
that it needs no further evidence or discussion; and 

• so urgent on grounds of public safety that it should not be deferred until either 
the publication of his Phase 1 report or left to be addressed as a final 
recommendation at the end of Phase 2. 

2. Recommendations which are based on the Chairman's findings and analysis in his 
Phase 1 report that should not be left to be addressed as final recommendations at 
the end of Phase 2. 

2.2. I have read and considered the closing submissions of Core Participants (CPs) 
including those of the LFB. I have also read and considered the LFB's paper describing 

the actions they have taken since the fire (the Actions Paper). 

Pre-Phase 1 Report recommendations (Criteria 1) 

2.4 In relation to specific recommendations at this moment, though, I have no 
recommendations to make that are so obvious in light of the Phase 1 evidence to 

suggest that no further evidence or consideration is required, and which should be 
made before publication of the Phase 1 report (Criteria 1). 

Put simply, whilst Phase 1 has raised many issues and questions- as well as lines of 

enquiry, they are complex and need to be considered more deeply in Phase 2. 

4 

SMC I 0000000 1_ 0006 



Pre-Phase 2 Report recommendations (Criteria 2) 

2.5 In relation to Criteria 2 -I have two recommendations to make, and I will explain these 

further below. 
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1 I have explained some of the issues associated with the phasing of the Inquiry, and 

the risks associated with coming to premature conclusions and, resultingly, premature 

recommendations; or recommendations not anchored in solid or reliable evidence. 

I have also identified that I have two recommendations that I believe cannot wait until 

the outcome of Phase 2 and I will explain these below. 

Risk Assessment/ 7(2)(d) 

3.2 There has been extensive evidence, during Phase 1, of deficiencies in relation to the 
quality and extent of the risk information available to the first responding crews, as 

well as to subsequent crews. In my opinion, in their Actions Paper, the LFB are vague 

in terms of the practical steps being taken, now, to address this deficiency. (See 
Section 7, page 12.) 

3.3 Accordingly, I recommend that the LFB should undertake an audit, within a clear (and 

tight) timescale, to ensure they have a comprehensive register/ directory of high-rise, 
purpose-built flats across the London Boroughs. 

3.4 Alongside this, they should ensure that they have a clear programme to undertake 

specific risk assessments on a priority basis but, in particular, those buildings identified 

as having a cladding system the same as, or similar to, the system in place at Grenfell 1
. 

3.5 Buildings should be rated in accordance with the national guidance for the provision 

of risk information 2 and the assessment should take account of the fire safety strategy 

that is in place. 

3.6 The LFB should ensure that this information is available to responding crews in a 

reliable and consistent fashion- taking account of the work already undertaken with 

regard to Premises Information Plates etc. 

Training 

3.7 As with the with the domain of risk information, there has been extensive evidence 
during Phase 1 of deficiencies in relation to the training of the first responding crews, 
as well as training for incident commanders. 

1 I should also stress the point that the work of Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government 
(MHCLG) over the last few months has identified that other cladding systems can react in similar ways to the 
ACM Panels/ system in place at Grenfell- again, see Building Note 14 Building Note 14- Materials other than 
ACM. Of particular significance are Metal Composite Materials (MCM) faced with other metals such as zinc, 
copper, and stainless steel and also High-Pressure Laminates (HPL) and rendered insulation systems. All will 

perform differently when exposed to a fire. 
2 See link to National Operational Guidance on Site Specific Information National Operational Guidance on Site 
Specific Information -as well as link to guidance published by the Chief Fire and Rescue Adviser on 
Operational Risk Information CFRA Guidance on Operational Risk Information 
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Whilst a number of witnesses referred to a back to basics training event, specific to 

high-rise fires3, a relatively small number of personnel appear to have recalled 
undertaking this training. The recollection of the firefighters that did, suggested that 

it amounted to a using a fire station drill tower simulated to represent a high-rise 

building, and with crews simulating tackling a very small and limited fire. 

Few witnesses could describe their last training input on design or construction risks 
and hazards in any detail - often describing a watch-level, informal round table 

discussion of Policy as being theoretical/ technical training. lt appears, also that a 
number of witnesses used the expression "operational experience" as a substitute for 

practical training sessions. 

Incident Commanders, if they had received training in how to recognise a breach in 

compartmentation, did not apparently understand the implications of a breach and 

what decisive action was necessary. Most especially, Incident Commanders had not 

received training on some of the practical steps, as well as the operational and 
resource implications of taking a decision to undertake partial or full evacuation. 

3.8 In their Actions taken since Grenfe/1 Paper, the LFB mention training in several areas. 

In my opinion, though, these mentions are imprecise on details around timescales and 
dates. They specify the initiation of a number of reviews and projects and these are 

important as an approach to co-ordinating effective action. But the Paper is unclear in 

relation to the predicted outcomes that these reviews/ projects will achieve- or that 
they will start to address some of the issues already apparent from Phase 1. 

I will use an example to illustrate the point- and this relates to Command training 

(Section 4.21., page 9 and Section 4.24., page 10.) 

This is what Section 4.21 says: 

... Level 3 Advanced Incident Command Skills I Level4 Strategic Incident 

Command Skills 

4.21 

Although this initiative predates the Grenfe/1 Tower fire the events of 14th June 
2017 have been the catalyst to bring this work forward. 

3 See link to scenario- Scenario guide for back to basics event. lt is unclear how often, when and where this 
training was delivered. lt is worthy of note that the scenario does not encompass realism (the introduction of 
heat and smoke) or any anticipation of fire spread. So, it does not embrace any form of training in the 
management of partial or full evacuation or fire survival guidance. lt also appears to assume the widespread 
availability of the F.l. R.E High-Rise Bags to transport the necessary equipment for high-rise firefighting quickly 
and easily. This was an initiative mentioned by a very small number of witnesses who attended Grenfell and 
the genesis of the approach, as well as its development will be considered in my Phase 2 Report. 
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In November 2017 talks with the Brigade's training provider (Babcock Training 
International) advanced to scoping out the development of both a 
Level 3 {L3} Advanced Incident Command and Level 4 {L4} Strategic Incident 
Command 1 day course. 

The L3 course is designed for all Deputy Assistant Commissioners (DAC} 
including substantive and temporary DACs and those Group Managers eligible 
to provide operational cover on the DAC rota. 

In August 2018 Babcock delivered the first of three pilot courses to ten DAC 
delegates. 

All pilot courses received very good feedback and an additional three courses 
have been scheduled for quarter three of 2018/19 to ensure sufficient course 
places are available to all eligible officers. 

The course aims to confirm the knowledge and understanding of a L3 Incident 
Commander associated with the organisational and strategic coordination 
arrangements. The L4 Strategic Command course is currently in development 
and the first pilot course is expected to be delivered in quarter four of 2018/19 ... 

This training appears to focus on the more senior officers - Levels 3 and 4 - and, 

unquestionably, this is a key element of the graduation of a command and control 

structure for escalating incidents. Yet, at Grenfell (as would be the case at any 

incident), it was the first incident commanders who faced the immediate challenges 

and time pressures, and who appear to have had a significant knowledge and 
understanding gap, not to mention very limited opportunity to practice and train in 

vital areas. As identified, especially in relation to the implications of a compartment 

breach. 

This is what Section 4.24 says about how the LFB is proposing to address the more 

general incident command need: 

... Revalidation of Incident Command (Ro/C) 

4.24 

The RoiC is a corporate project that is currently in the planning stage of the 
project cycle. 

The project, once delivered, will see all Incident Commanders undergo a 
revalidation of their command skills on a bi-annual cycle through a knowledge 
test, evidence of Incident Command hours undertaken and a practical 
demonstration of their command proficiency using an Incident Command 
Exercise {ICE}. 
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In May 2018, following a recommendation at corporate level, a dedicated 

project manager was employed to progress this project... 

3.9 In contrast to the training being provided for the more senior officers, this approach 

does not indicate that further, supplementary training will be provided at the more 

junior, first responding levels of commander. Rather, at these levels the approach, 
seemingly, will be more based on assessment (re-validation), attendance at incidents 

and an undefined, command exercise, rather than training. 

So, whilst, ostensibly, it appears clear how they will be appraised, it is not clear that 

these first level commanders will receive additional training. Conversely, whilst it is 

explained that the more senior levels will receive extra training, it is not clear how 
they will be tested. Although, as the RoiC project talks about all incident commanders 

I assume the approach is intended to apply top to bottom. 

3.10 Furthermore, all that appears to have happened, to date, is the appointment of a 
project manager. The re-validation approach itself has not been designed or piloted, 

and appears some considerable time away given the volume of people involved and 

given the time taken to establish the precursory Level 3/4 training programme. 

3.11 Put simply, it appears a back-loaded training approach (more senior officers first) is 

being taken, rather than a front-loaded approach (first responding commanders). To 

me, the evidence of Phase 1 suggests the need and the priority should be first 

responding commanders. 

3.12 This example also illustrates that the training issue is further complicated by the fact 

that major aspects of operational training are outsourced to an external provider. The 

relationship and the contractual basis/specification for this will require examination 
during Phase 2. 

3.13 I am mindful of the criteria for making recommendations arising from the evidence of 

Phase 1 I have identified. But I must still make the point that half the population of 

London live in purpose-built flats4, and nearly 60% of dwelling fires occur in these flats; 

thus, in my opinion, there remains a significant and ongoing risk. 

Furthermore, from my perspective, the evidence of Phase 1 is that the training gap is 

extensive. The LFB's Actions Paper, in my view, does not provide a sense of certainty 

that this significance is understood. To underline the point, there is more space given 
over to explaining the work being undertaken around drones (See Sections 4.8- 4.14, 
pages 6 and 7), a matter I would consider peripheral, than there is to describing the 
work on the central question of operational training for front line personnel. 

So, notwithstanding my caveats, I would nevertheless recommend that, as set out 
below, the LFB gives greater and immediate attention to the training issue. 

4 See London Fire Facts Document London- Chapter 3, p.21- London Fire Facts 
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3.14 I recommend that the LFB should ensure that there is a comprehensive, time limited 

programme of training for all personnel in the specific risk area of firefighting in high

rise, purpose-built flats. In particular: 

3.14.1 The training should encompass good quality, training materials/ corporate 
packages to achieve consistency, and to inform and educate personnel of the 

risks and issues laid out in the relevant Generic Risk Assessment (GRA 3.2 -the 

2014 version5 .) But, in particular, recognition of fire phenomena that 

materially affect the development of a fire and, most especially, the 
implications of unpredictable fire spread (both internally and externally.) 

3.14.2 Additionally, the training should encompass a clear approach to the 
management of fire survival guidance (FSG). 

3.14.3 Within this programme, the LFB should undertake a programme of major 

exercises at realistic venues and risk sites to test the efficacy of their approach 

to fighting high-rise fires and the approach to managing fire survival guidance. 

This aspect of practical exercises to test FSG protocols and handling issues is 

mentioned in Section 4.26 (Page 10) of the LFB Paper- so it appears work is 

taking place. But I believe that this is a fundamental public safety issue and 

requires greater momentum by being a recommendation of the Inquiry. 

3.14.4 This programme should encompass the operational needs of all personnel- as 

well as the specific needs of Incident Commanders. 

3.21 In addition, the LFB should reconsider the manner in which local training is 

undertaken, and how this relates to the real risks that exist on the ground -so the 
approach to undertaking practical exercises - and the extent to which there is a 

meaningful programme to test local (small) incidents, as well as examining the 

approach to testing the effectiveness of arrangements for major events like Grenfell. 

Statement of truth 

The opinions I have expressed represent my true and professional opinion on the 
matters to which I refer. I have had regard to the evidence that is material to my 

discipline (including the oral testimony) and I can confirm that I have discharged my 

overriding duty to the Inquiry. 

Signed: 

Dated: 

5 See link to GRA 3.2 (2014)- GRA 3.2 
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APPENDIX 1- CURRICULUM VITAE 

CV OF STEPHEN MCGUIRK CBE, DL, QFSM, MA, BA (Hons), BSc, FIFireE 

Steve McGuirkjoined the Service as a Junior Firefighter (cadet) in 1976 in Greater Manchester 
County (GMC) Fire and Rescue Service, becoming an operational firefighter in 1978. His fire 

service career, which spanned 39 years in six fire and rescue services, embraced the broadest 

spectrum of operational risk and responsibilities of a fire and rescue service; including the 

county/ semi-rural areas of Royal Berkshire and Cheshire, as well as the metropolitan/ 

urbanised areas of Greater Manchester, the West Midlands and South Yorkshire. 

Set out below is an overview of his career profile. 

1976-1995: 

He was a front-line firefighter for several years in Greater Manchester, before moving on to 

fulfil various (junior officer and middle rank) command and leadership roles, as well as 

undertaking many, more specialised roles. These roles included being a recruit instructor, a 
fire safety inspecting officer and fire investigator, a hazardous materials officer and project 

managing major, technology projects. This included, amongst others, the replacement of 

Command and Control/ Mobilising systems. 

Mr McGuirk was also responsible for undertaking several strategic, fire cover/ risk reviews. 

In 1995, he was selected for, and attended, the Brigade Command Course (BCC), the most 
senior development programme of the Fire Service, and a pre-requisite to become a Chief 

Officer, within the regulations extant at the time. He graduated as a 'Straight A" student. 

Immediately following this, he was promoted to Divisional Commander in West Midlands Fire 

Service (WMFS) responsible for the City Centre of Birmingham and its environs, where he had 

responsibility for all aspects of operations, including the emerging facet of community fire 
safety. 

He was awarded the Long Service and Good Conduct Medal in 1996. 

1996-2004: 

He was subsequently appointed as Deputy Chief Fire Officer of Cheshire in 1998, responsible 
for all elements of Service Delivery and, a year later in 1999, was made Chief Fire Officer of 

Cheshire, a role he fulfilled for over a decade. 

During this period, he was responsible for the full range of responsibilities in relation to 

commanding a medium sized fire and rescue service, with a wide variety of risks and 
challenges (Cheshire contains many ofthe Country's chemical and petrochemical installations 

and sites). This entailed the development of appropriate risk models for evaluating the risks 
to the community and for which the fire and rescue service has responsibility. lt also entailed 

the need to develop methodologies/ approaches to target safety interventions to the areas 

of greatest risk; as well as developing new models to determine the most appropriate 
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emergency response standards and disposition of operational resources. In addition, of 
course, implementing appropriate models for the protection of the community in the built 

environment. 

As well as this local role, though, he also undertook several national roles and responsibilities 
as a Board Member of the Chief Fire Officers" Association (CFOA). These responsibilities 
incorporated being a member of the Equality and Culture Change Advisory Board, Chairing 

the Qualifications Working Group and undertaking other key roles in qualifications' 

development and statutory examinations, mentioned more below. 

Mr McGuirk was awarded the Queen's Fire Service Medal in 2002. 

Because of his involvement in training and development, as well as operational credentials, 
he was subsequently asked to take responsibility for setting and marking the Operations 

paper of the Station Officers' Examination. At the time, this examination was part of the 

statutory framework of qualifications for the Fire Service, being the most senior, operational 
'test' in the Service, and a necessary qualification and precondition of promotion. This role 

was fulfilled until the examinations structure was replaced by a new, Integrated Personal 
Development System (IPDS), though Mr McGuirk continued to sit on the Sector Skills Council 

for some time afterwards. 

In 2004, because of a disciplinary investigation that led to a crisis of management, Mr McGuirk 
was requested to take over command of South Yorkshire Fire and Rescue Service alongside 

Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service. He ran both organisations for nearly a year, through a 

difficult period, and in the immediate aftermath of the Independent Review of the Fire 

Service. 

In 2005, Mr McGuirk was awarded the CBE. 

2006-2009: 

In 2006, Mr McGuirk was elected Vice President, and then President of CFOA- a position he 

held between 2007 /8.Shortly after his term of office as CFOA President ended, Mr McGuirk 
was briefly appointed the Principal Fire Adviser to Local Government Association between 3 

March 2009 and 6 November 2009. He was later an adviser to the employers' side of the 
National Joint Council (responsible for negotiating and agreeing terms and conditions for 

firefighters) between March 2009 and September 2014. 

2009-2015: 

In 2009, Mr McGuirk then returned to Greater Manchester, one of the largest fire and rescue 

services in the UK, as the Chief Fire Officer and Chief Executive. 

This role not only embraced the 'traditional' dimensions of being a Chief Fire Officer and 

sketched out already, but also encompassed a role as part of the Wider Leadership Team of 
the City Region, during the devolution of powers and responsibilities to the Elected Mayor. 
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With respect to the Chief Fire Officer dimension, this phase of the evolution of the Service 
was particularly challenging, as the Service faced major reductions in funding because of 

austerity. Thus, there was a need to develop new technology and new approaches to 
firefighting. Greater Manchester is widely regarded as having been successful in this respect 

and at the cutting edge of operational service delivery through the deployment of new 

technology, based upon strong evidence and research. 

Within the wider public service dimension, however, Mr McGuirk was also invited to Chair 
the Greater Manchester Resilience Forum, responsible for all aspects of civil contingency 

planning as laid out in the Civil Contingencies Act. During Mr McGuirk's tenure as the Chair of 

the Forum the City was made a UN Resilient City and is now also part of the Rockefeller Global 

Initiative of '100 Resilient Cities'. Crucially, the quality of the planning was tested for real 

during the civil disorder of 2012, and most recently and most tragically, the Manchester Arena 

Terror Attack. 

Mr McGuirk retired from Greater Manchester in July 2015. 

He was immediately requested to assist and advise Essex Fire and Rescue Authority on how 

to develop a culture change programme, following a highly critical external/ independent 
review. He was asked to assemble and lead a small team of advisers to support change- the 

team encompassed the independent chair of the National Joint Council and the Past (Vice 

President) ofthe Fire Brigades Union (FBU). The programme lasted for two years and the final 

report of the Panel was published in September 2017. 

APPOINTMENTS 

Junior Firefighter 1976-1978 GMC Fire Service 

Firefighter 1978-1984 GMC Fire Service 
Leading Firefighter 1984-1986 GMC Fire Service 

Sub Officer 1986-1987 Royal Berkshire Fire Service 

Station Officer 1987-1989 Royal Berkshire Fire Service 

Assistant Divisional Officer 1989-1992 West Midlands Fire Service 

Divisional Officer 1992-1995 West Midlands Fire Service 
Senior Divisional Officer 1995-1996 West Midlands Fire Service 

Divisional Commander 1996-1998 West Midlands Fire Service 
Deputy Chief Officer 1998-1999 Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 
Chief Fire Officer 1999-2009 Cheshire Fire and Rescue Service 

Chief Fire Officer (interim) 2004 South Yorkshire Fire and Rescue 
Service 

Chief Fire Officer 2009-2015 Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING: 

COURSES ATTENDED: 
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National 

Fire Service 

College 

Top Managers 

Programme 

Top Managers 
Programme 

Home Office 

Gold Command 

1987 

1988 

1989 
1991 

1991 
1992 

1992 

1993 

1994 
1995 

1993 

2000 

2002 

2002 

2004 

Junior Officers Advanced- Phase A 

Junior Officers Advanced- Phase B 

Specialist Fire Prevention 
Fire Investigation 

Hazardous Materials 
Financial Management 

Employee/ Industrial Relations 

Divisional Command Course 

Information Technology 
Brigade Command Course 

First European Fire Officers Course 
Rijksbrandweeracademie, Holland 

Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) 

Civil Service College (place allocated by invitation) 
(Centre for Management and Policy Studies (CMPS)) 

Assessor training to assess Brigade Command/ Senior 

Command Course 

Winterborne Gunner 

(Numerous technical and professional seminars, conferences and short courses each year 
between 1998 and 2015 as ongoing, continuous professional development). 

DEGREES, DIPLOMAS, ETC: 

Fire Services Examination Board 

Leading Firefighter 

Sub Officer 

Station Officer 

Institution of Fire Engineers- Graduate 

Institution of Fire Engineers- Member 

Institution of Fire Engineers- Fellow 

1980 

1982 

1983 

1983 

1987 

2007 
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BA (Hens) in Political and Social Science 2:1 1997 
BSc in Fire Safety Technology & Management 1998 

MA in Management 2002 

MEMBERSHIP OF PROFESSIONAL BODIES 

Mr McGuirk has been an active member of the Institution of Fire Engineers (I FE) since gaining 

graduate membership (by examination) in 1983. He became a corporate member (by 

examination) in 1987 and was elected to a Fellowship of the institution in 2007. He has held 

severa I officer positions in the I FE over the years in different fire services and is past chairman 

of several branches. 

He has also been a member of the International Board/ Council on two occasions. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Mr McGuirk has had the privilege of presenting many papers on numerous fire related topics, 

to many national and international conferences over recent years, including in the USA and 

Dubai, as well as extensively throughout the UK. 

In addition, he has been an Adviser to the Firefighters' Charity and remains a Trustee of the 

Fire Research and Training Trust, and has also been a Trustee of several other, fire related 

charities; as well as charities outside the fire community/ sector. 

He has been on many advisory and leadership boards, the most recent being The Guardian 

Public Leaders Network Advisory Board (which concluded in November 2017). 

His organisations have also won many awards over the years. For example, Cheshire was the 
first non-Local Authority to be made a 'Beacon Council" for its work in community cohesion 

many years ago - right up to Greater Manchester being the first Fire Service to achieve '5 

Stars' in the EFQM Business Excellence Awards in 2015. 
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