GRENFELL TOWER INQUIRY

WITNESS STATEMENT OF MARK ANDERSON

L MARK ANDERSON, WILL BAY AS FOLLOWS:-

L. 1 make this stalement vohuntarily to assist the Grenfell Tower Inguiry.
2. I understand that 1 may be called o give evidence 1o the Grenfell Tower Public

Inguiry. T hope to be able o assist the Ingoiry team in s task of understanding
how the fire ot Grenlell Tower on 14 June 2017 began and how it spread i the

manner it did, leading to sueh devastating loss of life.

s
5

The matters in this statement cover the peried duning which 1 worked for the
Kensington and Chelses Tenant Management Drganisation £“TMO”™) While some
of the metters discussed are within roy divect recollection, 1 have been provided
with documents which 1 have used to prompt my memoty In respect of other

matiers.

4. 1 would fike to start by giving my most sincere condolences to all those affecied
by the fire, The loss of life and the tmpact on the area i one of complete

devastation,

Backeround sud role

8%

From 2010 to January 2013 1 was the Interim Director of Asset Investiment and
Engineering a1 the TMO (the job title was subsequently changed during my time
at the TMIO to that of Director of Assets & Regeneration),

&, My background is a5 follows. T shudied architecture at vniversity and worked in
private practice in London ontil 1992 when 1 accepted 2 role with Sanctuary
Houstog, 1 have worked in the soctal bousing sector ever since, in both fixed
employment and consultancy roles.
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16,

In 2010 T accepted a consultancy role gt the TMO having been approached by
Robert Black, the Chief Executive, and Sacha Jovans, the Hxeculive Director of
Operations. 1 had previously worked with Sacha at the London Borough of

Havering and at Hyde Sounthbank Homes,

1 worked at the TMO for just over two years, from 2010 to 2013, As the Inmerim
Dirscior of Asset Investment and Engincering, [ was responsible for the strategic
planning and delivery of the TMO’s business, capital investment, planned
maintenance and asset management in respect of the property assets, to meet

existing and future needs. 1 reported to Robert Black and Sacha Jevans,

About 18 months into my time at the TMO T was asked if | would be interested in
a permanent role however 1 made the decision nol to pursue this opportunity and

subsequently Iefl. | am aware that Peter Maddison was recruited into my role.

Since leaving the TMO 1 have continued fo work in the social housing sector and
currently hold the position of Deputy Chiel Executive and Director of Property

Services af East Kent Housing.

Grenfell Tower’s original design, ¢

I was not employed by the TMO, the Royal Borongh of Kensingion and Chelsea
Council {“RBKC™) or any other organisstion with an association to Grentell
Tower and the Lancaster West Fstate in 1974 when the construction of Grenfell
Tower and the Lancaster West Estate was completed. It follows that my
knowledge of the design, construction and composition of Grenfell Tower and the
Lancaster West Estste is limited to what 1 learnt during my involvement in the

very sarly planning stages of the proposed reforbishment project in 2012,

Recause | was not employed by the TMO, the RBKC or any other organisation
associated to Grenfell Tower and the Lancaster West Estate in 1974, T would not
be able to comment on whether Grenfell Tower and the Lancaster West Estale, a3
originally constructed, complied with all relevant regulations, legislation, British
Standards, guidance and industry practice. 1 bave oo kunowledge of what

assessments and decisions were made abowt such compliance and by whom,
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Subsequent modifications prier to the 2012-2016 refurbishment

With the exception of a presexisting fire door replacement prograrome that had
been agreed between the TMO, the RBKC and the London Fire Brigade (“LFB"),
for which [ had no direct responsibility, 1 have no detatled knowledge of any
modifications te Grenfell Tower that took place prior w the 2012-2018

refurhishiment.

Modifications to the interior of the building between 2012 and 2016

During the time T was at the TMO, the RBEC undertook the defailed design and
procurcment of a project which resulted in the construction of the Kensington
Academy and Leisure Centre ("KALC™) within the Lancaster West Estate and

immediately next to Grenfell Tower,

The TMO was not a regular provider of regeneration services however during the
time | worked there T recall that stock condition surveys were carried out by a
company called Savills which were almed at identify underperforming assets

within the RBKC housing stock and their anticipated investment needs.

Among the properties identified by these surveys as having significant investment
needs was the Lancaster West Estate and in particular, Grenfell Tower, which had
not been substantively modernised, bevond that of cosmetic improvements, since
it was originally constructed. In addition to this, the construction of the KALC had
created tensions in the Lancaster West Estate community and it was felt that it
would be fair to those residents to improve their Hving conditions by regenerating

the Lancaster West Estate starting with Grentell Tower.

‘These factors led fo conversations between the RBKC and the TMO as to whether
the Lancaster West Estate and in particular Grenfell Tower could be regenerated
alongside the KALL project. Significant benefits of bringing the two projects
together was that there could be a shating of consultancy work, minimization of
any periods of disruption to residents and the community and the potentisl for

greater efficiency through a combination of the project scope and scale.

2 g 4!
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In Jaougry 2012 1 presented a2 report to the Operations Committee about g
regeneration funding opportunity aveilable for the TMO in respect of the
Lancaster West Estate and in particulyr Grenfell Tower (MAJL, January 2812
Orperativas Committer: Grenfell Tower Report’: TMOI0801601). This Repont
noted the RBKC had seoured funding for the construction of the KALC o the

North and East of Grenlell Tower.

The Report also advised the Committes that the RBEL had revognised that the
KALC project would have a significant immpact on the residents of Grenfell Tower,
Consequently the RBEC requested that the TMO develop a detatled proposal for
the refurbishooent of Grenfell Towsr a5 a “Legacy™ project o be procured in
tandem with the KALC Projest (MAZL TMOT8801861). The proposal lncluded
wver-cladding Grenfell Tower and providing additional residential properties fo
the lower levels of the Tower. The funds for the project were 1o be generated from
the disposal of void basement areas at the RBKC property within Bhn Park

rardens,

As the Interirn Director of Asset Investment and Eagloesring, T was involved in
the very early stapes of the planning of the refurbishment, from the introduction of
the project in Janvary 2002 through to my departure from the TMO in January
2013, This may be summarised as RIBA Work Stages A 1o D of the RIBA Qutline
Plan of Work 2007 a5 amended November 2008,

My primary involvement in the Grenfell Tower refurbishment project was seeking
the necessary approvals from the RBEKC, securing the funding, consultant team
appointment and  maoagement, community and resident communication and
engagement, integration of the proposals with the KALD project, developing the
planning application and securing planning permussion and oblaining the TMO
Board approvals reguired 1o commence the project. In those early stages 1 attended
consultant tearn project meetings, progravune board mueetings, design team
meetngs, evening meetings with community groups and residents, the RBEC
KALC project meetings, the RBKC finance tearm meetings and mestings with the

RBEC Cabinet members regarding funding requirements,
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1 do recall leading several meetings relating to the project however in the latter
stages of my engagement by the TMD and once Peter Maddison was appointed,
my involvement in the consuliant team project meetings, community and resident
mestings reduced. Paul Dunkerton was employed as a project manager within the
Asset, Investroent and Engineering team and he provided support to the consultant
team and attended some community and resident meetings. His involvement was
to be reviewed by Peter Maddison in advance of a contractor being appoinied to

carry out the refurbishment work.

The project team and priorities for the refurbishment were prosented to the TMO
Board on 8 Jamuary 2012 (MA/2, “08 January 2012 TMO Beard: Grenfell
Tower Regeneration Project”: TMO10001898). In identifying the priorities for
Grenfell Tower, we engaged with community and resident proups and residents
generally abont what they wanted. The priorities emerged as including
improvements to the heating and hot water system, external insulated cladding,
new windows, the enclosure of the open lower level comer and the provision of
additional residential units (MA/1: TMO10081601 ),

In the same meeting on § January 2012, 1 presented an outline budpst proposal 1o
the RBKC which at that time was estimated 1o be £9.768m (MA/2:
TMO10001858)

Because the TMO was a housing management organisation, it did not employ the
expert designers and contractors that would be required fo refurbish Grenfell
Tower. To achieve this, it needed 1o procure those experts externally. 1 have
endeavoured to set out the extent of my involvement in this procurement process
below,

The Grenfell Tower refurbishunent project was able to piggyback the OJEU notice
and procurement process which had been used by the RBKC to procure the
consultants and contractors for the KALC project. While this satisfied the RBRC
and EU legislation in terms of procurement, the TMO standing orders meant that
wi had 1o obtain the TMO Board approval for g walver for the consulfants as we

had not been through an open competitive fender process.
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The project team used for the KALC project included Btudio E Architects as lead
consultant with Appleyards Cost Consultantz and Emplovers Agent. Max
Fordham Services Engineers and Leadbitter Group as the principal contractor, all
of which had been procured using the EU and UK Central Government complisst

TESE Framework (MA/2: TMOI5001898).

I recall attending meetings throughout 2012 at Applevard’s offices in Holbum to
discuss the Grenfell Tower refiubishment project. Initially these meetings took
place on a monthly basis however s the volume of work necessary o progress the
project increased and planning submission deadline approached they subsequently

mgereased to formightly.

On 29 January 2012 { emailed Bruce Bounes of Studio E Architects advising him
of the RBKC and TMO's intention to enhance Grenfell Tower while undertaking
the KALC project and requesting fee proposals for the involvement of Studio B
and its sub-consultants (MA3, 29 Januwary 2012 Email RE: FW Grenfell

Tower adjacent to KALC: ). T advised him of the principal

objectives of the project and noted that the project was still subject to the TMO

Board and the RBKC Cabinet approval.

On 8§ March 2012 1 attended an Operations Commifies meeting in which |
provided a verbal update on the Grentell Tower project, specifically advising them
that matters were progressing at a slower pace than anticipated and that meetings
were being held with the RBKC and Studio E 1o discuss the project and ifs
progression (MA/4, ‘68 March 2012 Operations Commitiee, minufes of
meeting’: TMO10001245).

On 13 March 2012 1 sttended a Hidden Homes Meeting in which 1 advised those
in attendance that the use of Smdin E Architects for the Grenfell Tower
regeneration project bias been agreed and that | had met them on site to discuss the
proposals {(MASS, “13 March 2012 Hidden Homes mecting minutes’:
TMOI6001122). 1 also advised that | had met with the Lancaster West Estate
Management Board ("EMB™) 1o explain the proposals and that they were

generally supportive of the project and indicated what thelr priotities were.
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On 29 March 2012 T presented a confidential report to the TMO Board on the
repenieration bid that we wished to submit o the RBKC in respect of the
refurbishment of Grenfell Tower (MA/B, 29 Mareh 2812 TMO Board:
Confidential - Grenfell Tower’s TMO10601085). In this meeting the TMO
Board unanimously agreed to the submission of an HRA Regeneration Bid 1o the
RBKC for the external over-cladding, open ares encloswe, hidden homes
provigion and communal area rationalisation for Grenfell Tower, This funding was
to be supplemented by funds from the annual capital investment programme as
managed by the TMO on behalf of the RBELC and would inchude bathrooms,

kitchens, electrical installations, heating and hot water, windows and doors.

Then on 18 April 2012 I sttended a Joint Management Team Meeting with the
RBEC in which it was decided that a project manager would be appointed for the
Grenfell Tower project in order to free up some of my time {(MA/7, *18 April
2B12  Jeoint DMunagement Team meeting with RBKC  minufey’
TMO16001160),

In a TMO Board Meeting on 10 May 2012 the TMO Board wers advised that the
RBKC Cabinet had agreed to invest £6.2m in Grenfell Tower with the TMO
acting as the developer (MA/S, “10 May 2612 TMO Board minutes of meeting”
TMO10002720).

1 recall that arpund this time we were discussing the brief and scope of the project
with the EMB, Lancaster West Estate Residents’ Association, Grenfell Action
Group and the Leasehold forum and that we continued to do so throughout 2012,
We also regularly provided Grenfell Tower Regeneration Project leaflets and
newsletters which informed the community and residents of the background to the
project, project team members, dates of communily engagement events, the
proposals, progress reports, updates, feedback we had received from them,

responses 1o these and contact details,

Early on in the project we hosted an open day session with Studio E Architeeis for
residents 10 provide feedback on the outline proposals for the refirbishment of
Grenfell Tower. This event was well attended and the project was received
favourably by residents.

7
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37 I recall attending evening megtings, such as the one on 29 May 2012, in which |
briefed residents on how the project was to be devecloped and funded and
mtroduced them to Broce Sounes, who gave s presentation on the proposed design
clements (MA/S, *29 May 2012 Notes from Grenfell Tower cvening mesting”:

3o During  these meetings we also answered  residents’

guestions, addressed concerns relating to the project, updated them on progress
and provided them with 2 questionnaire sbout how they wanted to be consulted
moving forwards, Throughout these | do not recall ever receiving anything other

than positive feedback on the proposals we presented.

38 1 have beenr shown a docuwment which records thet | attended an Operations
Committes meeting on 10 October 2012 in which | advised the Commnittee that
following a sty month long community, resident and stakeholder conzultation
process the design for Grenfell Tower had been finslised and a2 planning
application had been submitted (MA/10, *10 Octeber 2012 Operations
Committee:  Assets &  Regeneration  Department  Update  Report:
TMOI100016%8).

39, I have also been shown g document which records that at  TMOD Board neeting
on 13 November 2012 1 presented a paper to the TMO Board on the regenerstion
proiect (BMAJLTL, “18 MNovember 2812 TMO Board: Confidential - Grenfell
Tower': TMOL0081766). This paper noted that the towl budget for the
regeneration project was by then £9.4m, excluding consultant fees, statutory fees
and non-standard constroction contingencies. During this meeting the TMO Board
agreed that the project should progress to the detailed design and tender package
phases and that Leadbitter be appointed to undertske the Pre-Construction

Agreement functions detailed in the IESE Framework Agreement.

44, When 1left the TMO in January 2013 the project bad recently progressed o the
detailed design and post planning appbication stages. [ recall that at the time of my
departure it had been decided that Leadbitter would not be the principal
contractor. The primary reason behind this was because the TMO and Leadbitter
were not able fo agree acceptable terms for the progression of the project

>

Herwever no new principal contractor had been appointed before 1 left

ﬁ
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I do recall that we were very much looking at a design and build arrangement.
This was the general approach within the sector at that time and 1t was also the
approach upon which the IESE Framework Agreement was based. Af the time |
left the TMO in Japuary 2013 the focus was very much on costings and viability

rather than appointing any specialist contraciors.

1 have been asked to st out my knowledge of the modifications made 1o the inside
of Grenfell Tower between 2012 and 2016, However, as sinted earlier, 1 lef the
TMO in January 2013 and my departure was soon afier the submission of the first
planning application for the refurbishment. Detailed design was at a very early
stage and material specification would form part of a2 subsequent phase of the
project. [ recall that around the tme 1 Joft this application had yet o be approved
as there were several issues that the REXC's Planning Department reguired
elarification on. | follows that no final decisions had been made abowt the design

or materials vsed in the refurbishment project.

For this resson | have no knowledge of the modifications made to the inside of
Crenfell Tower between 2002 and 2016, T alse have no knowledge of whether
these modifications were compliant with such repulations, legislation, British
Standards {inchuding testing requiremnents), guidance and industry practice, and 1o
what extent. Nor do 1 have any koowledge of the extent 1o which the design and
construction of the modifications fo the interior of Grenfell Tower took huo
gccount the design and construction of the modifications o the exterior of

Grenfell Tower,

I have no konowledge of what assessments were made, about the components that
comprise the intevdor of Grenfell Tower, is five safety, fire resistance and
compliance with safety standards. I alse have no knowledpe of whether specific
consideration was given to the combination of the Interior componants and the five

safety, fire retardancy and complianee with safety standands of the same,

1 have no koowledge of what final decisions about the interior of Grenfell Tower
were made, or by whom and when, Other than the matiers outlined above 1 have
no further knowledge of what factors or motives influenced decisions sbout the
interior of Grenfell Tower,
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47.

48.

49,

50,

Modifications to the exterior of Grenfell Tower between 2017 and 2016

{including cladding and insulation}

| have alse been asked to set out my knowledge of the decision making regarding

the cladding/insulation to the exterior of Grenfell Tower.

By the time | left the TMO we had concluded the feasihility study, community and
resident engagement, developed a design proposal and submitted this as part of the
planning application in October 2012, the external construction was not designed
in detail and the plancing application only related to the appearance and aesthetic
of the proposals. The over-cladding of Grenfell Tower was a priority for the
project g3 one of the primary goals was o Improve the thermal efficiency of the

building for the benefit of the residents,

I recall attending a Design Meeting on 22 November 2012 in which the fagade
was discussed (MAJ/IZ, ‘22 November 2812 Design Team Meeting no 11

minutes’: o, 3. There had been preliminary feedback from the

RBKC Planning Department and 1 recall questions being raised about the colour
and finish of the zine specified for the facade. These quesiions resulted in Studio E

drafting options for differing, more prominent, colours for the cladding.

1 can recall noting in this meeting that feedback from residents during consultation
was that there was no appetite for bright colours 1o be specified. It was agreed that
Studio E would explore possible compromises to satisfy both resident and the
RBKC Planning Department Architectuzal Review Panel requirements with 3
replacement material of squivalent standard in Heu of the self-finished zine rain

screen cladding.

I also recall attending a Planning Application Progress Meeting on 20 November
2012 in which the cladding colour and design was discussed (MA/13, 28
November 2012 Planning Application progress meeting minutes™:
TMO10001138). 1 recall colour options wore still being explored at that time as

was increasing the size of the windows,

I
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At the time that I left the TMOQ, no final decisions had been made about the
cladding. My recollection is that at the time the overall concept for the cladding
constiuction was an inert insulation material and zinc rainscreen system with a
self-colouration finish. I have since learned that a different cladding composition
was used 1o the one described above. T have no knowledge of why this change was

made a3 the decision was made after [ left the TMO,

1 do not recsll sny specific conversations sbout the compliancy of the cladding
taking place during any of the design meetings that | attended. However this does
not surprise me as compliance with planning, huilding regulations and other legal
requirements would have formed part of the work to be caried out under owr
contract with designers and the principal building contractor, the latter of which

had not yet been appointed at the time I left the TMO.

1 recall that at the fime that the outline design for the regeneration was ready to be
submitied, the overall concept for the window construction was aluminiwm framed
double glazed and possibly triple glared for those on the KALC face to reduce
noise levels. I also recall there was to be a ventilation strip tncorporated down one

side of the window.

I have been shown an email chain dated 25 QOotober 2012 which records that |
queried with Bruce Sounes of Studic E Architects how an unasuthorised design
change had been made from centre pivol windows to 1ilt and turn windows in the
initial planning application. (MA/14, *258 Ociober 2012 Email chain RE: Design

L onuments for Grenfell Tower™s ). 1 recall asking him how

he intended to address this design change given that we had advised residents, the
EMB, the RBKU, the Executive, the Operations Commities and the Board that the
windows were centre pivot following a six month consultation progess. My
recollection is that there were technical constraints that necessitated this change
which were 1o be explored further and communicated by him to the design team at
a future date. I do not know how this was finally resolved as it had not been
concluded when @ left the TMO.
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In the Design Meeting referred to ghove that took place on 22 November 2012,
guestions were raised in respeel of the dimensions of the window proposal

(MAL: 3. 1 recall Studio B Architects responding that they

would enlarge the proposed windows by way of lsteral dimension, with the

changes to be included in Stags D submissions,

At the time T left the TMO, Max Fordham were having discussions with window
manufacturers about whether the type of arrangoment Incorporating the ventilation
grille ontlined above could be incorpovated v Grenfell Tower. 1 alse recsll
Applevard’s questioning if the existing stracture of the building would restrict the
arnoant of ventilation that could be achieved. T have since learnt that it was not,
althwongh 1 did not know this at the time a5 the decision was made after 1 left the
T,

Because 1 left the TMO in Jannary 2613 | bave no knowledge of the extent that
the design and construction of the modifications to the exterior of Grenfell Tower

took tnto account the design and constroction of the interior of the building.

For the same weason § bave so kvowledge of whether the exterior of Grenfell
Tower was compliant with relevant bullding regulations, five regulations, other
fegislation, British Standards, guidance and industrv practice. | also have no
knowledge of what advice or information was available, and what assessments
were made, about the components that comprised the exterior of Grenfell Tower,

itx fire safety, five resistance and complianoe with safety standands.

The fire snd safety measures within Greofell Tower at 14 June 2017

I have been asked to set out my knowledge of the fire safety measures in place at

Grenfell Tower ut the fime of the fire.

[ de recall having discussions abowt five salety amangements at Grenfell Tower
however because the detad]l of the design had not been finalised when 1 lefl tw
TWO i January 2013, 1 would not keow what arsngements were ultimately put

in place.
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61 From my knowledge of construction projeats and as a matier of common sense |
would imagine that all design and construction detalls would have had 1o be
finalised before the final fire safety arrangements were put in place, that these
would have to comply with {ire safety legislation and that they would be sublest o

scruting by the relevant Building Control body and Fire Authority,

82, I do recall that one of the proposed changes o Grenfell Tower was 1o continue the
internal statrease to the grousd Hoor. The original construction of Grenfell Tower
had both an infernal stalrcase that descended from the top of Grenfell Tower to the
mezzaning foor level and a separate second external staircase which descended

from the mezzening floor level to the ground floor,

83, Because if was recognised that the proposed changes impacted upon the fre safety
strategy for the building this would need to be revised, 1o address this we decided
to employ an external consultant, Exova Warringtonfire (“Exova™), 10 review and
develop the fire safety strategy and approve its implementation. My understanding
is that Exova were initially paid directly by the TMO, which provided the TMOD
with a direct contractual link fo them. 1 believe this divect bk was important a5
the fire safety strategy and advice was going to be guite crucial to the suceess of
the refurbishment of Grenfell Tower and the on-going management of Crenfell

Tower.

64. To the best of my knowledge the fire safoty strategy had not been finalised by the
time § left the TMO.

63, Because { left the TMO in January 2013 1 have no knowledge of whether the fire
safety measures at Urenfell Tower wers compliant with relevant building
regulations, fire regulations, British Standards and other legislation, guidance and

indusiry practice.

{nspections

66, I have been asked 1o set ow my understanding of fire and pther relevant
inspections {ncluding building control Inspections) carred out during the 2012

2016 renovations,

i 3 ~ .-
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As Interim Direcior of Asset Investment and Engineering 1 had a responsihility for
enzuring that systems were in place to essess TMO properties for health and safery
risks. An example of this is that | would need to be satisfied that there was a

system in place for assessing properties for fire risk.

68, However, it was not my role to undertake those assessments or indeed 1o manage
the process for their preparation. 1 would need o know that fire risk assessments
wore being undertaken but it was for the TMO health and safety team to actually
procure the fire risk assessments and to easure that the nspections were carried

ot correctly,

69. 1 relied on the reports produced by the TRMO health and safery team on the fire risk
assessment programone, which also went to the Executive Tewn, Bt was not my
role to review the findings of these five risk assessiments, nor was it my wle to
cheek that the actions arising had been undertaken. However i had concerns that
properties were not being assessed for fire risk or became aware of a risk, T would

howe had 1 take action in relation to this fssue.

70, For these reasons 1 lave no knowledge of the relevant conclusions/reparts arising
from those inspections, nor do 1 bave specific knowledge of the criteria used to

carey out the inspections, how frequently they were carried out or by whom.

Governance/Mansgpoment

71. 1 have no knowledge of any fires that ocovrred &t Grondell Tower, LWE or other

buildings under the authority of RBKC in the time that T worked for the TMO,

Communication with residents

e

3

{ have heen asked to set owt my knowledge of what svelems there were for

Grenfell Tower residents 1o express their converns and views about fire safety.

73, The TMO had s formal complaints process which was handled by the Complaintz
Team based at the Metwork Hub in Kensal Road 1 was wot mvolved in the

complaints process in any way.
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74, We conducied extensive community and resident engagement during 2012 and
heyvond concerns about the disruption that may be caused by the KALD and
CGrenfell Tower projects the peneral desive from residents was to understand the
detail of any refurbishment proposals. 1 do not have any knowledge of any
concems, warnings or other statements being expressed about the fire safety of
Grenfell Tower by its residents or any other person during 2012 when T worked on

the regeneration project or before my departure from the TMO,

Firve ndvice given to vesidents between 2012 sud 14 June 2017

78. As Interim Divector of Asset Investment and Engincering it would oot bave been
my role por would | be gualified to provide advice to residents about fire
precavtions. #t follows that Thave no knowledge of what speific advice was given
1o residents and by whon ©also bave no koowledge of the basis of any advice

that may have heen provided.
Longclusion

76, { was the Interim Director of Asset Investment and Engineering (subsequently
changed 1o that of Director of Assets & Regeneration) between 2010 and 2013, 1
was never emploved by the TMO on 4 perrsanent contract, nor was | g stattory

Director, Board member or Executive Team member,

77, While 1 had 2 high level of involvement in the Urenfell Tower refurbishment
project in is early stages, | had lefl the TMO before the fisst planning application
for Grenfell Tower was determined by the RBKC Planning Departioent,

7. My most sincere condolences are with all those that have suffered a loss or been

sifocted by the fire. The loss of life, disruption 1o people’s lives and the impact

upon the community is deeply distressing and is often in my thoughis.
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I confivm this statement to be true to the best of my knowledge and belief

I confirm that 1 am willing for this stalcment to form part of the evidence before the

Inguiry and to be published on the Inguiry’s website,

Wy
Signed: ‘

Dated: S22 FERRnAFY  ZoiT
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