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Thursday, 17 September 2020

(10.00 am)

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Good morning, everyone. Welcome to

today’s hearing. Today we're going to hear further
evidence from Mr Kevin Lamb. So would you ask Mr Lamb
to come into the room, please.

MR KEVIN LAMB (continued)

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Good morning, Mr Lamb.

THE WITNESS: Good morning.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Are you ready to carry on?

THE WITNESS: I certainly am, yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Good. Thank you very much.

Yes, Ms Grange.
Questions from COUNSEL TO THE INQUIRY (continued)

MS GRANGE: Thank you.

Good morning, Mr Lamb.

A. Hi there.

Q. So when we broke yesterday, I had been asking you some
questions about a run of documents to do with a window
approval process, window detailing.

A, Yes.

Q. If you recall, it wasa process where ultimately
Simon Lawrence kept getting looped back in and asked for
his approval.

A. That’s right.

Q. You were right in the middle of explaining to us that
that was not necessarily a representative example of the
way it normally worked; that was an exceptional case.

A. Exactly, yes.

Q. Because it wasa late addition and might have caused
cost consequences for Rydon; is that correct?

A. That’s correct, yes.

Q. Is there anything more you want to say on that, because
what I was going to do next is try and take you to
perhaps something that looks more like a normal example
of what happened on the project?

A. No, I don’t need to add to that, I don’t think.

Q. Okay.

Well, let’s look at another example. Let’s turn up
{SEA00013221}. If we look at the one at the bottom of
the first page, 29 May 2015, and you address it to
Simon Lawrence but address your email to Neil Crawford.
You've copied in others as well, including
Daniel Anketell-Jones, and you say:

”Neil,

"Please find attached drawings for the Crown element
for approval.”

Yes?

A. Yes, that’s right.

Q. And then we can see in the top that on 12 June,
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Neil Crawford comes back to you, copying in the same
individuals :

"Hi Kevin

"Please find attached comments on the Crown
drawings.”

So he has now commented.

If we canturn to the attachment to that email, this
is {RYD0O0043547/4}. SoIthink what we're looking at
here -- correct me if I'm wrong -- is some detailing at
the very top of the building; is that right?

That’s right, just under the crown, yes.

Just under the crown. And we can see that it had had
the "Issued for approval” stamp on there, that’s the
other stamp that we mentioned yesterday.

That’s correct, yes.

I can now take you to this example of it.

That’s normal, yes.

So that would normally come first from you --

Yes.

-- when it was going over to the architects?

Yes.

And then later you would get the ”Approved for
construction” stamp, that was your practice?

That’s it, following a response from the architect where

it’s either B or an A and there’s clear comments.

3

Now, I think this drawingis a rev O; is that correct?
That’s correct, yes.
Can you help us as to what that means, or what that
meant?
That means that's the very first issue of that drawing.
Yes. So you haven’t had any previous version of it
yourself or through Studio E?
No, no.
And that was entirely your drawing, was it?
It’s based on Neil Crawford’s designs, yes.
Yes. I see. And we cansee that Neil Crawford has
stamped the drawing with a B.
Yes.
"Conforms to design intent subject to incorporation of
comments. Revise and resubmit for category A status.”
Correct.
We can see his comments in red and the bubbles.
Yes.
”Existing roof parapet requires to be surveyed and metal
copings/flashing to fit over.”

Is that correct?
Yes.
Now, just taking this drawing through its story, if we
now turn to {SEA00013262}, we can see from the bottom
email that on 1 July yousend to Simon Lawrence

4
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an email, copying in Neil. I think we’ll see in

a moment, we see up the page, that you copy in the wrong
Neil to start with.

Yes.

And then you copy in the right Neil, but I think you're
addressing this to Neil Crawford; is that right?

That’s correct, yes.

You say:

"Neil,

"Please find attached revised coping detail to the
Crown element.

”If you could have a quick look and pass your
comments, we shall then reissue the whole of this
element for construction, based upon your previous
approvals.

"Having a shorter coping will allow it to run
between columns being far more tidy ..”

Et cetera.

So that was your email to him, and then it is
eventually copied, if we scroll up the screen, it goes
to the right Neil Crawford.

Yes.
And then we see that Mr Crawford responds at 19.03 on
the same day, later that same day, and he attaches

another drawing. If wecanturn to that, this is

5

{SEA00013263}. Here we've got the window head/coping;
is that right?
That’s correct. That’s the same drawing again. It’s
been revised. Yes.
And we’ve now got status A, "Conforms to design intent ”,
and we've still got the "Issued for approval” stamp at
this stage.
Yes.
Now, if we carry on with the story of this drawing, if
we now turn to {HAR00004443}, on 26 August 2015, 17.33,
you send an email:

”Neil,

"Main entrance adjusted as per your further comments
this morning.”

Don’t worry about that because that’s about the main
entrance, but then you say:

"Cladding [drawing] just with additional set out
info for the installers .

Do you see that there?
Yes, I do.
We think it’s that comment thatis relevant to this
drawing.
Okay.
So then we get Neil Crawford on 28 August responding

saying:
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"Hi Kevin

"No further comments as attached.”

If we canlook at the attachment, this is
{SEA00003310/3}, and we can now see that this has got to
revision B of this drawing.

Yes.

Is that correct?

That’s correct, yes.

We see that from the little box at the bottom on the
left .

Yes.

And we’ve got "Conforms to design intent” on that
revision B of the drawing.
Yes.

So he’s happy with it.
Yes, yes.

And it’s marked status A. It would appear to us that it
was that drawing that was then issued for construction.
Right. That’s right.

So is that example more representative of the approval
process that you were going through on the project to
get from the drawings that Studio E had sent or the
Harley discussions you'd had at the beginning through
the design process, through to something being issued

for construction?

Totally, yes.
Thank you, that’s helpful.

Who, in your view, had ultimate responsibility for
checking and approving the drawings you were producing?
Who did the buck stop with?

The architect.
Right.

just looked at and your understanding of the process?

And that would be consistent with what we've

That’s correct, yes.
Can we now turn to look at another example. This is
{HAR00004590}. This is an email from you to
Simon Lawrence on 20 October 2015, and you've copied in
a number of other individuals there, including
Daniel Anketell-Jones, Mark Stapley, Ben Bailey. You
write:

"Neil,

"Please find attached GF Curtain wall elements for
comment/approval.”

Can you help us with what the "GF” means?
Ground floor.
Now, one of those drawings, it’'s in the second line of
the attachments in the middle, is C1059 GA Model 50 223.
Do you see that there?
Yes.

If we turn to that drawing -- this is at

8
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{SEA00003316} -- we can see that this does not have any
red Studio E stamp, as Mr Crawford appears not yet to
have reviewed it; however,in the bottom right-hand
corner we can see "Approved for construction ”.

That’s correct, yes.

Do you know, can you help us as to why this drawing was
marked "Approved for construction” before Studio E or
Rydon had looked at it?

That was simply a clerical error.

A clerical error?

Yes. What we tend to do is, when we’re producing
drawings, we’ll copy a drawing boarder to a clean space
on the drawing model, put the drawing in the drawing
boarder, and in this particular instance I must have
copied the incorrect stamp.

Yes.

I don’t think it would have caused any confusion with
anyone.

So should the stamp that should have been on here have
been the “Issued for approval” with the dotted line on
it?

Definitely .

Mr Crawford then replies, to keep following this story
through, to the email yousent. If we turn to
{HAR00004669}, we see him coming back to you on

9

22 October:

"Hi Kevin

"Please see attached comments on ground floor.”

He’s attached some drawings and one of them is the
one we were looking at, drawing 223. If we go to
{HAR00004670/3}, is that the same drawing?

It is, yes.

And we can see here that Mr Crawford has made a number

of comments and suggestions on the drawing, and he’s
marked it status B; yes?

Yes.

You then respond to Mr Crawford’s email, this is
{HAR00004743}. You respond on 26 November 2015 and you
say to him:

”Neil,

"Please find attached GF [ground floor] curtain wall
drawings, revised in accordance with your comments.”

And you've given a number of notes.

Yes.

Including relating to 223, which would have been covered
in the "222 to 228”; is that correct?

Yes.

In the attachments we can also find that drawing, and
it’s now 223A. It’s the second line from the bottom on
the right-hand side --

10
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Yes.
-- we see the 223A.
Yes.
So that’s revision A of drawing 223.
That’s correct, yes.
But if weturn to {HAR00001999}, this appears to be
an email of the same date as the one we just looked at,
26 November, from Ben Bailey to someone called Mike and
Lucy at AGF, Aluminium and Glass Facades Limited; is
that right?
Yes, yes, I'm aware of them.
I think they’'re a fabricator; is that correct?
They are.
Ben Bailey is writing on the same day, and it’s the same
set of drawings:

"Please see our construction issue drawings attached
for Grenfell Tower”
Yes.
You see that?
Yes.
And the second email down in this chain is the email
from you returning the revised drawings to Mr Crawford
with his comments on.
Yes.

But we've seen no receipt from Mr Crawford of an email

11

confirming the revisions are acceptable and stamping the
drawing status A, had we?

No, but he had stamped them status B.

Yes.

Does this go to the point we were discussing
yesterday that, in practice, it wascommon to take
status B as: well, provided you incorporate those
comments, this is approved?

That’s correct, and by the virtue of the email that
returned those drawings, we were quite clear in which of
his comments we couldn’t fulfil .

Right.

There was a list of areas --

So when you went back with your comments --

Yes.

I see.
it?

I don’t recall, but ..

But that dialogue hasn’t necessarily ended, has

Would you agree that it would be best practice to wait
for Mr Crawford to return having marked the drawings as
status A?

I think Ben was being proactive. I think at this stage
he was getting prices from AGF.

Yes.

So I’'m sure he would have checked that we're all fully

12
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up to construction before placing the order.

So just to be clear on your evidence, is it your
evidence that it was most common on this project to
proceed to make the changes indicated by stamp B and not
to send a document back for status A?

It was always sent back, but we would actually start
working on the status B.

Once you got the status B?

Yes.

Thank you.

Now, just on a topic of revisions after approval on
drawings, again I think you touched on this yesterday --
Yes.

-- and you said that, on occasion -- I think you said it
happened on the Grenfell project --

That’s correct, yes.

-- that there would be further comments from the
architect after you'd got whatyou felt was approval
from them.

That’s correct, yes.

And if welook at paragraph 30 of your witness
statement, {HAR00010419/7}, I think you've explained
that to us. This is where, about five lines down,
you've also explained the point about:

"If a drawing was marked as status B that meant that

13

fabrication could proceed, taking into account the
revision .”
That’s correct, yes.
So you explain that to us in your witness statement.
Yes.
I want to pick it up towards the end of that paragraph,
two lines up from the bottom there. You say:

"Once drawings were approved for construction,
I would then produce fabrication drawings for the
specific components. There were, however, times when
a drawing had been approved for construction and the
architects or Rydon changed their mind about an aspect
of the external facade (such as the window configuration
[and you give an example] ..) and there would be
further revisions to the drawings.”
Yes.
How common was that on the Grenfell project?
I think it was very rare.
Rare. So it wasn’t something that was a problem?
No. Often it incurred cost and programme implications,
so the teams would ensure that this sort of thing
wouldn’t be -- it would only be an essential change.
Were there any other occasions when the process of
checking and revision that you've outlined for us was

not strictly followed?

14

1 A. Notthat I can think of off the top of my head.

2 Q. Yes.
3 Now, in paragraph 31 {HAR00010419/8}, in the next
4 paragraph, if we just read the first four lines, you
5 say:
6 ”As can be seen from the drawings themselves,
7 revisions to drawings were marked up with a letter,
8 dated and described as they were made. These revisions
9 generally reflected comments from the architects.
10 However, there were revisions made later on in the
11 process that were not submitted to the architects or
12 Rydon for their comment.”
13 You go on to give an example of that and you talk
14 about revision D of drawing C1059-302. Yousay a little
15 bit further it wasin the context of drawing up the
16 fabrication drawings for the cladding panels, and it
17 looked to you like the drawing could be improved
18 aesthetically . You discussed this with Ray Bailey and
19 it was decided to remove the return on the cladding
20 facing the window and include an aluminium angle
21 instead.
22 Is that the aluminium angle that Mr Bailey explained
23 to us in his evidence?
24 A. No.
25 Q. No, it’s different, is it?
15
1 A. No, it wasan aesthetic trim, from memory.
2 Q. Canyou just help us as to whatthe ..
3 A. I think .. Right, I think it wasto do with tolerancing
4 of the panels. The cladding panels returned to the
5 window, and you need a nice clean edge. Now, if there’s
6 a slight out of tolerance of the building which throws
7 the windows slightly out of alignment, then you could
8 get gaps.
9 Q. Yes.
10 A. AndI believe these were sort of closure angles that
11 were screwed to the window first so that any minor
12 discrepancy would be totally hidden.
13 Q. I see.
14 A. Purely an aesthetic issue.
15 Q. Yes. So is that a representative example, would you
16 say, of the type of change that was made which wasn't
17 run past the architect?
18 A. Thatwasn't normal, and I think at this stage, because
19 we're actually manufacturing panels, to stop
20 manufacture, to run it past the architect, I think Ray
21 certainly felt it was worth the risk that the architect
22 wouldn’t be happy. But I don’t see how he could be
23 unhappy with it because it was only improving the
24 aesthetic quality of that joint.

25 Q. Canyouhelp us as to whether any other category of

16
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drawings were not submitted to the architect for
approval?

Fabrication drawings weren’tissued to him, only the GA
drawings.

Yes, and is that in common with normal industry
practice?

That’s correct, yes.

Did you ever have any concerns about drawings not being
issued to the architects for approval on this project?
No. Noneat all.

I now want to turn to a different topic, which is about
the ACM Reynobond cladding.

Okay.

We’ve touched on that a little bit when we talked about
the guidance in this area and ADB, but I wantto just
return to this.

If we pick this up in your witness statement at
paragraph 20, this is {HAR00010419/5}, and we look in
the fifth line down, it begins on the right-hand side,
you say:

"It had been decided, prior to my involvement in the
project, that the cladding was going to be cassette and
that ACM was the material to be used.”

That’s correct, yes.

You see that there?

17

Yes.
Now, when you sit down to develop a design, do you agree
you must first understand the design to date and the
materials which are going to be used?
Just bear in mind that my client was Harley, so I'm
working under their instructions .
Yes.
So where there’s departures from the architect’s
concept, they're the ones telling me, "Right, we're not
doing” -- in this instance I think the architect’s
drawings originally showed face-fixed cladding panels.
Yes.
And Harley said to me, "No, I wantyou to draw cassette
panels because it’s been agreed over the previous period
whilst working up the quotations "
Yes.

Were you familiar with the Reynobond ACM product?
I was reasonably familiar with the product in general,
not necessarily Reynobond. I'd used Alucobond before,
but it’s a very generic product.
Were you aware at the time that the product was formed
of two thin sheets of aluminium with a low density
polyethylene, PE, core?
No, I understood that it had a core and it was faced

with aluminium skins, but I wasn’t aware of the actual

18
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properties of the core.

And you never asked anybody on the project, you know,
"Just so I know, whatis in the core?” Youdidn't ask
that?

No, all I knew was that it was to provide a lightweight
composite panel. I had no reason to question it.

Did you have any idea what type of material might be in
the core, for example that it was a thermoplastic?
Would you have known that much?

No. I mean,I assumed it was a plastic, but ..

You did make that assumption?

Yes, yes, plastic or a resin-type material, but I didn’t
think any further than that.

Okay.

Was it any part of your role to consider whether the
ACM was appropriate, bearing in mind the Building
Regulations and the associated guidance in ADB?

No, not at all. But if I was concerned, I would have
raised an issue.

Now, if we turn up the Harley specification , this is
{RYD00046822}, these are the Harley specification notes.
Yes.

We see at the bottom that revision A came on

3 March 2015 and it was revised a number of times.

We'll look at this again and again in your evidence

19

because we’ll come to look at some of the other products
that are on here. But just panning out again, looking
at the whole document, was this document prepared by
you?

Yes, yes.

And can you just help us as to how you went about
preparing these specification notes?

Well, these are all the materials that I was instructed
to use from the Harley team.

So was there any sense in which you yourself looked at
the NBS specification and then transposed that into this
or --

No.

-- is this solely the product of discussions you’d had
with Harley?

No, if there was doubt from Harley, they might say,
"Well, check the NBS”. I don’t recall them doing that
in this case. I was told which materials would be used.
And would you be told verbally or would you be given

a written instruction?

No, verbally across the table at our design meetings.
Our very first design meeting covered most of this.

So you would take notes of what you were being told --
Yes.

-- and then you would put it into this; yes?

20
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That’s right, yes.

And who at Harley would you expect to check this?

Dan and/or Ray, maybe Mark Stapley.

And what would you expect they would be checking for?
That I've put their instructions down on the drawing
correctly .

And checking that those materials were appropriate to
use given the requirements of, for example, the Building
Regulations?

I'd been given the materials so I presume that was

a process that they’d done prior to that point.

Yes.

So at the point where they're checking my drawings,
they’re checking it against their instructions that
they’ve given to me. They're not re-going over the
conformance.

But just to be clear, it wasyour assumption, was it, at
the time, that there would have been a process for
selecting these materials within Harley and checking
that they were compliant with relevant requirements?

I don’t know that that would necessarily have come from
Harley, because there had been -- I don’t know,
certainly at least a year before I came on the scene
they’d had many discussions with the client, the

architect and whoever else. I mean,I don’t know

21

exactly. So I can only assume that, in those
discussions, someone has considered the conformance.
Right.

Suppose the NBS specification was silent about the
particular material to be used in a particular location,
or perhaps only specified a performance specification
and left the precise selection of that product to
Harley, would you expect in those circumstances that
somebody within Harley would have checked before telling
you what the product was that it was compliant with
relevant requirements?

Yes, I guess so, yes.

Now, we can see also that this set of specification

notes was issued to Studio E Architects, and Mr Crawford
has marked it, "Conforms to design intent” there.

Yes.

Status A.

Yes.

Just to be absolutely clear, would you understand that
that meant that Mr Crawford was satisfied that these
products were appropriate to use on the building given
the statutory requirements, including the Building
Regulations?
Yes, definitely . Definitely .

Okay. We're going to come back and look at this in

22
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relation to some of the other specific materials, but
for now, on the ACM panels, we can note right at the
very top left that we see "System”™

"Metal Technology .. Hi thermally broken aluminium
windows.”

And then:

"Reynobond composite rainscreen cassettes.”
Correct, yes.
You see that there?
the type of ACM that’s to be used.

So this specification does record

That’s correct, yes.
When you put this specification together and you put the
Reynobond in there, did youlook at the BBA certificate
for the Reynobond panels? Was that any part of your
role?
No, not at all, no.
Were you aware that there was a BBA certificate for the
Reynobond panels?
It never crossed my mind, but a product of this
prominence, you would imagine there would be one.
Yes.

Had you ever seen a BBA certificate for those panels
before on other jobs?
No.
Can we just pull it up. This is at {BBAOOO00047}. So

23

it’s from 2008, it’s number 08/4510, and then if we can
just panout, we actually see the date on the bottom of
this page, "Date of First issue: 14 January 2008”. Can
you see that there in the pale blue box?

Yes, I get that.

So this certificate pre-dated the Grenfell project by
some years.

Yes.

Were you familiar with BBA certificates generally? Had
you ever come across them in your design work before?

I knew they existed.

Yes.

But as a subcontractor draughtsman, it was never really
my role to consider the contents to any degree.

So just to be clear, it wasnot part of your role to
look at that certificate , check anything in it about the
product before you put it on the specification notes?
No, not at all.

Would you have expected somebody within Harley to have
done that? So before they told you across the table,
"The cassette panels are going to be Reynobond”,
would you have expected somebody within Harley to have
looked at this BBA certificate and have understood the
information it was conveying?

I would expect a member of the team or members of the

24
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team would have considered this when they were working
up the materials. Now,I -- certainly at the time,

I was not aware of who decided what materials were to be
used. Harleys were telling me what they wanted to be
used. Maybe they’d been told by the architect, maybe
they’d been told by the builder.

Yes.

I don’t know that.

If welook on within section 6 of this certificate
{BBA00000047/5}, which is about fire performance. So
there’s a whole section on "Behaviourin relation to
fire .

I appreciate your evidence that you say it wasn’t
part of your role to look at this.

Yes.

But what becomes apparent when you do read this is that
there was something called a standard sample of the
product, which we now know was the PE sample of the
product, and in 6.2 it then talks abouta fire retardant
sample of the product.

Yes.

Do you see that there?

Yes.

Were you aware in general terms, when you were working
on this project and putting together that spec, that

there was a fire retardant version of these panels?

25

Notat all.
So that was not something you were ever told or not
something discussed at the Harley meetings?

No. I have used Alucobond products in the past and,
again, I never knew that they had different grades.

You just didn’t know that?

No.

Let’s just look at the initial order of the ACM. If we
can turn to {CEP000000512}, this is an email.

not a recipient or copied in to this email, but what we

You're

see here is it’'s Mark Stapley on 25 February 2015 to
Geof Blades of CEP, copying in Ben Bailey, and it’s
about Grenfell Tower ACM panel requirements. He says:

"Hi Geof,

"Please find attached our cladding panels
requirements for Grenfell Tower. Please can you provide
us with your most competitive price and also confirm
lead times.”

Yes, I see that.
You've seen that.

We know that the ACM panels had been formally signed
off by planning in September 2014. Can you help us as
to why Harley didn’t begin obtaining quotes for the
fabrication of the panels until late February 2015,

almost five months later?
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I would guess at this stage they needed more finite
dimensions of panels to get an accurate price.

I see. And so, what, they had to wait for your work to
reflect that?
That’s correct, yes. Whether it was preliminary or --
I wouldn’t have thought it was finalised at this stage,

but we must have had a --

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Is that something you know about or

A.

is that just your own sort of speculation?

Yes, to be fair, it’s speculation, but it is normal.

MS GRANGE: Yes, okay.

o

o oo

>0 > ok

Can we turn to the attachments that Mr Stapley
included with that email. This is "ACM Panel
Requirements”, {CEP000000513]}. So here we have the
requirements that are being sent to CEP, and I think if
we look in the bottom right-hand corner, we can see this
is a drawing dated 16 February 2015, and we've got your
little lamb symbol and KVL.
Yes.
Does that mean you drew this?
I certainly did.
You put this drawing together?
Yes.
So this is your work.

Then slightly to the left of that, we cansee that

27

the specification -- sorry, if wecan just panout
again, we see there in the middle at the bottom it says,
"Material: Reynobond”, and then, "Finish: smoke silver
metallic Duragloss 5000 satin ".

Correct.

So that’s the material you were told to put on there and
you wanted to use --

That’s correct.

-- or Harley wanted to use.

And turning to page 4 {CEP000000513/4}, there’s

a list of notional material requirements.

Yes.

Again, is that something you would put together?

In this case I did, yes.

Yes. So you put this list together?

Yes. I can’t remember whether it was Mark Stapley, but

I was asked to produce an approximate list of
requirements so materials could be pre-ordered, or maybe
it was for costing purposes. I don’t recall exactly.
Yes.

What we note is that in neither case, neither in the
drawing nor here, does it mention what the core of the
ACM would be; it just says Reynobond and then we get the
finish .

That’s correct. As I understand it, Harley were in

28

Opus 2 International
Official Court Reporters

transcripts@opus2.com
+44 (0)20 3008 5900



September 17, 2020

Grenfell Tower Inquiry Day 38

O J o0 Ul W N

NN NDNNRERERRRERRE P PR
Ui WD RO WL®TU R WNRE oW
> o o B o

O J o Ul i W NP

N N R R N el e el
WD EP O Wm0 U R W R oW
o > o

25 A

discussions with CEP, and they all knew the material

that was going to be used.

Would it be normal in your experience for these kind of

details, fabrication details, not to specify the core to

be used in an ACM panel on these kind of drawings or

specifications ?

No, I mean, not necessarily. I mean, certainly from my

point of view, I wasn’'t aware that there were different

cores, no one raised that with me, and I would expect

CEP, if there was any confusion, they would say, "Well,

what core do you want on this?”

Yes.

And they would be keen to provide this with the most

expensive core, obviously.

You began that answer with, "No, not necessarily . My

question was: would it be normal in your experience for

these kind of details, including fabrication details,

not to specify the core to be used in an ACM panel?
CanI ask it this way: have you been involved in

other projects where the core has been specified?

No.

No?

No. I've donevery little ACM, certainly as far as

fabrication drawings are concerned, to this degree.

But, no, I've never specified the core.

29

Pulling it back from ACM, would you expect these kind of
details to be very specific about the composition of,
say, a composite product and exactly what was being
requested?

Quite often there are elements missing on drawings which
are discussed at the point of purchasing. Certainly
with Harley they were very close with CEP, and I was
well aware that there had been many discussions between
the two parties way before I was employed, so I'd be
very surprised if there was any confusion on that point,
but ...

Okay.

Sticking with the ACM, can we now turn to another
email. This is {HAR00006585}. This is an email that
Mr Anketell-Jones sends to Ray Bailey. It’s just the
two of them on this email chain, so you're not
a recipient and you're not copied in, just to be clear.
It’s on 27 March 2015, and they’'ve been discussing the
requirement for fire barriers or cavity barriers at the
tower, and what the rating was and whether it was
a requirement for firestopping or for cavity barriers.
Yes.

You're nodding; does that mean you're familiar with this
line of emails?

No, no, no. I'm agreeing with what you're saying.

30
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Q. I see, yes.

WhatI want to ask about is the second line in this.
Daniel Anketell-Jones said:

"There is no point in ’fire stopping’, as we all
know; the ACM will be gone rather quickly in a fire !”

Do you see that there?

A. T can see that, yes.

Q. Now, did Mr Anketell-Jones ever say anything similar to
you about ACM, whether on the Grenfell project or on
other projects?

A. No, not at all.

Q. Had it been said to you, would you have agreed with what
was said there, "the ACM will be gone rather quickly in
a fire”?

A. Not if youread it as it’s said literally , no,

I wouldn’t agree with that.

Q. So how would you read it?

A. This is -- should I be interpreting this?

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: That’s a very good question.

MS GRANGE: I take your point.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Idon’t think Mr Lamb is an expert
on these --

MS GRANGE: Iunderstand that, I just wanted to know if he’d
ever had a conversation with anyone about the ACM and

how it would perform ina fire during the project.

31

A. No.
Q. And the answer think is no, so I’ 1l move on.
I just wantto ask now about informal meetings that
you might have had with Studio E and RBKC
Building Control.
A, Yes.
Q. So Mr Crawford, when he gave evidence to the Inquiry,
stated that there were a number of informal workshops
with RBKC Building Control where drawings were
discussed.
Now, did you ever meet any of the RBKC
Building Control officers on the project?
No, not at all.
So those can’t have involved you?
No.

o o P

Fine.

It would follow, therefore, that you couldn’t have
met Mr John Hoban on the project or discussed with
him --

A. No, definitely not.
Q. -- the materials for the project?

So I now want to ask you about the insulation
product that was used behind the spandrel and column
rainscreen panels at Grenfell .

Now, we've already discussed the NBS specification .

32
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We know that the NBS specification featured a product
called Celotex FR5000 as the insulation product.

A, Yes.

Q. Were you aware of that at the time of working on the
Grenfell project, that the productin the NBS was
FR5000?

A. 1 don’t know whetherI even saw that. I mean,] was
told at a point later on in the project that we were
using the RS, but I don’t think it ever struck me that
that was contrary to the FR.

Q. Let’s just look at that briefly in the

If wegoto {SEA00000169/73}, and

it’s item 776. So, again, this was part of the H92

NBS specification .

section, the rainscreen cladding section of the
NBS spec.

A. Okay.

Q. Wecansee in the second bullet point down the
manufacturer was Celotex Limited, and a little bit
further down is an indented dash and it says:

"Product reference: FR5000 aluminium foil faced both
sides ”

A. Yes.

Q. Does that help as to whether or not you saw that at the
time?

A. No, no, I don’t recall seeing it. But it was

33

unimportant because I was given the material that was
going to be used.

Q. Just to be clear, you have no memory of ever being aware
that the original product specified was an FR5000
product?

A. I don’t believe so. I mean,] might have seen it on
some of his drawings. I don’t know if he called it
FR5000 on his drawings -- this is Neil.

Q. I don’t think we see it on the Studio E drawing. We
don’t think that it was marked as FR5000.

A. But, no.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Presumably from a drawing point of
view it doesn’t really matter, does it?

A. Notat all, no.

MS GRANGE: Now, we know that the product was later changed
to RS5000 and that was the insulation product used on
the tower.

When you joined the project in August 2014, we know
your first meeting with Ray Bailey and
Daniel Anketell-Jones was on 12 August 2014.

A. Yes.

Q. Were you told at that point that the product was going
to be a Celotex product?

A. I don’t recall if they actually said it was going to be

Celotex. I wastold that it was going to be a rigid
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insulation .
Yes.
So I would assume a Celotex or a Kingspan-type product.
But thermal calculations had to be done to determine the
actual product.
Who was doing those thermal calculations?
As I understood, Dan.
Dan Anketell-Jones?
Yes.
Did you ever discuss with Dan Anketell-Jones that there
was a new product that had come on to the market? Did
he ever discuss that with you?
No.
That was called RS5000?
No.
Or that there was a change that they were making from
one Celotex product to another?
No, not at all.
Now, looking at paragraph 49 of your witness
statement -- this is {HAR00010419/13} -- in the middle
of that paragraph-- sorry, just to pick it up, you've
been asked the question at 4d:

"Was the exterior of the building (including the
cladding, insulation ..) compliant with relevant

building regulations, fire regulations

35

And in the middle there, three lines down, you say:

"In particular, the cladding was Class O, the
insulation was suitable for use on buildings over 18m
(according to the Celotex Rainscreen Cladding Compliance
Guide) ..”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

If wealso look at paragraph 54 of your witness
statement on page 14 {HAR00010419/14}, if we can look at
54 and blow that up, you say:

"My involvement came after the choices had already
been made about the cladding and insulation materials
and I cannot comment on advice, information or
assessments about these. Although, as stated above,

I do recall reading the Celotex Rainscreen Cladding
Compliance Guide.”

Yes.

Do you see that there?

Yes.

So can you help us, why would you have been reading the
Celotex Rainscreen Cladding Compliance Guide?

I had to consider how it was going to be fixed to the
building .

Yes.

So I wasn’t reading it to the Nth degree; I was looking

36
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for tables showing how many fixings and the types of
fixings .

Yes.

So it was from a structural point of view, to make sure
it was fixed to the building properly.

This is {CELO0002047}.

Now, that’s what we think is the Rainscreen Cladding

Let’s pull up that guide.

Compliance Guide. Is that the guide that youread, as
far as you were aware?

Possibly, yes.

Yes.

I remember a pink guide with "Using Celotex over

18 metres” written on the front of it.

Yes. If wegoonto page2 {CEL00002047/2}, at the top
of the page, you see:

"This document provides guidance on complying with
Approved Document B ... for external wall .. It
provides a step by step guide to an alternative route to
compliance for AD B2 through meeting the performance
criteria set out in BR 135 through testing to
BS 8414 .”

Do you see that there?

Yes.
Is your evidence that you simply wouldn’t have been

reading it or --
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I wasn’t checking for compliance.
-- for that kind of information?
Not at all, no.
Did you ever have any discussions with anybody within
Harley about anything that was said in this compliance
guide in terms of compliance?
Not at all, no.
Kingspan K15, if we look at paragraph 42 of your witness
statement, {HAR00010419/11}, paragraph 42 you say:

"The insulation was Celotex RS5000 rigid slabs, and
was cut to suit on site. However, I am aware that some
Kingspan was used because of an interruption in supply
of the Celotex.”

You see that there?
I do, yes.
When you say you were aware, were you aware at the time
that you were working on the project that some Kingspan
was used because of an interruption in the supply?
Yes.
Can you help us as to when you became aware of that?
I think there was a point whereI happened to be in the
office at Harley, and Ben was quite unhappy because his
supplier had just told him at that point that they
couldn’t provide him the Celotex because of some kind of

interruption with supply.
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Yes. Canyouhelp us as to when that might have been on
the project? I knowit’s difficult because it was

a long time ago, but any idea --

Well, you would have to check through the purchase
orders, and it would be days before he ordered the
Kingspan, I would imagine.

Yes.

It wasn’t -- I don’t think it wasa long time in
advance.

Yes.

He obviously got -- he found that out because he was
trying to order the Celotex to go to site, so ..

We've checked and I believe I'm right in saying there
was a purchase order in May 2015, and then some
indication in one of the Rydon statements that some K15
was authorised later that year as well in October 2015.
Right.
So we're still a little bit unclear about the history of
this .

Sounds right.

Was it your understanding that K15 had to be ordered
on more than one occasion because of an interruption
with the Celotex supply chain?

I could tell youno morethanI've just told you.
Okay.
When Ben was saying he was really unhappy and that
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he wasn’t going to get the Celotex, was anybody else in
the office at the same time, do you recall ?

It wasa relatively open office .

Yes.

I couldn’t honestly say who was there, but it wasn’t
just me and Ben.

Can you help us as to whether any assessments or
investigations happened at that point about the
compliance of the K15 for use on the Grenfell project?

I wouldn’t know about that.

You can’t help us with that?

Not at all.

We know and we saw earlier that Rockwool Duo Slab
mineral wool insulation product had been used on
previous Harley projects, including Ferrier Point.

Yes.

Were you ever involved in any discussions about Rockwool
and why a different insulation product was being used
from mineral wool on the Grenfell project?

I think at the time when Dan was doing the thermal
calculations, it may have been mentioned that Rockwool
wouldn’t be used because of the maximum zone we had to
fill , which was why we were going with the rigid
insulation .

I see. But that was the only time that came up, as far
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as you were aware?
Yes, and it’s only a comment in passing.
Yes.

Can we go back now to the Harley specification for
the project, {RYD00046822}, which we looked at not that
long ago. We can see that this document -- we saw it
earlier -- was revised a number of times, and when we
get to the window infill panels we’ll look at some of
the revisions.

Can you help us as to why the insulation behind the
rainscreen cassettes is never outlined in these
specification notes?

Right, well, that’s clearly an oversight, but I think
the reason it didn’t go on there in the first place is
because thermal calculations were still being done, so
the final thickness and composition had not been agreed.
And then I obviously produced this and it slipped under
the net, it never ended up on the drawing.

I see. So you think it was an oversight rather than
a deliberate decision not to include it in the
specification ?
Oh, definitely .

I don’t think anyone was unclear as to the material that

Yeah, definitely an oversight, and

was being used.

Whose responsibility would it have been to have picked
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up that the insulation wasn’t in the specification
notes, do you think?
It was my responsibility to put it on there, and then
you would expect the team to pick it up and maybe even
the architect to pick it up. But, as I said, as it was
an oversight and everyone knew the material that was
being used, I don’t think there was any concerns there.
Yes. You see, when this document is used
subsequently -- and I appreciate you weren’t involved in
this -- for example sent to Building Control, it
wouldn’t have told them what the insulation product was.
No, but I would guess datasheets would have been issued,
would they not?
Well, I think you're guessing at that.
Yeah.
I think we’ll stop there.

Canyou also help us, if you go within this same
document to some of the drawings that are attached to
it, if welook, for example, at page 4 {(RYD00046822/4},
where you've drawn the insulation, you've used that
wriggly line.
Yes.
Do you agree that that is known in some quarters as
a symbol for mineral wool insulation?

No, it’s a generic hatch pattern for insulation.
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So you don’t agree or you don’t accept that that’s
telling youa bit more than that, that it’s telling you
it’s a mineral wool insulation?

No. No, I don’t think anyone read that assuming that
was mineral wool.

If welook at a drawing from Ferrier Point.
{SEA00002678}, this is a drawing from Ferrier Point.
This is

If wegoto
Sorry, it’s on its side. That's great, yes.
a previous Harley project. We know you were sent some
details of this project right at the very beginning.
Yes.

The point I want to discuss with you is here, on this
drawing -- which is a pretty detailed drawing, I think
it’s a 1:2 drawing; yes?

Yes.

We do get the type of insulation labelled on the
drawing, "2 layers of 100mm Rockwool Duo Slab rigid
insulation .

That’s correct, yes.

Can you help us as to why, for example, we see that on
the Ferrier Point drawings, but we can’t see in any of
the Harley drawings for Grenfell any label identifying
the insulation by name?

The materials would all be listed on the drawing 100.
On the drawing 100?
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Yes, the specification drawing we were looking at just
before this.

But I think you accepted that the insulation wasn’t
there, was it?

Yes, that’s an oversight.
That’s an oversight, I see. But not only do we not see
it listed in the specification notes, wecan’t ever see
any labels in any of the Grenfell drawings-- correct me
if I'm wrong -- where you have indicated in a label what
the nature of the insulation was.

Yes, no, quite often on -- well, on virtually every job,
actually, wetend to label as little as possible,
because if there are changes, then you have to change
every single drawing rather than change one drawing. So
if the architect says, "Okay, we're not using Celotex,
we’re using Kingspan”, I would have to change every
single drawing as opposed to just one drawing.

Yes, I see. So whatyou're saying is it’s that key,
it’s that specification list that tells you, for
example, that it’s Reynobond panels, and it should have
told us that it was RS5000 Celotex insulation, and
that’s your guide to the rest of the drawings?

That’s correct, yes.

And you can’t help us as to why someone has done

something different here at Ferrier Point by actually
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labelling the insulation?
Different draughtsmen, different ways they work.
Yes.

Cavity barriers, if we can move to that subject now.

At the time of the Grenfell project, were you aware
of Building Regulation functional requirement B3.(4),
that the building shall be designed and constructed so
that the unseen spread of fire and smoke within
concealed spaces in its structure and fabric is
inhibited?

That’s correct, yes.

Were you aware of that?

What was your understanding of the distinction between
a cavity barrier anda firestop?

A firestop goes on the inside of the building; a cavity
barrier goes in the external cavity.

Right.

If we canlook at Approved Document B, this is
{CLG00000224/82}. So this is section 9. We looked
before at section 12 of ADB, but we see cavity barriers
are dealt with in detail in section 9, is that
correct --

Yes.

-- of ADB? Were you aware of that at the time of the
Grenfell project?

Yes.

45

Weseein 9.1 that there’s a general warning about
concealed spaces and cavities, and in the final sentence
it says:

”As any spread is concealed, it presents a greater
danger than would a more obvious weakness in the fabric
of the building .”

Yes.
Then it says:

"Provisions for cavity barriers are given below for
specified locations .”

And we get diagram 33 of ADB. Can we just have
a look at that there.

Do you agree with me that diagram 33 is clear that
window openings should be closed with cavity barriers?
In this instance it is, yes.

When you say, "In this instance it is”, what does that
mean?

Well, this is a multi-purpose diagram.

Yes.

I think when you first read this, as it’s in section B3,
that applies to internal spread of flame. So I would
look at that and see that as being a cavity wall
construction, cavity barriers required between the skins
of brickwork.

Right.
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Okay, when you get to B4, it does refer back to this
diagram.
Yes, 12.10.
And 1 think the diagram could be far clearer if it’s
really to apply to external spread.
I see.

I appreciate this seems to be a standard
masonry wall-type construction in this diagram, but why
can’t we extrapolate out from this into a rainscreen
construction? Just looking at the window detailing,
isn’t it quite easy to transpose those little grey
cavity barrier lines below and above the window into the
cavity we havein a rainscreen?
Yes, yes.
Yes.
Yes.
Did you consider at the time of your work on the
Grenfell project that diagram 33 would have some
application to the work you were doing?
Yes, to a degree, yes.
Yes. And if we canlook at paragraph 9.3 of ADB, which
I think is on the next page, {CLG00000224/83}, at the
top of that page, under "Junctions and cavity closures”,
it says at 9.3:

"Cavity barriers should be provided to close the
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edges of cavities, including around openings.”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
Again, I put this to Mr Anketell-Jones and I want to put
it to you: it couldn’t be clearer, could it, certainly
in this part, that cavity barriers needed to be provided
around openings?
That’s correct, yes.
Prior to starting on the Grenfell project, was that your
understanding --
I understood --
-- of the basic position, that cavity barriers should be
provided around window openings?
Yes, as one route to compliance, yes.
When you say "as one route to compliance”, what does
that mean?
There are many routes to compliance.
Does that mean that you could get a fire -engineered
solution by a fire engineer which designs your external
wall in a way that’s different to ADB but still meets
the functional requirements of the Building Regulations?
Definitely , yes.
On the Grenfell project, did you think that you were
following Approved Document B and the main guidance that

you had, or did you think there had beena holistic
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fire -engineered approach to that external wall?

I didn’t give it a vast amount of thought, but I did
know that the architect was backed up with a fire
engineer.

I see. So are you saying that you --

We followed the architect ’s advice.

Yes, I appreciate that, but are you saying that you did
think that there might well be a fire -engineered
approach for Grenfell?

Yes.

We'll look at it in a minute. We know that when you
talk about, in paragraph 50 of your statement
{HAR00010419/13}, the research you did on cavity
barriers when you were looking for assistance about
their rating --

Yes.

-- youdid consult ADB.

Yes.

I'd suggest to you that that might indicate that you did
think ADB was applicable and that there wasn't a special
fire -engineered solution.

I was getting very little feedback from the rest of the
team and that is my only real point of call, to research
from the ADB.

Yes.
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Were you ever told in terms, "By the way, we're not
following ADB, we've got our own design here, it’s
different, don’t worry about it”? Were you ever told
that?

No, no, I was always told to follow the architect’s
drawings.
I see.

Did you think that there might be any difficulties
complying with diagram 33 and section 9 on cavity
barriers on the Grenfell project?

Any difficulties ? In what way?

Well, take windows.

Yes.

Did you ever consider that what you were doing at
Grenfell madeit difficult for youto comply with the
requirement for cavity barriers around windows?

Yes, because of the shape of the cladding, there wasn’t
a simple way of sealing the perimeter adequately.

Was it your objective to seal the perimeter of the
windows? Is that whatyou set out to do?

No, not at all, because the architect’s drawings didn’t
show that.

Right.

But it’s quite clear, because of the design of the

building, it wasn’t a simple solution, so one would
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imagine that the architect had taken steps to consider
another solution. This may well have been

a fire -engineered solution.

Right.

Did you ever query expressly with the architect and
say, "Canyou just help us, are we putting cavity
barriers around the windows and, if so, where?” Did you
ever have that conversation with them?

Not specifically , no, but it wasraised internally and
we did start various email trails on that.

Now, let’s look at what Studio E’s drawings showed in
terms of cavity barriers.

Just before we do that, I just wantto look at
paragraph 19 of your witness statement, {HAR00010419/4}.
In paragraph 19 you say:

"In terms of the Studio E drawingsI was sent,

I believe I would have paid most attention to the
following drawings ..”

And you list out a number of drawings.

Yes.

And at (h) we see "Detail Section Sheet 1 (1279 (06) 120
00)”.

Yes.

And at (m) over the page we get:

"Proposed Typical Bay Plans, Section & Elevation

51

[it’s a drawing we’ll go to and we've looked at a number
of times] (1279 (06) 110 00)”

Yes.

You go on to say in paragraph 20 that:

"The key aspects of the external facade design came
from Studio E drawing 1279 (06) 110 Revision 00 ..”

So the one you've got in item (m).

Yes.

So that was a pretty important drawing, wasn’t it, in
terms of showing Studio E’s --

That’s right. 110and 120, I remember them.

Yes. And you paid particular attention to those
drawings when you were doing your work?

Yes, yes.

Can we then turn to the drawing 110. This is at
{SEA00002499} and we will need the offline version.
Yes, that’s it.

I want to look at the proposed section in the
right-hand top corner first, the "Proposed Section -
Typical Bay”, if we canzoom in on that.

Can you read that okay?

Yes.
If welook four labels down on the right, we see:

"Ensure horizontal and vertical cavity barriers meet

tightly
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And it’s referring back P10/435. That will be
a reference back to the NBS specification, won’t it?

Yes.

We can see a little hatched rectangle, and it’s
immediately at the head of the window, isn’t it?
That’s correct, yes.

And we can also see that replicated at the bottom of
that section as well, one label up.

Yes, at the head of the next window down.

At the head of the next window, exactly.

If we now pan out,and I want to go to the "Proposed
Plan - Window Level” at the bottom left. Yes, it
actually doesn’t matter which sketch you take because
I think the cill level and window level, we get the same
detail, but what we see here on the very left is
detailing for the column, and the very bottom label:

"Cavity fire barrier in line with compartment wall
structure. Leave no gap to cladding.”

Correct.

And we've got a hatched rectangle kind of in the middle
of that part of the column. So you were clear that you
needed a cavity barrier there; yes?

That’s right, yes.

But then right at the jamb of the window, where the

column meets the window jamb, do you see that there is
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another little hatched area?
Yes.
It’s not a rectangle; it’s a more irregular shape.
Yes.
Now, my question is: when you looked at these drawings,
did you interpret that to be a cavity barrier down the
window jambs?
Not at all.
Why not?
It’s shown on the detail above and that’s not beside
the window. If youlook at detail 1 above, scroll the
page down a little bit --
Yes. You meantogo to the cill level?
That’s right.
Yes, let’s go up to that. Do we notsee an area of
hatching at that point as well?
Yes, but if it wasa cavity barrier to go round the
perimeter of the window, there is no window in that
detail, is there?
Yes.

When our expert looked at this drawing, he was not
clear whether a cavity barrier was marked there.
Did you ever think to go back to the architect and check
and query and ask whether, at that window jamb position,

there ought to be a cavity barrier?
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A.

No. Wedid discuss it at Harley in one of our round
table meetings, but if it wasto go round the window,
then he would have shown another one at the base of the

window as well.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: So what did you think it showed?

A.

I think it’s just him showing that there’s another type
of insulation pushed right into the groove where the

concrete spandrel panel comes across.

MS GRANGE: Couldn’t that have been compressible insulation

in gaps, potentially mineral wool, which was intended to
act as a cavity barrier in that location?
He seems to have labelled everything else. I don't --
if it was something different from everything else,

I would have expected to have that labelled .

Do you agree there does seem to be different sized
hatching in that area? So something seems to be

a little bit different in that area from what's shown in
the spandrels and on the column more generally.

Yes, yes.

Now, you said you did discuss that in Harley, but you
concluded that if the architect had wanted cavity
barriers around the window, they would have shown it at
cill level; yes?

That’s right, yes.

Who did you have that discussion with?
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Certainly with Ray, maybe Ben. I don’t know if Dan was
in that one.
And can you help us as to when? How far into the
project was it that you had that discussion?
It was at the point that we were laying out the cavity
barriers, so that wasa little bit later.
March 2015, we see some discussion about cavity
barriers?
Yes, maybe a little -- yeah, probablya little bit
before then, but yes.
I see.
We had many conversations before we started these email
trails .
And did nobody say during that discussion, "Well, why
don’t we check with the architects, why don’t we raise
this expressly with them and get them to confirm?”
Harley were my client and I was taking instructions from
Harley.
Yes, that wasn’t my question.

Did nobody say during that discussion, "Why don’t we
check with the architects ?”, was that not raised as
a possible way of resolving this?
I don’t recall what was said, but it wouldn’'t have been
my place to actually do that anyway.

Did you get the impression --

56

Opus 2 International
Official Court Reporters

transcripts@opus2.com
+44 (0)20 3008 5900



September 17, 2020

Grenfell Tower Inquiry

Day 38

O J o0 Ul W N

NN NDNNRERERRRERRE P PR
Ui WD RO WL®TU R WNRE oW

O J o Ul i W N

NI N R R R N e T e o
U WP O W0 U R WN R oW

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I'm sorry, can I just interrupt.

You say that, but you were translating the
architect 's drawings into fabrication drawings, if I can
put it in those terms.

A. Correct.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: So you needed to understand yourself
what was shown on the architect’s drawings, didn’t you?

A. Correct, correct, but obviously everything that Harley
told me to do would supersede that. I mean, by the same

argument you could say these drawings actually show

face- fitted panels, which we didn’t do. There was
obviously a certain level of agreement between Harley,
Rydon, architect .

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Sorry to press you on this, but it
sounds from what you've told us already that there was
some debate within Harley, to which you were a party, as
to what these drawings did actually show.

A. Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: And you didn’t think it appropriate
to say, "Well, I really needto hear from the architect
so I can do the right sort of drawing"?

A. No, no, I didn’t.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Even though they hadn’t done the
drawings?

A. Yes.

I was happy with advice from Harley.

Yes, they were the cladding specialists . They
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obviously felt that it wasn't necessary, or they’'d had
discussions, I don’t know.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: All right, thank you.

Yes, Ms Grange.

MS GRANGE: You knew though, didn’t you -- I think you've
confirmed that in general terms you knew there was
a requirement for cavity barriers around windows? You
knew that before the project.

A. That’s correct, yes.

o

You've also confirmed, and I took you to lots of the
guidance, that you knew how important cavity barriers
were in terms of preventing unseen fire spread.
Correct, yes.

They're not an insignificant detail, are they?

No.

o o

They're not an aesthetic point; they are potentially

relevant to life safety.

>

Correct, yes.

©

Did you get the impression at the meeting during the
discussion that it was more convenient for Harley not to
install cavity barriers around the windows because
actually it was quite a fiddly, difficult thing to get
right, and that they were looking for a way of deciding
that they didn’t have to provide them round the windows?

A. No, that’s not -- definitely not the way they would
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operate.

So give us a sense of the nature of the discussion. How
did it go? Canyou help us any more?

It’s an awful long time ago.

Was anybody within Harley advocating for cavity barriers
around the window? Was there an actual debate and

a difference of view, or was everybody agreed that,
simply because they weren’t shown at cill level, you
could conclude that they weren’t required around the
windows?

No, I think they’'re not -- if they were required round
the windows, we would have two cavity barriers or we'd
have three cavity barriers in each of those voids, and
the architect only showsone. Sorry, on the vertical
section. These are the plan sections.
Sorry, just explain that again. If they were required
around the windows --

Yes, if you move to the right-hand of the drawing, and
if wecango up -- that’s it -- so the top detail,
section 3, shows only one cavity barrier in each of the
cladding zones.

It’s not clear that that’s
That

could be a section anywhere across the window. What

Yes, but that’s a section.

a section which interfaces with a column, is it?

that’s telling you is, in that location, youneed one at
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the head, but why does that tell you anything about --
I appreciate that tells you something about the cill .
Yes.

But why does that tell you anything about the jamb?
Because it’s all interrelated, isn’t it? The window is
the full width between columns, so that cavity barrier
hits the column.

But you've got a label, "Ensure horizontal and vertical
cavity barriers meet tightly " So you know there’s

a vertical cavity barrier needed to meet tightly with
that one.

Yes, and it shows it on the other two details going up
on the slant up the side of the column.
But how did you know that the other little irregular
hatched area might not be a vertical cavity barrier
which was meant to meet tightly with the one at the head
of the window?

Well, it goes against -- if the architect was
considering cavity barriers to go round the windows and
cavity barriers in the voids, as shown on diagram 33, we
should be looking at three cavity barriers on this
drawing, but we're not.

I see.

I wouldn’t expect the architect to expect you to have

cavity barriers up the sides and not across the bottom
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and middle of the zone.

o

But just going back to the discussion you had within
Harley, was nobody saying, "Yes, but we know from ADB
and we know from other guidance, there’s lots of
guidance out there, it’s all very clear that cavity
barriers are required around windows, so let’s go back
to the architect and check that because we know these
are really important”?

A. Well, I mean, by virtue of following his drawings, we've
produced our drawings and he’s approved them. You can
expect that he’s happy that there is conformance.

Q. But for a detail that’s that important -- it’s important
in terms of life safety, external fire spread, internal
fire spread, breaking out into the cavities -- why
wouldn’t you want that expressly flagged and considered
carefully by all the design team?

A. My superior, my client, gave me confidence to do exactly
whatI did, which was to follow the architect’s
drawings.

Q. Did Harley tell you in terms that you did not need to

provide cavity barriers around the windows?

No.

They didn’t?

No, no, they said follow the architect’s drawings.

o o

So was it in fact your interpretation of the Studio E
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drawings that we ended up with, or was it an instruction
you were provided via the Harley meeting?

A. It’s a combination of the two. As I keep saying, this
still shows items that weren’t translated to the
building, such as face-fixed zinc rainscreen panels.

MS GRANGE: Isee.

Mr Chairman, this is a long topic and I think this
is as good as any moment for a break.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: This is a good point?

MS GRANGE: Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Are you doing quite well?

MS GRANGE: Yes,I am. I am doing well.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Shall we say 11.40 then?

MS GRANGE: Yes, thank you.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: We're going to have a break, then,
Mr Lamb. We’ll come back at 11.40.

Usual rules apply, please: no talking to anyone
about your evidence while you're out of the room.

THE WITNESS: No problem.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Thank you very much.

(Pause)
Good, thank you, 11.40, please.

(11.22 am)

(A short break)

(11.42 am)
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SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Right, Mr Lamb, ready to continue?

THE WITNESS: Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Yes, Ms Grange.

MS GRANGE: Yes. Can we have back on the screen that
Studio E drawing or set of drawings that we were looking
at, {SEA0002499} in the native version. I wantto put
to you a number of points about this .

Would you agree that when you look at this and the
level of detail we have here that it was obvious that
these are very early drawings done by an architect
giving an indication of the external wall, they’'re not
detailed drawings, and that it would have been obvious
to you and to Harley that your job was to be developing
this design, to take it to the next stage, and that that
might well include developing the design of the cavity
barriers?

A. 1 don’t think I agree with that. I think they are quite
detailed as far as an architect 's drawing is concerned.
They may not be at a suitable scale, but with being able
to zoom in electronically , I think it tells you most
things that are required.

Q. So we know that the NBS specification identified , say,
the CWCT standard that had to be complied with.

A, Yes.

Q. We know that there’s reference to firebreaks in
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accordance with the Building Regulations. Can you help
us as to why you and Harley didn’t understand that, in
terms of the cavity barrier strategy, your job was to
take this but to take it to the next level, develop the
design and develop it in a way that was compliant with
Approved Document B and other industry guidance at the
time, all of which was clear that cavity barriers were
required around the windows?

A. It wasn’'t my understanding that that was what we were
doing.

Q. How did you obtain that understanding that that wasn’t
what you were doing?

A. Becausel was told to follow these drawings and follow
the advice from Harley.

Q. The hatched area on these drawings down the side, if we
can zoom into that again at the "Proposed Plan - Cill
Level” or indeed the "Proposed Plan - Window Level”,
would you agree that the kind of hatching that you have
there, the type of hatching, is indicative of a solid
material in that location? Is that telling you it’s
a solid?

A. It’s the same hatching as the insulation that goes
around the front of the column.

Q. But it’s not, is it? It’s tighter, it’s smaller and

it’s in a different orientation.
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A. Yes, yes, yes.

Q. And the point I'm putting to you is that that would have
indicated to you that potentially down that interface
between the column and the spandrel, down the sides of
the windows, there should have been a solid down that
side.

A. Well, I don’t understand what the architect is showing
there. I don’t think it’s obvious that it’s a cavity
barrier to go round the windows because the other
details don’t back that story up. So maybe it needed
more clarity .

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Can I just ask you this, because it
goes to the question of how detailed the drawings are.

A. Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: If you look at what we’ve currently
got on the screen, the bottom left-hand drawing --

A. Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: -- you see whatI thinkis a cavity
barrier on the right-hand side of the column.

A. That’s right, yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Now, did you understand that
a cavity barrier wasalso to be introduced on the
left -hand side --

A. No.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: -- so they matched?
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A. No.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Right.

Let’s go over to the next column.

A. Yes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: There are no cavity barriers in
a comparable position on that column.

A. No.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Is it your understanding that there
weren’t to be any cavity barriers around that column?

A. Aslong as the distance between cavity barriers didn’t
exceed -- I can’t recall -- the 10- or 20-metre minimum
requirement.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: So you might expect there to be one
on the third column that’s not in the picture then?

A. Possibly.
is clearly a party wall column.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Yes.

A. But the column on the right looks to me like an internal

If youlook at the column on the left, this

wall column.

MS GRANGE: Exactly. I think that might be the explanation,
to be fair to Mr Lamb. I think that what we see on the
left is a cavity barrier where there’s a compartment
wall --

A. Yes.

Q. -- and it’s shown vertically there, and there’s not one
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on the right. From memory, thinking back to Dr Lane’s
report from Phase 1 --

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: That may be the explanation then.

MS GRANGE: -- that wasn’t something she was criticising ,
the lack of vertical cavity barriers down that column.

But what we are seeing on both columns, Mr Lamb,
either side of the window, is a more intense area of
smaller hatching, and we’ll keep coming back to this,
but my point to you is that shouldn’t that at least have
prompted a line of enquiry back to the architects as to
what they intended?

A. 1 discussed the element of cavity barriers with the
technical team at Harley.

Q. And you were told?

A. To draw it as we've just discussed, with one vertical
cavity barrier and a horizontal cavity barrier as shown
in the other detail.

Q. Andis it your evidence that at the time you had those
discussions, you were aware that this was a departure
from the guidance given in Approved Document B, which
requires cavity barriers around window openings?

A. Loosely, but I was also aware that there are other
routes to compliance, a fire -engineered solution.

Q. If youwere even loosely aware that this was a departure

from Approved Document B, wasn’t the common-sense
67
approach to ask for a clear instruction, either from

Harley or from Studio E or both, making clear whether or

not cavity barriers were required around the windows?

>

I asked Harley what to do and I did exactly what they
told me to do.
Okay.

Let’s keep going.

©

I now want to turn to the other
drawing that you said in your witness statement was
a key drawing that you were interpreting and turning
into your more detailed drawings. This is drawing 120
and if we goto {HAR00010424}, if we look on the
right-hand side we can see this is between floors 19 and
20.

A, Yes.

Q. Doyousee that there? And this also shows a hatched
cavity barrier immediately above the head of the window.

A. Correct.

Q. Doyousee that there? AndI believe, if we pan out, on
the left -hand side we believe we’ve found some hatching,
so right at the top of the page.

A. Yes.

Q. “Horizontal cavity fire barrier to seal both rainscreen
cavity and cavity between CEM board and existing
concrete structure .”

Do you see that there?
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Yes.
What location is that in there? Canyouhelp us? Can
we just see the entire top of the drawing.
I mean, that’s at the walkway level, which would be --
is that 2nd floor? 1st or 2nd floor.
And we can see a hatching immediately above the head of
the window; yes?
On that one, yes.
Yes.

Now, if you were merely transposing across what was
shown in these drawings over to your drawings --
Yes.
-- do you accept that you would have maintained the
positioning of these cavity barriers as shown in these
drawings?
As close as possible, yes.
I see. Okay, well, we’ll look at that in a moment when
we come to your drawings.

Let’s look at your witness statement at this point,
if we goto {HAR00010419/12}, paragraph 44.

You tell us that there:

"The cavity barriers were Siderise Lamatherm. The
vertical cavity barriers were Siderise Lamatherm RVG,
supplied in stock slabs and cut to suit on site. The

horizontal cavity barriers were Siderise Lamatherm RH25G

69

ventilated intumescent cavity barriers and were pre-cut
(oversize) by Siderise and trimmed to suit on site .”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
Who was it that specified the Siderise Lamatherm product
as appropriate cavity barriers for this project? Can
you help us on that?
Yes, I was told by Harley that that was the product we’'d
be using.
Did you or, to your knowledge, anybody else within
Harley ever make any investigations with Siderise as to
whether these cavity barriers had been tested in
a rainscreen system?
No, or not -- certainly from my point of view, I didn’t.
I don’t know if anyone else had.
That was not something that occurred to you to check?
No.
And the horizontal cavity barriers had an intumescent
strip; is that correct?
That’s correct.
What was your understanding of the purpose of the
intumescent strip?
The intumescent strip would expand when heat was in the
cavity to close the compartment off so flame and air

could not travel .
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And your understanding was that that would work with an
aluminium composite material panel on the outside of the
barrier?

I wasn’t considering the material on the outside, but
certainly I was aware this was how cavity barriers
worked, yes.

Now, I want to look at what was being said during the
project about cavity barriers. Let’s turn to
{SEA00011703]}. This is where Daniel Anketell-Jones, on
17 September 2014, raises an RFI.
that to mean a request for information?
Yes.

Did you understand

Yes. With Simon Lawrence, Simon O’Connor,

Neil Crawford, Bruce Sounes, so with Rydon and Studio E,
ccing you in.
Yes.

You're cc-ed at this point.

He says:

"Please find attached RFIOO01 which relates to the
requirements of firebreaks. This may be something that
has already been decided, or may need confirmation from
the local fire officer, as the opinion tends to vary.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.
Can you recall what prompted Daniel at this point to

raise this question at this point?
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At many points through the project we discussed cavity
barriers and it may have been one of those discussions
that prompted him to seek clarification .

So just to be clear, youhad many discussions with

Mr Anketell-Jones about cavity barriers?

General members of the team.

Including Mr Anketell-Jones?

Including Dan, yes.

Let’s look at the RFI itself , {EX000001291}. So here we
can see the RFI dated 17 September 2014:

"Query:

"Please may you confirm the required extent of the
horizontal firebreaks within the cladding areas?

"We believe that they will be required at every
floor level on the vertical columns, but not in the area
of cladding between windows. This is because there is
no 'chimney’ effect here, and therefore the cladding
will not add to the spread of fire .

Do you see that there?

Yes.

Just to be absolutely clear, am1I right that this
request was a specific request about the extent of
horizontal firebreaks --

Yes.
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SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Ms Grange, I did wonder whether the

-- on the columns; yes?
Not specifically at the columns.

"We believe that they will be required at every
floor level on the vertical columns, but not in the
area ..

Is what’s being said, "We think on the columns we need
to put horizontal firebreaks at floor level, but we
don’t need to put horizontal firebreaks across the
columns in the areas between windows because there’s no
chimney effect there”?

It’s how it reads, yes.

Can you help us with what your understanding was at the
time of the query that was being raised?

I wouldn’t have read the -- I would have paid little
store to the suggested solution. I would be waiting for
a confirmation from the architect, or in this case
Rydons, it looks like .

Would you agree with me that the question isn’t: do we
have to put cavity barriers around windows at the head,
cill and jamb of the windows?

Correct, yes.

Do you remember whether there had been any consideration

by you or within Harley of the relevant guidance?
You've referred, we know, at paragraph 50 of your
witness statement {HAR00010419/13}, to a number of
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pieces of guidance, including ADB and CWCT guidance,
that you consulted at the time of wanting help on the
rating of the cavity barriers.

Yes.

Do you recall whether at this stage -- this is earlier,
17 September 2014 -- there had been any consideration of
the guidance at this point?

Certainly not from myself, no.

Yes, and you weren't aware that anyone else within
Harley had had a look at the relevant guidance?

I wouldn’t know. I wouldn’t know.

When he talks about the risk of a chimney effect in the
columns, "no 'chimney’ effect here” --

He’s not talking about the chimney effect in the
columns, I think he’s talking about it in the windows,
isn’t he?

Is that how you interpret this?

question in the box headed "Query”isn’t directed to
cladding areas in general, so that he’s saying that,
"We’ve got to put them in at every floor level of the

vertical columns, but not in the area of the spandrels”.

MS GRANGE: That is possible.

Can you help us with that, Mr Lamb?

25 A. Well, I agree exactly with what you say, yes.
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Right.

because it 's not on the column --

So you're saying there’s no chimney effect there

I’m not.
Sorry, he’s saying that.
Yes.
So are you saying that this wasn’t a discussion you had
with Mr Anketell-Jones which then led to this RFI?
No.
So it didn’t come from you?
No.
Okay.
Now, can we turn now to {HAR00008902}. This is
a column front nose detail, do you agree?
Yes, yes.
We can see it went through a number of revisions, and we
can see that on 25 March 2015 -- sorry, I apologise. We
actually see at revision A on 22 August 2014 at the
bottom of there that the firebreak was added; is that
right?
No, fin bracket.
Oh, no, bracket added.
We’ve then got firebreak increased at revision D, if
you can pan out.
That’s right.

If we can just panout and see the whole section.

75

So does that mean you've changed the dimension of
the cavity barrier in revision D?
That’s correct. Different ratings of cavity barrier
will have different thicknesses.
Yes.
So at this point I must have been informed that we were
using whatever rating and I’'ve noted it on the drawing
accordingly .
We can see you've got that cavity barrier down the
right-hand side of the column.
Correct.
Nothing on the left -hand side.
Yes.
Did anyone ever give any consideration to whether
a cavity barrier might be necessary on that very front
nose joint? Was that ever discussed?
Not at all, no.
And that wasn’t something that occurred to you in terms
of a potential chimney effect up that column nose?
No, you wouldn’t normally put cavity barriers behind the
joints, or else we’d have them on every single joint on
the cladding.
Well, I think we're talking about that specific gap that
we see at the front between the two returns of the

panels at the bottom, whether there should have been
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a cavity barrier in there, or at least thought given to
a cavity barrier in there, given the potential for fire
to propagate up that gap.

Not in my experience, you wouldn’t normally.

Okay.

Just to be clear, the guidance that you say you
specifically considered on cavity barriers, did that
come later in 2015, when there was a separate discussion
about rating of cavity barriers or --

Yes, I would have said so.

And fire stopping versus cavity barriers.

Yes.

Are you clear that you weren’t consulting the guidance
at this point, in September 2014?

Don't forget, I was only consulting the guidance for

a little bit of help which wasn’t forthcoming.

Right, yes.

Can we now turn to {HAR00003638}. This is an email
chain between Neil Crawford of Studio E and Terry Ashton
at Exova into which you and a number of other
professionals were copied arising out of that RFI.
Mm-hm.

I want to look on page 4 {HAR00003638/4}, on
18 September 2014, at 11.08, there the RFI is sent to
Terry Ashton by Neil Crawford. We can see that.
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Mm-hm.

Then if we goup to page 3 {HAR00003638/3}, at the foot

of page 3, Terry Ashton responds at 11.33 and requests

further details .
”Neil

"I’ve never seen details of whatyou're doing to the

Do you see he says:

external walls. Do you have any cross
sections/elevations?”

Yes.

Then we can see these are sent to him by Neil Crawford
at 12.18 in the middle of page 3:

"Please see attached our sections and the initial
drawings set we have had from Harleys. The initial
drawings from Harleys are fairly limited but they
attempt to establish the basic approach.”

Now, is it right that at this time -- so this
is September 2014 -- the thinking behind cavity barriers
was relatively undeveloped within Harley?

I'd have to consult those particular drawings, but ...
Okay, well, we might come back to that.

In your witness statement, if we canlook at this
paragraph 33 -- this is {HAR00010419/9} -- you say this
at the top of that paragraph:

"In relation to the cavity barriers, they were not

items that needed to be dealt with immediately, as they
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did not have lengthy lead in times as the shelf angles,
cill and head details and cladding panels did .

Yes.

Do you see that there?

Yes.

I think you alluded to this yesterday.

Is it fair to say that the cavity barriers were not
the design priority because, in terms of the supply
chain, they were going to take less time to obtain?
Correct, yes.

Were cavity barriers added as an afterthought on this
project?

No, not at all.

How early in the design process do you think you were
considering cavity barriers with Harley?

Early in 2015.

Early in 20157

Yes. February, guess.

Because you've just said that you don’t think that RFI
was something you were directly involved in.

No, no.

So from your point of view it wasin early 2015 that you
began to discuss the cavity barriers with them?

At a guess, yes.

Now, returning to that email chain we were looking at,
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and if we go to the very bottom of page 2 and on to
page 3 {HAR00003638/3}, we get a reply from Mr Ashton,
we can see the start of that at the very bottom of the
page --
Yes.
-- after he’s been provided with details, and he says
this at the top of the next page:

"Neil

"If the insulation in the cavities behind the
rainscreen cladding is combustible you will need to
provide cavity barrier as shown on your drawing (number
1279 (06) 120) in order to prevent fire from spreading
from one flat to the one above even if there isn’t
a continuous cavity from the top to the bottom of the
building .”
Okay.
Do you see that there?
Yes.
Then one email up, this advice gets forwarded to you
from Mr Crawford at 15.50 {HAR00003638/2}.
Yes.
His main email is there to Daniel Anketell-Jones but you
are copied in.
Yes.

»

"Please see correspondence relating to [ this]
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We can see Mr Anketell-Jones’ response above that,
and he says:

”Neil,

"Thank you for your response.

"The insulation is class 0. Therefore after reading
the correspondence below; I believe that the fire
barrier in these locations, will not be necessary.

”Can you confirm that this is acceptable?

"Kind regards

"Daniel ..”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

He also attached at this time the Celotex RS5000
datasheet.

Okay.

Did you read that comment by Mr Anketell-Jones as
meaning that because the insulation was class 0, it was
non-combustible?

I didn’t have any thoughts on his discussion regards
insulation. However,I didn’t believe that there was no
requirement for fire barriers. I always believed that
there should be a fire barrier in that zone.

What zone are you talking about there?

He’s talking about -- what does he say?

I believe that the fire barrier in these
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locations, will not be necessary.”

I don’t believe that statement.
Yes, that it was necessary in the spandrel zones, is
that what you're saying?
That’s right, yes.
Did you ever think about that advice that was being
given, "The insulation is class 0" --
No, not at all.
-- at the time? That wasn’t something that struck you
as odd or something that ought to be checked?
No, no.
You didn’t ever query whether Mr Anketell-Jones’
understanding was correct?
No, no, it wasn’t my place to do that, not unless I was
concerned.
Did you think at the time that class O was relevant to
the choice of insulation product?
Again, no. I mean,I wouldn’t expect flammable
materials, but I wasn’t considering the class of
insulation there.
No, but my question was: at the time, did you think that
class 0 wasrelevant to the choice of an insulation
product?
Well, it should certainly be class O or better. When
you read diagram 40 in ADB4, it’s quite clear we should
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be using class O products.

As we looked at yesterday, there is a difference between
national class O and the concept of limited
combustibility .

That’s correct.

Were you aware at the time that there was a difference
between class O and limited combustibility?

I wasn't considering that in this case.

But were you aware at the time that there was

a difference between national class O and limited
combustibility?

Yes, yes.

You were?

Yes.

What did you think that difference was?

I didn’t consider the difference, to be honest. As far
as I was concerned, class 0 is a suitable material.
But I think you said yesterday, am1I right, that your
understanding of limited combustibility was that it was
a description of a limited type of combustibility?

Yes.

You weren’t aware that it had a very specific technical
definition --

No.

-- by reference to specific tests?
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No, because normally that would be prefixed by a class
or a rating. That's a bit of a vague term.

If we turn back -- we’re carrying on, actually, with
this email string, and we go to a different email --
sorry, it is the same email. If welook at the bottom
of page 1 {HAR00003638/1} of this string, we get

a response by Mr Ashton where he says:

”A material which hasa Class O rating is not
necessarily non-combustible although the reverse is
invariably true. Some Class O products will burn when
exposed to a fully developed fire ”

Do you see that there?

Yes, yes.

Do you remember seeing that at the time of the Grenfell

project?

I don’t know. This wasn’t directed at me, but I'm sure
it wasin a historic trail .

I don’t think this was sent to you. But does it follow

from your evidence that you weren’t made aware that this
was the advice Mr Ashton was giving?

I think he’s arguing with Dan about the requirement for
cavity barriers.

Yes, but were you --

I think they’'ve sort of slipped off on an irrelevant

point. We all know we should be putting cavity barriers
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at every level.

I see.

I think he’s trying to say to Dan, "Of course we need
cavity barriers "

Right.

Mr Ashton was giving on this issue at the time?

But were you made aware of the advice that

Not specific, when you relate it to the "Class O is not
necessarily combustible”.
Did you ever raise any concerns about this line of
thinking at the time?
Not at the time, no. But we certainly -- by the time we
got to February/March, it was getting to a point where
we had to get this product on the wall, and it was
a case of, "Guys, what on earth are we doing?” This
sort of a document is vague. We need proper clarity .
Mr Ashton at the end of that paragraph is saying:
"Whatisn’t clear from the information to hand is
whether or not there is a continuous cavity from top to
bottom in any part of the cladding (apart from around
the column casings) irrespective of the type of
insulation ?”
Do you see that there?
Yes.
Do you remember whether you were ever asked to help

respond to that request for information about whether
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there might be a column in other parts of the cladding?
No, not at all. Dan was clearly dealing with that,
wasn't he?

So you didn’t get involved in that?

No.

Can we just look up to the top of this chain. We see
there Mr Crawford goes back to Mr Ashton and you are
copied in there.

Yes.

"Hi Terry

"Thank you.”

Then a question is asked of Daniel:

”Can you confirm your position in relation to
Terry’s comment below regarding combustibility and
continuous cavity paths. Having just finished several
weeks of fire stopping checks on the Kensington Aldridge
Academy where John Hoban crawled into almost every
conceivable cavity possible with a torch (including
nearly falling through a suspended ceiling!) We need to
be clear on our position before going to
building control

Do you see that there?

Yes, I do.
Now, we can’t find any response by Daniel confirming his

position about the combustibility and continuous cavity
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paths.
Mr Anketell-Jones?
Not at all, no, definitely not.

Do you remember discussing that with

So is your evidence that you simply didn’t get involved
in this discussion?

No, I didn’t, no.

Or have an opinion on the points they were discussing?
No.

If we gothen to {SEA00011759}, this is an email from
you a few days later, after this discussion has
occurred, from you to Simon Lawrence, copying in
Daniel Anketell-Jones, Neil Crawford, Bruce Sounes. So
it’s on 22 September 2014.

Yes.

And you attach a set of drawings:

”Simon,

"Please find attached drawings as raised in issue
for final approval, based upon the Architects comments
and discussions at our last meeting.

"We shall shortly issue further details, for
consideration.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.
If we turn to the attached drawings themselves, this is
{RYD00000431}, there’s a number of drawings in this pack
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and we can just scan through them.

Here’s an elevation drawing.
Yes.
Do you agree with me there’s no cavity barriers shown
anywhere on this elevation?
Correct. They tend to be shown in details .
And if we go down this pack, I think if we just scan
down, there’s no cavity barrier there at cill level?
No.
If we can keep going, it’s the head of the window, no
cavity barrier there?
No.
That’s the join with the column, no cavity barrier
there?
That’s correct.
And there’s no cavity barrier either -- sorry, if we go
back to that drawing-- at the interface between the
window frame and the column?
No.
Or indeed in the location which you were pointing out
shown on the Studio E drawings further along the column?
That’s right, yes.
So can you just help us as to why these drawings at this
stage weren't showing, even though we have got some

detailed drawings, any cavity barriers?
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This is only, what, a week or two after the project
started, and we were trying to get approvals for the
cladding arrangement and the windows.
So it was envisaged at this stage, was it, that cavity
barrier detailing would be provided later?
Correct, yes. Maybe we should have said that on the
email but we didn’t.
So you agree what we're seeing here is design
development? You're taking the Studio E drawings, which
we know -- and we know we never got any even 1:5
drawings from Studio E --
Yes.
-- and you're turning them into something much more
detailed here.
Correct, yes.
This is a 1:2 drawing; yes?
Mm.
If we can now move forward in time, if we go to
{RYD00027692}, you sent an email on 14 January to
Simon Lawrence and other members of the design team,
Daniel Anketell-Jones, Neil at Studio E, Neil Crawford.
I think yousay in the email:

"Please find attached a full set of drawings related
to the upper 20 floors of windows, all now construction

issue and to be manufactured accordingly.”
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Yes.
And you say:

"Clearly the design has varied much, but now all as
we agreed prior to Xmas.”

There’s a large number of drawings there.

Now, had anybody from Harley, such as Ray Bailey or
Daniel Anketell-Jones, checked those drawings before you
issued them?

No, that wasn’t normal. Normally we would have a round
table to discuss concept. These drawings were all
revisions, so they would have been sent out to all
parties to comment upon or consider at the same time.
Yes.

I think what we can see is that none of these
drawings contain cavity barriers.
example. If wegoto {RYD00027697}. So that’s very
similar to what we were just looking at, isn’t it?
Yes.

Let’s just look at an

From a drawing back in September. So we’re now

in January, 13 January 2015, and it 's marked
"Construction” in the little table on the bottom left.
Yes.

And it’s stamped "Approved for construction”.

Yes.

Can you help us as to why there are no cavity barriers
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shown in these drawings, including in this drawing here?
Is the cavity barrier not off the screen on the next
drawing?

Let’s have a look. Would it be the next one in the run?
Is there another page to this? No, there isn’t. Okay,
we’ll check that.

Okay. I mean, we were obviously looking at it earlier,
weren't we?

Yes.

We can see from the Harley drawing register -- for
the transcript, the reference is {RYD00065622} -- that
this drawing was never revised after 14 January 2015.

It’s right, isn’t it, that cavity barriers were
never included in that location in the middle of that
page where the side of the window meets the column;
that’s correct, isn’t it?

Yes, not in that location, no.

Now, despite these drawings saying "Approved for
construction”, two days later on 16 January

Neil Crawford emailed his comments. That email is at
{SEA00012531}. So here Neil Crawford is going back to
you on 16 January 2015 with others copied in:

"Hi Kevin

"In line with our discussion over the phone comments

on drawings.”
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If we canturn to the comments, this is at
{SEA00003040}, this is an elevation drawing where we’'ve
got lots of comments in red by Mr Crawford.

Yes.

Would you agree with me that there’s no mention of
cavity barriers in his annotations?

Correct, yes.

And he’s circled it B, "Conforms to design intent
subject to incorporation of comments”, we can see that
from the stamp on the right-hand side.

Yes.

Did you ever have any discussions directly with

Mr Crawford about the location of cavity barriers in the
design scheme?

I don’t know, to be honest.

Was it something you were doing on the project,
sometimes having discussions with Mr Crawford?

Yes, sometimes, yes. Yes. Certainly at the design team
meetings.

Yes. Butyoucan’'t help us as to whether you ever had
a discussion with Mr Crawford about where cavity
barriers ought to be located?

Oh, there definitely was, but to what degree, I don’t
recall .

Do you recall anything about those discussions, what the
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topic of those discussions was when you were discussing
cavity barriers with Mr Crawford?
No, not in depthat all. I hadso many discussions
about cavity barriers.
Can you recall whether you ever had a discussion with
him about what the requirements were of
Approved Document B and diagram 33, and whether that
could be applied to Grenfell?
No, we would never have that sort of a conversation.
If we now turn on to an email from Siderise, so this is
{HAR00004013}, dated 3 March 2015. If we look at the
top of the page, this is an email from Barnaby ] Carrick
at Siderise to you, copying in Mark Stapley and
Sue Sheppard.

Who is Sue Sheppard?
I think she might have been at Siderise as well.
Yes, okay.

He says:

"Hi Kevin,

"We have reviewed the details you have kindly
supplied and can confirm they follow our
recommendations. As the void is less than 325mm and
a 25mm air gap is present, the cavity barrier size falls
within .. our standard test data. Regarding the
RVG-30/30, as shown in [a particular detail ], also
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follows our recommendations. The brackets for the
vertical barrier only need to penetrate two thirds to
three quarters of the cavity barrier.

"I hope this is of assistance, should you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
So you've obviously had a conversation with Siderise by
this point; is that right?
This follows -- it soundsto me like it follows my
checking the material availability from their catalogue,
and I seem to recall their test data goes up to
a certain void depth.
Yes.
AndI think it might be along the lines of the void was
actually 350 millimetres, but in their catalogue it says
it’s for 325, but it wasn’t clear that it was
325 millimetres for the void rather than the product
itself .
Yes, I see.
Because there’s an air gap. So it was just
clarification of that.
I see, yes. I think it’s clear that you'd had some
discussions with him, if you go to the email at the
bottom of this page 1 --
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Yes.
-- where you say to him in the previous email:

"Further to our discussions, please find attached
details for rainscreen cladding using your RH25G ... &
RV .7
Yes.

So those are the two different types of cavity barriers,
horizontal and vertical , aren’t they?
Yes, that’s right.
So your conversation with Mr Carrick, was it solely
about the void depth and the testing that you've just
referred to, or did you ask Siderise for any further
advice at this stage about the cavity barriers?
No, it was all prompted from how this was fixed to the
wall.
I see.
They had -- at the time, they didn’t have any details of
both products. Whether it was a new product to them or
what, I don’t know, but they had limited data.
And you say:

please find attached details for rainscreen
cladding ..”
Yes.
By that, do you mean the drawings?

Yes, it would have been a couple of typical drawings.
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Did anyone from Siderise comment on the positioning of
the cavity barriers in those drawings?
I don’t believe so, and I wouldn’t have expected them to
unless we’'d specifically asked them.
Right.

Can we turn now to an email sent from you to
Simon Lawrence, copying in the design team, on the same
day. So this is {SEA00012850}. So this is you on
3 March 2015 to Simon Lawrence, copying in others,
including Daniel Anketell-Jones, Neil Crawford,
Mark Stapley.
Yes.
Ben Bailey is also copied in there, wesee. You say:

”Simon,

"Please find attached drawings now showing the fire
breaks, both horizontal and vertical .

"We assume a requirement of 90min integrity & 30min
insulation is sufficient, if not please advise.”

Then you say this:

"The vertical breaks are not on all columns, just
party walls.”

I think that’s the point we were discussing with the
Chairman earlier --
Exactly, yes.

-- about whether some columns didn’t have a vertical
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cavity barrier --

Correct, yes.

-- because it wasn’t along a party wall; yes?

Mm.

What was it that prompted you to include cavity barriers
on these drawings at this stage, can you remember? This
was 3 March 2015.

I think what was prompted was we were getting close to
the point at which we were going to start installing
things on site, so this had to be cleared up. We
couldn’t start hanging cladding on the building without
the cavity barriers being finalised .

So it had become time- critical?

Yes, yes.

Had you discussed cavity barriers around this time with
Harley? Had you had a round table meeting with them to
discuss it?

Yes, certainly before then, yes.

And who do you remember discussing cavity barriers with
before this point?

Earlier on it would have been Dan, but certainly Ben and
Ray.

Would it be fair to say that cavity barriers at this

point were being included as a late amendment to

drawings?

97
Not at all. We always knew that we were going to get to
this point.

Yes, so you wouldn’t accept that this wasa relatively
late stage to be adding the cavity barriers --

No.

-- after the window design was completed and work on
site had begun?

No, not at all.

And had you had a discussion about precisely where to
put the cavity barriers before producing these
documents?

Well, we had discussed it in the office and these were
issued for their comment.

And again -- sorry, I keep trying to pin you down,

I know it’s difficult , but --

Yes, yes, it’s the typical round table -- I would attend
the office oncea weekora fortnight. Who was at that
round-robin discussion would vary, but ..

Had you consulted the guidance that you refer to at
paragraph 50 of your witness statement -- ADB, the CWCT
guidance -- by this stage on the project?

Yes, definitely .

You had?

Mm.

What had you consulted it in relation to? What
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were you --
Just to find clarity , and there wasno clarity .
I see. So you're confident that before this point
you've looked at it to find clarity on what the rating
of the barrier should be; is that right?

Yes, I believe so.

And specifically for that purpose only?

Yes, yes.

Now, you'd issued several drawings for the windows

in January 2015, and we can see that you reissued only
some of them again in March 2015. Can you help us as to
why you didn't revise all of the drawings showing
windows at that point to add cavity barriers?

Maybe they didn’t need it.

What we see from the attachments to the email -- you can
see them listed there -- is that you revised drawings
200, 201, 202, 301 and 305; does that sound right?

Yes, that is only a couple of .. yes, I would guess
that that covers the 20 floors of windows, does it not?
Well, let’s look at a drawing. This is drawing 200,
{SEA00003156}. So here we see the elevation, and now
what we can see is there’s dotted lines on the columns
and on the spandrels with the label "Firebreak”?

Yes.

Is that correct?

99

Yes, that’s right.

And those are the cavity barriers; is that right?
That’s right, yeah, that’s a generic term for cavity
barriers or firestops .

We can see at the bottom in the table that firebreaks
were added on 3 March 2015. Do you see that there?

Yes.

Why did you use the word "firebreak” when you were
referring to cavity barriers in this elevation drawing?
It’s just a generic term that we often would use.
Would you ever use the term "cavity barrier”?

Before Grenfell I would probably not, no.

And was that because you were predominantly a curtain
walling and glazing specialist , so your experience prior
to Grenfell might have been on firestopping but not
cavity barriers?

Well, I don’t think I would have called them firestops
either.

So would you have called both a firebreak?

Yes. Generically, yes.

And you didn’t think that it was appropriate to
distinguish between whether you were talking about some
firestopping or a cavity barrier?

No, because I don’t think there was any confusion. You

couldn’t put a firestop in those locations.
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And1 think it’s clear to see that what we don’t see, if
we can pan out again, is we don’t see cavity barriers
around the sides of the windows, do we?

No.

They're at some distance away from the windows.

A little way, yes.

And we don’t see cavity barriers specifically around the
head, cill or jambs of the windows themselves, do we?
No. We've got the one single compartment as shown on
the architect’s drawings.

Do you agree that that positioning and location of
cavity barriers would not prevent fire spreading into
the cavity immediately adjacent to the windows?

Not immediately adjacent, no.

So we’ll look at it on the 1:2 drawings shortly, but
we’ve got cavities, haven't we? Take the head of the
window there, there’s going to be a cavity immediately
above that window, isn’t there?

That’s right, yes.

There’s a return of the panel immediately above it --
Yes.

-- and then the firebreak is now coming some distance
above the head of the window.

Yes. You just wantto bear in mind that this is -- the

location of these on this drawingis a little bit

101

indicative . When you look at the details, they’re a bit
close at the top of the window. But just for visual
ease they’ve been moved away from the window slightly.
I wantto put it to youagain: why did you not, when
doing this drawing, include cavity barriers around the
window as well as any other cavity barriers in the
system more generally?

This was the only requirement.

Only requirement from who?

From Harley and the architect 's drawings.

Now, this configuration differs at the head of the
window from what was shown on the Studio E drawings,
doesn’t it?

It doesa little bit, yes.

A little bit. The one we saw earlier at the head of the
window by Studio E was immediately at the head of the
window, wasn’t it?

Correct, yes.

And this is raised up to come some way into the
spandrel.

Yes. If you can throw up the detail above the window,
you'll see it’s close to the window without any
interruptions.

When you say "close to the detail without any

interruptions ”, what do you mean "without any
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interruptions”?

Above the window -- is it possible to find that drawing
that shows the detail of that cavity barrier, our
drawing above the window?

We'll check.

It will make explanation fire easier.

Yes, it’s the next drawing we're going to come to.
Brilliant .

Yes, let’s do that now then: {RYD0O0000220}. Yes, so
this is the head of the window; is that right?

That’s correct, yes.

And we can see you've added the honeycomb cavity
barrier --

That’s right, yes.

-- into the spandrel section --

Yes.

-- of this configuration, and it’s not immediately at
the head as shown on the Studio E drawings, is it?
That’s correct, yes.

Would you agree with me that that’s a worsening of the
cavity barrier strategy --

Not necessarily --

-- because fire -- sorry, let mejust finish my
question.

Yes, sorry.

103

Because fire has the potential to go up and into the
return of the panel and into that gap before the cavity
barrier?
Not necessarily .
Not necessarily? What do you mean by that?
Well, the architect shows the position of the cavity
barrier tight on top of the window.
Yes.
But the window hangs down below the structure. So you
wouldn’t expect to put a cavity barrier where it can’t
be backed up by the concrete structure. So, for one,
you would have to put it at least at the bottom of that
concrete floor slab.

The second thing, as this is a refurbishment, the
concrete isn’t crisp and flat and straight as it’s shown
So the

aluminium -- this special profile at the head of the

on that drawing. It’'s quite a deflection.
window, there would be gaps between that and the
concrete. So if it was mounted on that aluminium
profile, fire could get behind the cavity barrier, and
you would also have to contend with the cavity barrier
sealing over all the fixings. So that appeared to be
the cleanest, safest position.

Why couldn’t you have used compressible mineral wool in

that location to create a cavity barrier at the head of
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the window?
I'm sure lots of options would be available, but this
was the option that was proposed and accepted.
I'm going to show you a diagram from Mr Hyett’s report
at this stage, if wegoto {PHYR0000003/66} and if we
can blow up that figure.

Now, what Mr Hyett has done is take your drawing --
yes?
Yes.
And he’s indicated where, in his opinion -- and he’ll be
asked about this in due course -- the cavity barrier
should have been if following Approved Document B,
section 9, paragraph 9.3. Andhe’s put it immediately
at the head of the window frame, lower than where you've
put it?
Yes.
Do you agree?
Yes, that’s what he’s shown.
And do you agree that that wasa perfectly possible
thing to have done, that it was buildable in that way?
Well, as I say, I think he’s shown it too low, and he’s
assuming that the substrate that that aluminium angle is
bolted to is flat, which it clearly wouldn’t be.
Just break that down. Why has he shown it too low?
I don’t think it should be hanging below the concrete,

105

because the fire protection -- the rating of the product
relies ona suitable substrate behind it.

But you're trying to protect the cavity, the fire from
entering the cavity, so why wouldn’t you try and put the
cavity barrier immediately at the head so that the
cavity is protected?

The fire in the flat can attack the back of that cavity
barrier, and I don’t think they’re designed to resist at
that point.

I see.

They're designed to resist at the front or the sides.

So are you saying that you don’t think it would have
been possible to put a cavity barrier in that location
in that way as shown by Mr Hyett?

I think lifting it up very slightly would be better, and
then another solution would have to be added to that to
protect between the aluminium bracket and the concrete
also.
I see. Okay. Well, I'm putting it to you that you
should have had it lower, you should have had it
immediately at the head per the guidance, around
openings, to help prevent fire from coming out of the
window and getting into the rainscreen cavity.

Well, a solution was offered and it was accepted.

So just to be clear, are you disagreeing with me that it
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would have been possible to do what Mr Hyett is saying?
It would be possible to do exactly whathe’s shown, yes.
Yes, and that would have been in accordance with the
guidance given in Approved Document B, wouldn't it?

I don’t believe so.

Why don’t you believe that’s in accordance with the
guidance?

Because I think that they’ve not considered that the
rear of that cavity barrier is below the substrate.

So you're worried that fire might go up behind that, but
then it’s going to hit the concrete, isn’t it?

This is whatl was saying. There’s a gap between the
concrete and the aluminium angle. But whatI'm getting
at is that the product is being attacked from behind.
It’s come along that back edge, whichI don’t think is
appropriate.

Why not? I mean, these are mineral wool kind of blocks,
aren’t they --

That’s right.

-- with an intumescent strip on the edge?

And the thickness of the product defines its rating.
Yes.

Now, if that’s hanging down in free space by 50% of its
thickness, it’s not exhibiting the same properties as

a full thickness.
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You mean because it would be insecure, that it’s not
properly fixed back to the concrete?

No, not at all, not at all. The flame is attacking that
barrier halfway up the back edge.

Yes, but it’s an inert material, that’s the point: it
blocks the fire and it blocks the smoke. That’s what
it 's there to do.

But your implication is that any size of material that
is inert would be adequate, and it’s clearly not,
because they come in different thicknesses to give
different resistances.

But if you were worried about gaps at the back, isn’t it
possible around windows -- and we’ll look at an example
of this later -- to use compressible mineral wool and
pack it into gaps? Isn’t that sometimes a solution
that’s adopted when putting cavity barriers around
windows?

It would still have to be a fire product. You couldn’t
just pack it with a mineral wool.

No, fine. Yousay it’s got to be a fire product, but --
It would have to be an engineered -- you couldn’t just
say, "Oh, we've got a gap so we’ll pack some fire
insulation in there” That would have to be referred to
fire engineers to approve that.

I see. Maybe that’s what was required on Grenfell, but
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what you've done here is just raise it up because --
Yes, I've offered a more robust solution for comment.
But did you ever check with anybody that that was more
robust in terms of fire spread?

No, we're offering it to the professional team.

I see.

If --

So you expected them to check that that was

The architect and his fire engineers.

an appropriate solution?
That’s correct. All the drawings were issued to the
team for compliance.

I see.

If welook at paragraph 34 of your witness
statement, {HAR00010419/9}, this is where I think you've
just explained in your statement what you were referring
to:

"In terms of the location of the cavity barriers on
the spandrels, this was drawn above the aluminium
fixings at the head of the window, as it was thought it
was more effective to have them above these fixings,
directly against the concrete and located within the
span of the concrete floor slab.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

Who thought it was more effective to have them in that

109

location, can you help us?

Yes, it was discussed at one of our meetings across the
table at Harley.

Can you remember who was part of that discussion about
moving that cavity barrier up?

Well, Ray would definitely have been.

Did you think it was more effective in that location?
Definitely .

And Ray Bailey thought it was more effective in that
location?

Yes, yes, I agreed with him. Yes.

What about Daniel Anketell-Jones, was he part of that
discussion?

Don’t know.

Did you ever expressly flag this with the architects and
say to them, "Listen, looking at your drawings and

This

is why we've moved it, this is why we think it’s still

drafting the drawings, we've decided to move this.
effective , what do you think?” Did you ever do that?
No, no.

And why not? Why would you not do that?

Because the whole issue of providing drawings for him to
comment is that in itself . We don’t ask him to check
every item on the drawing; that is the process, that

he’s checking every item on the drawing.
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I see.

Your evidence to us so far has been that what you
were doing was simply translating, you were just
draughting, what the architect wanted into a drawing.
That’s correct, yes.

Would you accept that, if you were doing that, you would
have put the cavity barrier at the head of the window?
There’s areas where what the architect has shown are
impractical and you may make minor variations, which is
the whole point of us sending the drawings back to him.
If we were copying his drawings exactly, there would be
no need to send any drawings back to him.

Yes, so there is a design development going on at
Harley’s end, isn’t there?

Yes.

And you're part of that process.

That’s right, to make things fit the building, yes.

Now, just looking back at the drawing, {RYD00000220},
this is the drawing produced on 3 March, and I just want
to look at what the annotations say.

In that top left label, if we canzoom into that,
where you have put the cavity barrier, you've put

»

"Firebreak cut around cladding rails ". Do you see that
there?

Yes.

111

So was that a specific instruction that you were adding
to these drawings about cutting firebreaks around
cladding rails ?

It wasas I understood they would be installed, because
the cladding rails come into the zone. So they weren't
going to come as a pre-cut item; they were going to be
cut on site accordingly.

Did you ever consider how the integrity of the cavity
barrier would be maintained if it was going to be cut
around the cladding rail ?

No, becauseI guess this is sealing the inside, but the
cladding rail, the area of the cladding rail that you're
implying, is on the outside of the building.

No, it’s not. It’s on the inside. It’s underneath the
rainscreen cladding --

But it’s also on the outside because it’s an open air
gap.

Well, let’s focus on the inside. Whatyou had was

a concrete face, and at intervals you had a cavity
barrier coming across --

Complete; it wasn’t intervals .

And then where there was a cladding rail that came up
the spandrel, the cavity barrier was cut so that the
rail went right through the cavity barrier. Do you

agree?
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1 A. That's right, yes, it wascut tight. 1 SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: All right, thank you very much. I'm
2 Q. Yes, but you've still got the break in the cavity 2 just interested to get a feel for the dimensions.

3 barrier where the rail goes. Do you agree? 3 I find it quite hard to get that just from my reading.
4 A. Yes, but the rails are continuous so there’s no 4 MS GRANGE: Yes,I think we might have some good photographs
5 alternative . 5 and dimensions in Barbara Lane’s first report, so we’ll
6 Q. Now,you'vesaid to us earlier that you were concerned 6 do that.
7 about gaps at the head of the window and the fire 7 SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Thank you.
8 attacking the back of the cavity barrier if it was 8 MS GRANGE: Now, if we go onin the chronology, if we turn
9 lower. 9 to {SEA00000252}, we can see, if we look at the email at
10 A. Yes. 10 the top of that page, that on 6 March 2015, your email
11 Q. Whydidn't you ever give any consideration to the gaps 11 of 3 March has prompted Neil Crawford to send an email
12 that would be created by the cladding rails as they went 12 on 6 March to Paul Hanson at RBKC Building Control, and
13 through the cavity barriers? 13 you're copied in, amongst others. Do you see that on
14 A. Therewereno gaps. It wascut tight to the cladding 14 the cc list?
15 rails . 15 A. Yes, yes.
16 Q. Yes, but the cladding rail itself wasa channel through 16 Q. Hesays:
17 which the cavity barrier did not fit. Doesthat make 17 "Hi Paul
18 sense? It didn't go through the middle of the cladding 18 "Following our conversation this afternoon, this
19 rail . 19 reminded me of another issue. Where we are over
20 A. Yes, the front is, yes. 20 cladding what fire rating do we need to allow for within
21 Q. We'll comeandI'll show yousome pictures, and I think 21 the wall build up between apartments (see below and
22 in Paul Hyett's report we get -- 22 attached)?”
23 A. T mean, this is normal practice. 23 Do you see that there?
24 Q. It’s normal practice to cut around the cladding rail, is 24 A, Yes.
25 that what you're saying? 25 Q. Sohe's asking about the fire rating.
113 115
1 A. That's right, as long as it’s tight on the inside, you 1 A. Yes.
2 can do no more on the outside because it is 2 Q. Canyou explain to us exactly what the issue was he was
3 a cladding -- it is a continuous joint. 3 raising there? Was it about the -- you've put "90min
4 Q. Butwouldn't it have been possible to put a piece of 4 integrity & 30min insulation is sufficient ” in your
5 cavity barrier inside the U-shape of the cladding rail 5 email --
6 so that you have a continuous cavity barrier along the 6 A. No, no, I think this is referring to an architectural
7 spandrel? 7 detail . This reminds him of another issue.
8 A. But that would be exposed to the outside world then. 8 "Where we are over cladding what fire rating do we
9 Q. No, it wasinside the rainscreen. 9 need to allow for within the wall build up between
10 A. Okay, I think we need to have a look at the detail then. 10 apartments ..”
11 Q. Yes, wecando that. 11 So I think that’s referring to the internal of the
12 SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Before we leave this drawing, 12 building.
13 I confess to being not very good at reading drawings, 13 Q. No, I think he’s asking -- I think we’ll see it as we
14 but can you tell me with your practised eye tell me how 14 keep going -- within the rainscreen cavity, what fire
15 far up this shows the cavity barrier above the head of 15 rating do we need to allow for in the locations between
16 the window? 16 apartments, so the horizontal cavity barriers, what
17 A. Well, it was discussed, it wasas tight as possible to 17 rating should they be; is that not right?
18 the -- 18 A. Butthat's exactly whatI've asked below, so why is it
19 SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Yes, but what’s the dimension, as 19 another issue, unless he’s referring to his
20 far as youcan tell ? 20 conversation?
21 A. 1 would say that was about -- because it’s a scale 21 Q. That may beright. It may be that you've raised it and
22 drawing, I would say that was about 175 to 22 he’s said, "That reminds me”, but in fact you're talking
23 200 millimetres. So it was actually quite a small zone. 23 about the same issue.
24 MS GRANGE: Ithink we’ll have a look over the lunch break 24 A. Possibly, yes.
25 and see if wecan find a dimension for that. 25 Q. Now,wecanseeyou're copied in to this email string.
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Was it as a result of this exchange that prompted you to
look at Approved Document B?

No, I think I probablylooked at it before. I mean,
very close to this time. I mean, this is only

three days after my email. I think it was literally
around that time, probably before 3 March, but ...
Did you think to look at table A2 of ADB which gives
advice on the rating of cavity barriers?

I don’t recall .

It appears that you rang Siderise and spoke with
Sue Sheppard at this point.
{HAR00003999}. So if we look at the email at the bottom

of that page, on 11 March, you are emailing

We can see that if we go to

Barnaby Carrick and you say this:

"Barnaby,

"Further to your recent help with horizontal &
vertical firebreaks within our rainscreen cladding, we
wonder if you could assist with what would be the normal
fire rating required.”

Then you explain about the building, domestic block.

"Internal party walls will be 120min.

"In your experience what would the rating be for
horizontal and vertical breaks. This would help us to
propose hopefully the correct product for

building control to approve.”

117

Yes.
Can you see that there?

And then if welook at the top of that page,
Sue Sheppard says:

"Hi Kevin

"Thank you for sending across following our
conversation. I have just spoken with Barnaby and he
should be responding [to] you shortly .”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
Now, you're asking for advice from Siderise on the
rating of the barriers at this point.
Yes.
Again, my question is: did you take any advice at this
point from Siderise about where to put the vertical and
horizontal barriers?
No, not at all.
That was because you were clear in your mind, were you,
where they were going to go?
Yes, they were as close to the position shown in the
architect 's drawings and they complied with the
discussions with Harley.
Right.

Shortly after that, on 12 March 2015, Mr Mort,

Siderise’s technical officer, responds. If we could go
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to {BSD00001779}, so this is Mr Mort to you, and he
says:

"Hi Kevin,

"We would confirm that to meet the requirements of
Approved Document B ... the area between compartment
wall and outer cladding needs only to be a cavity
barrier (30 minutes integrity & 15 minutes insulation)
which would mean that our open state cavity barrier
system .. would be suitable.

”If you need me to comment on a specific detail
the(sic) please forward over and I will respond
immediately, apologise for the delay.”

And he says:

"Please see Diagram 33 below.”

Canyousee that? He’s actually cut and pasted
it --

Yes.

-- into your email.

Can we just pageupa little bit?

Go page up?

Yes. I see, yeah. So he’s made specific comment to
that being rainscreen.

Yes, and about whether or not their product would be
suitable .

Yes.

119

Now, at this point you were having diagram 33 brought to
your attention.

Mm.

Do you recall noticing that diagram 33 marks cavity
barriers around the windows?

Yes, yes.

But you were still comfortable, were you, despite that,
with the arrangement that you were showing on your
drawings?

We were still discussing it at this stage, yes.

When you say " still discussing it at this stage” --
Well, you'll see this email trail goes on quite a while
and it’s picked up by Ben.

I appreciate you're still discussing the rating of the
cavity barriers, but is it your evidence that you were
still discussing the location, where to put the cavity
barriers?

The whole subject of cavity barriers, yes.

Right.
drawings on 3 March showing cavity barriers --
Yes.

-- you felt in your mind, did you, that the issue was

So even though we saw you'd issued those

still up for grabs as to how you ended up on that issue?
I felt weneeded someone to say, "This is all okay”.

I see.
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Now, it appears that Mr Hoban had concerns at this
point regarding the fire integrity of the cavity
If we goto {RBK00048734}, on 20 March, this

is an email from John Hoban, and it’s to Neil Crawford

barriers.

and Paul Hanson -- Neil Crawford and Studio E,
Paul Hanson at RBKC Building Control -- and you're
copied in. John Hoban is referring to the Building
Regulations, and he says to Neil Crawford:

"Further to my conversation with you today, I would
confirm that the fire time for the new Elements of
Structure in Grenfell Toweris 120 minutes, as
specified in

And he’s talking about table A2 of
Approved Document B.

Yes.
Which 1 just referred to just a moment ago.

Yes.

oo

"I would also draw your attention to diagram 33 of
Approved Document B and highlight the detail between
compartment floors and external cladding. In the
meantime should you wish to discuss any other aspects of
the project Neil, then please do not hesitate to call
me .."

So at this point John Hoban is saying his view is it

needs to be 120 minutes.
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A. No, no.

We were just talking about the existing elements of the

He’s saying the new elements of the structure.

structure. Where the boxing club was, there was new
elements of the structure being constructed, and that
was a different zone, as far as fire rating was
concerned.

Q. Isn’t it rate that what Mr Hoban is referring to as new
elements of structure is the new cladding, the
overcladding on the whole building, new columns, beams,
sections of compartment floor?

A. Notat all. Youcan have a look at the architect’s fire

strategy plans which clearly show the lower levels as

having a greater fire rating. Harley provided some new

walls, where there were no concrete walls, they provided

an SFS construction in these areas. This was the new
structure.

Q. I see.

with levels 4 to 23 of Grenfell Tower?

So your evidence is that this wasn’t concerned

A. 1 don’t believe so, no.

Q. This was concerned with the lower levels?

A. Yes, definitely .

MS GRANGE: Mr Chairman, I wonder whether that’s an
appropriate moment. Again, I'm midway through this
topic, but it goes on and that’s as good a moment as

any.
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SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: If that suits you, that I think will

suit the rest of us as well. Good, thank you very much.
Well, Mr Lamb, we're going to have a break now for

some lunch. Please remember not to talk to anyone about

your evidence while you're out of the room, and we’ll

resume at 2 o’clock, please.

THE WITNESS: Okay, thanks.
SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Thank you very much.

(Pause)
Right, thank you, 2 o’clock, please.

(1.00 pm)

(The short adjournment)

(2.00 pm)

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Right, ready to carry on, Mr Lamb?
THE WITNESS: Certainly.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Good. Thank you.

Yes, Ms Grange.

MS GRANGE: Yes, thank you.

o >

oo

oo o>

Just to pick up on a couple of points from this
morning before we carry on with the cavity barrier
story.

Would you agree with me that, in general, the
specification takes precedence over the drawings? So
when you're coming to approach design work, it’s the

specification that’s of higher importance in terms of
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telling you what to include in a design. Would you
agree with that?

I think if it’s a performance specification I would
agree, but not necessarily a prescriptive .

But here on Grenfell, take cavity barriers, we didn’t
get a prescriptive specification , did we?

No.

We had something more like a performance specification .
Yes.

Yes? We know that the wall had to comply with CWCT
guidance, it had to comply with the Building
Regulations, there’s express reference to firebreaks in
accordance with ADB.

Yes.

So it’s a performance specification, isn’t it?

To a degree, yes.

On cavity barriers.

Yes.

And it’s not until Harley come along that the Siderise
cavity barriers are specified, is it?

No, that’s right.

So the point I wantto put to you is that even if cavity
barriers weren't shown in particular locations by the
architect on the drawings, why didn’t the specification ,

the NBS specification, take precedence in terms of what
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Harley should have been designing?

I don’t think you could convey the requirement for
positioning cavity barriers adequately in the NBS.

I think you would generally rely on the drawings to show
you where they went.

But why wasn't it adequate to say " firestopping or
firebreaks in accordance with Approved Document B”, why
wasn’t that more than adequate?

Because it was the architect that was ensuring
compliance with Document B; surely it was his place to
interpret Document B and then show them on his drawings.
But in terms of cavity barriers around the windows, you
don’t need any interpretation of Approved Document B,
do you? Approved Document Bis clear. I think you
accepted paragraph 9.3 was crystal clear that cavity
barriers were required around windows.

Yes, but as we've noted before, there were many routes
to compliance, and this may well have been

a fire -engineered solution.

Yes, but we've looked at emails, haven’t we, Mr Lamb,
we've looked at emails very recently in the context of
the cavity barrier discussion --

Yes.

-- where people are referring to diagram 33 of ADB?

Yes, but if that comes from a supplier, it doesn’t
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necessarily correlate that that’s what the architect is
after.
But you don’t ever see an email from anybody on the
project saying, "All very nice what’s in ADB, but that’s
not what we're following " You don’t see that, do you?
Nor do we have a very precise email saying exactly what
is required.
Okay. Well, we’ll keep going with the story and let’s
see what we find.
Sure.
Just one more question though before I pick that up.

We talked about the raising of the cavity barrier up
at the head of the window.
Yes.
Did Ray Bailey tell you to move it or was it your idea
to move it?
Oh, no, it would be part of the team’s opinion, yes.
What does that mean, part of the team’s opinion?
Well, whether it was actually Ray Bailey -- I mean, it
would have been -- I would have been instructed to do
it, but I wouldn’t recall if Ray actually said, "You
must put it here” It might have been one of the other
members of the team saying, "We ought to put it there to
ensure adequate sealing against the structure”. I don’t

recall .
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I see.

Canyou recall whether it was your idea to raise it
up?
Oh, no, it certainly wasn't my idea.
I see. So whatyou're saying is that must have come
from somebody within the Harley design team --
Yes.
-- to instruct youto do that?
Yes.
And you wouldn’t have done it otherwise?
No, no, this was-- again, as we’'ve mentioned before,
there were certain key concept details that were
discussed round the table, and I think it’s not beyond
the realms of expectation that this was a key concept.
Can we be more precise. You say it’s not beyond the
realms of expectation that this was a key concept.
Well --
Are you speculating as to whether that was discussed?
No, not at all. This is a key concept and it would have
been discussed around the table.
Do you have a memory of it actually being discussed?
Vaguely, but not in specific terms.
Okay.

Now, let’s just pick up where we were in the thread.

We’d looked at some concerns from the Building Control
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officer , John Hoban, that the fire integrity of the
cavity barriers ought to be 120 minutes. I wantto pick
it up, if wegoto {SEA00013001}, thisis on 25 March,
you send an email to Simon Lawrence, copying in the team
again, saying:

”Simon,

"Further to our meeting yesterday, please find
attached details for the firebreaks, all now upgraded to
120min.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

And these are general arrangement drawings.

Yes.

And our understanding is that that upgrading of

120 minutes that you did at that point was to the
firebreaks at levels 3 to 23 or 4 to 23. It wasn't --
If that’s where they are, then yes, but I do recall
being asked to change them, and you'll find that there
was a quotation supplied to Rydons to actually upgrade
them, because it was never expected at the beginning of
the project.

Yes. So we've got that.

Then if we looked now at {RYD00037117} on page 1,
here we see Ray Bailey to Simon Lawrence, Neil Crawford,

Ben Bailey, on 27 March 2015, ccing you and others:
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"Hi Simon,

"Reading the email from the specialist suppliers
it should be fairly straight -forward.

"A firestop is required to stop fire spreading
between floors or party walls if it is inside the
building. Ie inside of the window or curtainwall.

”A cavity barrier is required to stop fire spreading
inside the cavity. For the fire to enter the cavity it
has had to have gone through the window or curtainwall.

"In our situation the cladding is outside of the
windows and therefore it should have a cavity barrier as
opposed to a firestop .

"I would ask Neil to make this point.

"Best regards

"Ray "

Do you see that there?

Yes.

So Harley haven’t given up at this point; they’re
maintaining their position that it should be a cavity
barrier, not a firestop .

That’s right. I think this was following -- the email
trail clearly showed there was some confusion amongst
parties. I think Ray was involved to try and explain
how he understood the terminology.

Yes, that sounds fair.
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Turning to the email at the bottom of page 1 and
going on to the top of page 2 {RYD00037117/2}, from
Neil Crawford on 27 March, just have a look at that, on
the top of the next page:

"Hi Simon

"Have spoken with John and he wasn’t happy with
Harley’s email as we are talking about fire stopping as
opposed to cavity barriers. I have explained again the
specifics of our scenario and he will have
a conversation with Paul Hanson to see if there is
a reduced spec they can agree to and will then speak
with Harley’s directly

Do you see that there?

Yes.

So that’s what the architect was saying.

Mm.

Can we now go to {HAR00003947}. This is another part of
the same exchange that was occurring at this time on the
topic of cavity barriers. I wantto look at the email

at the top of the page first. This is Ben Bailey to

Ray Bailey, to you, to Mark Stapley. It’s on
30 March 2015.
Yes.

Do you see that? He’s saying:

7 Still going around in circles .
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"Best regards,

"Ben.”
Yes. Yeah, that’s just highlighting the fact that we’re
still not got any closer to a final solution.
To a resolution on this issue?
That’s right, yes.
Now, in terms of this chain here, if we goto the bottom
of page 7 {HAR00003947/7} -- some of these chains are
very long, I just want to look at the bottom of page 7.
We can see Ricky Kay sends an email on 26 March 2015 at
13.42 to Ben Bailey, copying in you, Mark Stapley,
Sue Sheppard, and he says:

"Hi Ben,

"Apologies for the delay ..

"Please find below extract from the
Approved Document B of the Building Regulations.”
Yes.
Then on to the next page:

"Here you can see that it clearly states that
30 minutes fire integrity and 15 minutes insulation is
This

is reference to rainscreen cladding applications where

all that is required froma cavity fire barrier.

the cavity barrier is deemed to be on the outside of the
building. Our RH25-90/30 will offer 90 minutes fire

integrity and 30 minutes fire insulation, therefore
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exceeds minimum requirements.

”120 minute fire rating is generally the industry
standard for curtain wall to concrete slab edge
firestopping where the firestop is located on the inside
of a building and is considered to be a continuation of
the floor slab.

"Please get in touch if you need anything else from
us to enable you to progress with your order, many
thanks.

"Ricky Kay.”

Yes.

Now, we note there, don’t we, that he’s got an extract
from Approved Document B, do you see that there?
That’s right, yes, from Siderise.

If we go to the email immediately above this,

Neil Crawford, we see Neil Crawford to John Hoban:

"Hi John

"There has been a lot of conversation on site about
the cavity fire barrier requirementsto be fitted
between the existing concrete external wall panels and
the new external rainscreen aluminium cassettes.

"Can you please see the proposal by the cladding
contractor below and confirm if this is acceptable to
you.”

Do you see that there?
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Yes.

Now, Mr Crawford doesn’t say, does he, in response to
Mr Kay’s email, "No, no, no, you've got this wrong,
we're not following Approved Document B, we've got

a fire -engineered solution, our fire engineer has looked
at this and we're doing something different ”. He
doesn’t say that, does he?

He doesn’t, no.

And in forwarding to Mr Hoban that Ricky Kay email with
the extract from Approved Document B, would you agree
with me that it would appear from this, and you would
have understood at the time, is my suggestion, that the
professionals on this project did think they were
following Approved Document B as their route to
compliance?

No, I think that’s your interpretation. I don’t think
you could necessarily interpret it one way or another.
Not in this instance.

You couldn’t?

No.

So the fact that Neil Crawford is saying to the
Building Control officer, "Can you please see the
proposal by the cladding contractor below and confirm if
it is acceptable to you”, and that cladding contractor

is setting out an extract from Approved Document B, his
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interpretation, and saying, "We exceed these minimum
requirements”, you don’t think that’s an indication that
Neil Crawford thought they were following

Approved Document B?

I think it’s a useful bit of documentation, but

I certainly wouldn't have interpreted that one way or
the other.

I suggest when you put emails like that together with
what you say in your witness statement about consulting
Approved Document B in relation to the cavity barrier
requirement --

Yes.

-- that it was obvious that at the time that was the
route to compliance you all thought you were following.
No, I don’t agree with that.

Okay.

I think there’s no other way to seek any information in
the climate where there seems to be very little actual
action as to what was required.

I'1l put the point one more time: we don’t see any
email, do we, or any communication where anyone is
saying, "We are not following Approved Document B on
this project”, we don’t find that, do we?

No, no. And we don’t say we are.

I think we’ll leave the point there.
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Now, Mr Kay goes on to request a drawing of the
build-up of the cladding to send to his technical
officer . If welook at the bottom of page 4 of this
chain and the top of page 5 {(HAR00003947/5}, so
Ricky Kay on 30 March 2015, it’s in the same chain, if
we look at what he says at the top of page 5:

"All,

"Please can somebody forward over a drawing of the
build-up of the cladding so that my Technical Officer
can evaluate and forward an official response with
a SIDERISE product specification .

"Many thanks.

"Ricky Kay.”

Don’t forget, at this stage I don’t seem to be copied in
to these emails.

I understand that. I’'m just trying to build up to what
we do see shortly --

Of course.

-- which is an email sent by Mr Mort at Siderise .

So I wantto go to the second email now on page 1
{HAR00003947/1}. So this is from Chris Mort to
Ben Bailey and Ricky Kay.

Just before we read this email, if we go to the top
of the chain, it’s this that you're forwarded on

30 March when Ben Bailey says:
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” Still going around in circles
Yes.
Do yousee that? And there’s a number of attachments
there to that?
Yes.
So you're forwarded this email from Chris Mort,
Siderise’s technical officer. If we go back to that
email --
I wouldn’t necessarily have read all the way down and in
depth.
Well, it’s the email immediately below the very short
email you're sent from Ben Bailey. Are you saying you
wouldn’t have read this email here from Mr Mort?
The fact that the email starts "[We're] still going
round in circles ” implies to me there’s still no
resolution, so I'm still waiting for an answer as far as
an instruction from Harley as to whatI should be doing.
I see.
I mean, by this stage Ben has clearly picked up the
baton and he’s running with this. I’ve taken a step
back at this point. I’'m just waiting for his
instruction .
Well, let’s just see what this email says and I will
then ask you some questions about it.

"Hi Ben,

He says:
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"I have reviewed the drawings sent over and sketch
a proposal to alleviate the issues raised by the
BCO ..”

Building Control officer, yes?

Yes.
".. also on the second page of the attachmentI have
highlighted the weak link so to speakin terms of fire
and I think the BCO would have also noticed this ".

Then he says:

"The proposal requires the installation of RH25g
90/60 product in two layers one at the head of the
window aligning with the compartment floor and the other
at the top of the existing up stand, therefore two
layers of 60 minutes protection that overall would
provide if tested over 120 minutes protection, at the
window locations.

"Please note that without specific details of the
overall construction of internal linings and/or sight of
the Fire Strategy for the project I can only offer the
proposal above, and as this is a refurbishment I would
imagine that the internal linings will remain
insitu (sic) and made good to openings only, which does
not aid the fire strategy.

"At the shearwall(sic) locations I cannot see any

justification for anything other than a cavity barrier
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at 30/15 rating, so subject to BCO approval you may be
able to down grade in these locations .
If we can just go over the page {(HAR0O0003947/2}:
"I hope this helps in resolving the design detail
for the compartmentation on this project.”
Do you see that?
Yes, I see that.
If we can go back to the main part of that email then,
just to help familiarise yourself with it. Did you read
this email when you were forwarded it on the project?
I’'m sure I would have scanned it, but as it’s, as I've
said before, further down the trail of an email that’s
headed that we're not any closer to solution, it would
have just been an element of scanning.
Did you notice at the time that, in the very first
paragraph of that email, MrMortis saying that on the
second page of the attachment he’s highlighted the weak
link, so to speak, in terms of fire. Did you notice
that at the time?
Not at the time, no.
Did you notice that at any point during the Grenfell
project?
I don’t believe so, no.
You don’t believe so?
No.
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Because I would suggest that what we see in this email
is he’s doing two things: he’s saying he’s highlighted
the weak link in terms of fire, and then he’s trying to
offer a solution of how you get the 120 minutes’
protection with his products, and he’s saying you could
use it in two layers: one at the head of the window
aligning with compartment floor and the other at the top
of the existing upstand.

But that’s to provide 120 minutes --

Yes.

-- which wasn’t required.

I understand that. What he’s trying to do is help. If
120 minutes is required, he’s trying to explaining how
you could do it. Do you agree?

Yes, by adding an extra cavity barrier in, yes.

But I would suggest he’s also, in the first paragraph,
making clear that he’s highlighted the weak link, so to
speak, in terms of fire. So he’s doing two things in
this email: he’s highlighting a weaklink for fire --
and we're going to look at the attachments in

a moment -- and he’s trying to help as to how you can
get 120 minutes.

I think that’s interpretation. I would struggle to read
it one way or another, but I would never have read that

in any great depth.
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So you're saying you agree with me looking at it now,
but --
No, no, no.
-- you would never have read this email in any great
depth at the time?
No, I don’t agree. What I'm saying is you could
interpret that to highlight a weak link.
Yes.
But you could also interpret it that it’s a weaklink
bearing in mind we're trying to achieve 120 minutes.
I see.

Do you recall opening the attachments that were
forwarded to you at this time?
Were they on the top page?
Yes.
I may well have done.
So if welook at the top page, we can see that a number
of attachments are sent with this. WhatI want to do
This is {HAR00003948}.
So this is the first page, and we can see that what

now is look at that attachment.

Mr Mort appears to have done is on the far right-hand
side in particular, we've now got some blue and orange
sketches that he’s done coming out from the window, and
what we can see is he’s got two cavity barriers in there

to get to your 120. Do you see that?
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Yes. This actually clarifies that this is a solution to
achieve 180 or 120 minutes.

Yes. So here he’s got one above the head of the window
and one further up what he calls the upstand --

That’s right.

-- below the cill of the window -- not immediately below
it but further up it; yes?

Yes, yes, just so he can reach a rating that was never
required in the end.

Yes. Now,youdidn’'t end up having that second one,

did you, in the end?

No.

But if welook at the second page of the drawing
{HAR00003948/2}, this is a drawing of the window head,
it’s a drawing we were looking at in detail earlier .

Yes.

Do you see he’s put a big orange bubble around the
interface between the window frame and the head of the
cladding system there?

Yes.

And he’s put "Weak link for fire ”, do you see that

there?

Yes.

Did you see this drawing at the time you were working on

the Grenfell project?
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No, I didn’t, no.

So you didn’t look at the attachments that Ben Bailey
sent to you in that email in any detail ?

No, no.

Would you agree that it’s highlighting a weaklink for
fire whichis exactly the weak link we were discussing
earlier , and whether that was a weak link for fire that
ought to be addressed with a cavity barrier at the head
of the window?

No, I don’t agree with that because he hasn’t shown

a cavity barrier at the top of the window on his
previous drawing.

No. WhatI would suggest to you is he’s highlighting
something separate from that.

Really?

He’s giving youa cavity barrier solution, but he’s also
saying there’s a weaklink for fire here and checking
that someone has thought about that. Is that not a fair
interpretation of the email and that drawing?

He’s got a concern.

Now, if youdidn’t look at it at the time, do you ever
recall discussing this weaklink for fire with

Ben Bailey or anyone else at Harley --

No.

-- who might have had it drawn to their attention?
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No, no. No, to be honest, I don't recall seeing the
first drawing either.

So you don’t remember Ben or Ray or Daniel or anybody
saying to you, "Well, Siderise have highlighted a weak
link for fire, we obviously need to look at that”? You
don’t recall that?

No, at this stage we're quite a way into the design. At
this stage I'm just waiting for an instruction from Ben.
He’s not going to say, "Oh, we've had an email. Oh,
it’s inconclusive . He’s only going to instruct me once
it has been concluded.

Do you mean you were waiting for an instruction as to
what rating to put the cavity barrier above the window?
No, no, I was waiting from an instruction from Ben what
drawing work still needed to be done.

I see.

He was actively searching the requirements for cavity
barriers. Once he had that fulfilled , then it would be
translated to me andI would add it to the drawings.

Is it possible that what happened is everyone thought,
"Well, it’s too late now, we've decided on the
positioning of the cavity barriers”?

Nota chance.

"This has come in too late, we’re not going to think
about that”?
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I would be amazed if anyone thought that.
Okay.

So you didn’t discuss these annotations with anybody
on the project?
No, no. These came to light after the event.
I think this drawing gets to revision F, but we're not
aware of any further revisions made to the drawing in
the light of these comments by Mr Mort. So can you
confirm that there was nothing that changed in terms of
that configuration that’s in the orange bubble, nothing
changed subsequently?
No, but don’t forget this is a comment from
a subcontractor or a supplier that wasn’t necessarily in
full knowledge of the circumstance.
But it’s not just any old supplier, is it? It's
Siderise who -- wouldn’t you expect them to know quite
a lot about cavity barriers, how they operate, how
they’'re tested?
Certainly, but I think he does say in this email,
doesn’t he, earlier on, that he hasn’t got full
information?
You're right, he does say that, and that’s whyI read
that part of the email to you. But it’s Siderise’s
technical officer, isn’t it?

Yes, but if he hasn’t got the information, he can’t give
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constructive advice. He’s concerned, maybe he’s
thinking -- I don’t know, maybe he’s thinking that
internal board is a flammable board, maybe he’s thinking
the bracketry isn’t continuous. I don’t know. I don’t
know what he’s thinking.

Isn’t it likely that he was aware of

Approved Document B, aware of lots of industry guidance
at this time --

Definitely .

-- that cavity barriers around windows were required --
Definitely .

-- and was highlighting that at the head of the window
there ought to be some form of cavity barrier?

No, I don’t think he says that in his email.

Going back to the comments you made earlier about your
concern about the integrity of a barrier fixed against
the bottom of that concrete --

Yes.

-- and had degraded, et cetera, did you ever think about
whether you could include something different there,
perhaps not mineral wool but a steel angle? So do you
agree with me that Approved Document B does envisage
that other materials could form proper cavity barriers,
including steel?

Yes, it certainly does. However, if the proposal that
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we made was acceptable, there’s no need for any of that.
Well, forget for a moment what Studio E did and whether
they picked this up, just in terms of your own work, was
it ever considered that there could be a different
solution to a cavity barrier in this location? If you
were worried about putting something like a Siderise
cavity barrier in that location as shown by Mr Hyett,
was there ever any consideration to, for example,
putting a metal angle as per section 9 of ADB?

You could have put a metal angle or a Z-section on the
inside of the extruded aluminium angle.

Yes.

I guess that would be something that could be proposed.
Yes. But no consideration was ever given to that?

Not as far as I'm aware, no.

I'm going to put to you a few other of the diagrams from
Mr Hyett’s report on cavity barriers.

Sure.

We've looked a lot at the head position, but I want to
look at a couple of other of the window positions.
Incidentally, on the email, I think he implies that the
cavity barrier at the head should align with the slab
anyway.

With the compartment floor?

Yes.
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Yes, let’s go back --

Which, if it wasin the position of Hyett, wouldn’t be
aligning .

Yes, in fairness to you, let’s go back to the email. So
it’s {HAR00003947}, and it's the bottom of page 1. That
is what he says in the second paragraph, he says it’s
aligning with the compartment floor. Yes?

Yes.

And T think that’s why we see, when we go back to his
first sketch where he’s offering his solution of

120 minutes, if we go back to {(HAR00003948}, I think
what you're saying is that when he’s offering his
solution on the right-hand side, the lower cavity
barrier, the orange cavity barrier, is in line with your
cavity barrier above the head of the window; yes?

I think that’s actually confusing. That doesn’t follow
whatI understand his email to mean.

Ah, because what you're saying is his email should mean
lower than that because he’s showing the concrete floor
as lower than that?

Yes, yes.

But he’s shown it slightly higher.

Yes.

My suggestion to you about this is this is really him

trying to show how you can put two of the barriers in to
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get 120.

That’s right.

And that perhaps the more important sketch from your
point of view was the second sketch with the weak link
for fire.

Mm.

Do you agree with that?

Maybe. I don’t think you can -- I think that’'s a little
bit out of context. Without understanding his thinking,
why is it a weaklink, I think it’s really difficult to
be sure of what he meant there. Because it appears that
this sketch shows exactly that lower cavity barrier
exactly where we’d placed it, he’s just added

an additional one to get the 120 minutes at the window
cill .

Yes.

So by virtue of that, does that not mean that he’s happy
with the position of it?

Well, we may be able to ask him. I think he may be
coming to give evidence in due course.

Okay. Well, that would be a good --

We can ask him.

Yes.

The point I'm putting to you is that the second sketch,

the weak link for fire, should have set in train
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a process of examination and investigation within Harley
and within the scope of your design work --

I think it’s quite clear that it was already in motion.
What was already in motion?

The fact of a requirementof clarification of these
cavity barriers.

But what they were seeking clarification of was the
rating of the cavity barrier and whether or not it
should be 30 minutes, 15 minutes, 60 minutes,

120 minutes. They weren’t debating exactly the
positioning of the cavity barriers, were they?

I don’'t know,I find that -- it’'s difficult to be sure
what’s going on because we're -- there seems to be
possibly a lack of clarity throughout these emails of
what is required, whatis being asked and what is being
given.
Right.
whether you looked at that sketch and had any

Okay. I think we have your evidence about

discussions about it.

So I'm going to take you to look at some of
Mr Hyett's diagrams. Before wedo, I just wantto show
you -- we were talking this morning about cutting cavity
barriers around cladding rails .
Yes.

In the time available we've found an image. It may not
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be the best image available but we’ll have a look at it.
It’s {BLARO0000003/53].

If we can blow up that image on the bottom left, the
photograph with the two circles . I think, having blown
that up, am1I right that the black line down the middle
is the rail for the Reynobond panels?

Correct.

And they are hooked on to that little bolt that we see
at the top, aren’t they?

That’s right, that’s right.

And if welook at the bottom of that page, mainly what
we're seeing there behind the rail is the quantity of
insulation, I think it was two layers of 80 millimetres
either Celotex RS5000 or Kingspan K15, do you see --
Yes, certainly looks like that.

-- on the spandrel?

And then below that we can see the cavity barriers.

Do you see that there?
Yes.
They've got silver on the top, they've got a black face,
which is the intumescent strip --
That’s correct.
-- on the side.
The point I was putting to you and was asking

whether anyone discussed it within Harley, whether you
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thought about it, is that the cavity barriers -- and
this is consistent all across the building -- they don’t
carry through the cladding rail, or there’s no solution
within the cavity rail to replicate the cavity barrier.
They're cut around it.

No, no, that’s right.

And that’s why I'm asking whether anyone ever thought
about whether or not that was an unsatisfactory
arrangement and that there ought to be some
consideration of dealing with that vertical gap through
the cavity barrier?

In my experience it’s not something that is ever done.
You don’t fill

argument is that the cavity barriers are to stop the

it with an insulation. But maybe the

spread, the unseen spread of flame. If a flame gets
into that black zone, you can see it from between the
gaps in all the panels from outside.

Really?
Yes.

I see. Whatif your firefighters are at an angle to
that rail, or what if that rail is on the 23rd floor or
the 22nd floor?

I can’t answer that. All I'msaying is that, in my
experience, it’s not normalto try and put a cavity

barrier inside that rail .

151

I see. So that’s just something that everybody does,
is it?

I would say so. I mean,that’s in my experience, with
my limited experience. Harley, with their far greater
experience, it didn’t concernthemto fill those gaps.
No, so you never had a discussion with anybody at Harley
about that?

No, no.

And it never occurred to you that that might somehow
defeat the logic of putting a cavity barrier in those
locations?

No, I don’t think it does defeat the logic, but ..

Your justification is that firefighters would be able to
see through the gaps in the sides of the panels and see
that the fire was there, is that your justification ?

I wouldn’t say it’s my justification . All I can assume
is that that may be one of the industry reasons why it’s
not considered.

But you can’t give us any authoritative evidence on
that, can you, because you're not experienced in this
area?

No.

Now, Paul Hyett in his report -- we've looked at the
head of the window. He’s also addressed cavity barriers

at the window jambs and the cills. Let’s look at the
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{PHYR0O000003/64}, if we could blow that

up, this is figure 3.28 from section 3 of his report.

jambs first .

What he’s done is with the solid red line, he’s shown
the position of the cavity barrier as indicated on the
Harley drawings.

Yes.

And then in the dotted red line, he has shown the cavity
barrier position at window jamb in order to meet ADB,
section 9, paragraph 9.3. Do yousee that there?

Yes.

And we can see it’s an irregular shape, it’s not an easy
shape there, and I think he --
Correct.

-- acknowledges thatin his report. His evidence -- and
to be clear, he will be giving evidence on this and he
will be asked about this -- is that you could either ask
for a bespoke cavity barrier to be made to deal with
that gap, or you could use compressible mineral wool,
Rockwool, to pack it in to that shape so that you've got
protection at the jamb of the window.

Yes, yes, makes sense.

My question to you is: why was no consideration ever
given by Harley or yourself in your design work to
protecting the sides of the windows, the jambs, with

some kind of arrangement, either of that nature or
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something similar, that would achieve what ADB and other
guidance requires, which is cavity barriers around the
windows?

I was working on instruction from Harley, and the
architect clearly saw all of our drawings and approved
So --

I appreciate that about the architect, but if we could

them, and they were based on his details .

just put that aside for one moment. I appreciate you're
saying the architect should have picked this up and your
position is it washis role. But in terms of Harley, we
know that it wasn’t a prescriptive specification for
cavity barriers, it wasa performance specification, or
more of a performance specification. You've said you
were aware of the relevant regulatory requirements. Can
you explain why there’s no cavity barrier in this
location? Was that ever discussed within Harley or in
the design team?

At one of our round tables it was discussed that we
would provide cavity barriers as shown by the architect .
So then you just went away and you interpreted the
drawings.

Yes.

The drawings we saw before.

Yes.

And you produced --
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I produced exactly what you see now, yes.

Okay.

With the full approval of Harley.

And you didn’t ever have a conversation with anybody at
Studio E to check and say, "Why aren’t we putting cavity
barriers along the jambs of the windows?”

No, but we did make a clear drawing approval request for
the drawing showing these.

Okay.

If we go within this to page 65 {PHYR0O000003/65},
the next page of Mr Hyett’s report, here we can see the
cill of the window. There’s no cavity barrier in a red
block here because no cavity barrier was indicated in
this location on either the Studio E or the Harley
drawings; that’s correct, isn’t it?

Correct, yes.

So he is saying, in the dotted line, it’s his evidence
that a cavity barrier ought to have been provided at the
cill location per the guidance in ADB, section 9,
paragraph 9.3. You see that there?

Yes, I see that.

Again, in terms of that cill location, can you help us
as to whether that was ever discussed within the Harley
design team?

I say whatI said before, you know, the whole scope was
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discussed around the table.

So nothing specific about cill location versus jamb
location, just --

No.

-- the scope discussed more generally and you were told
to do what was on the Studio E drawings?

That’s correct, yes, one horizontal barrier around the
whole building on each floor level, and one vertical
cavity barrier on each party wall column.

Can we just turn up some of the transcript from

Mr Anketell-Jones’ evidence, this is {Day37/52:5}.
Actually, let’s pick it up at the top of that page,
where Mr Anketell-Jones is asked:

"1 appreciate what you've said about the architects,
but can you help us as to why nobody at Harley picked up
that there ought to be cavity barriers around the
windows?”

Do you see that there?

Yes, yes.
A sense of déja vu in terms of the question. Then
Mr Anketell-Jones said this:

"Talking from hindsight and looking back, there were
lots and lots of projects that didn’t have cavity
barriers around the windows. I don’t think that it was

known within the industry or appreciated because of the
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conversion from cavity masonry walls to rainscreen
cladding. I think that a lot of people thought that it
was something you did for cavity walls rather than
rainscreen cladding. So I don’t think that anyone at
Harley knew that, and it doesn’t appear that anybody
further up the design team knew that as well ”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
So he appears to say that no one at Harley knew that
cavity barriers were required around windows in
a rainscreen fagade.
That’s what he says, yes.
Now, did you know at the time that Approved Document B
and other guidance did require cavity barriers around
windows in rainscreen facades?
Not explicitly .
Is it your evidence that you knew that they were
required for masonry walls but not for rainscreen
cladding?
I wouldn’t concern myself with masonry walls, but I was
well aware of many routes to compliance.
Did you ever check, for example, the CWCT technical
guidance that you refer to in your witness statement or
any other industry guidance to see whether cavity

barriers were required in rainscreen systems around
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windows?
No, that was going beyond my remit, although, as I've
said before, I did actually look at these documents to
see if there was obvious recommendation, but there
seemed to be very little that could be taken from these
documents, and of course I was reliant on Harley telling
me their requirements.
If we go back to CWCT Technical Note 73,1 just briefly
want to look at this again with you. It’s
{CWCTO0000019/4}. I want to look at the foot of page 4
and on to page 5 {CWCT0000019/5}. This guidance was
from 2011 and it’s guidance that you confirm you did
consult in paragraph 50 of your statement; yes?
Yes, briefly, yes.
I want to look at the foot of page 4 and on to page 5,
and it says there:

"For rainscreen walls, AD Brequires that cavity
barriers are provided:

+” To close the edges of cavities including around
window openings.”

Do you see that there?
Yes, yes.
It’s very clear in that guidance, isn’t it?
Yes, yes.

And just to be clear, whatis your evidence about
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whether you knew about that at the time of the Grenfell
project?

Yes, I hada -- I waskind of aware of it, yes.

You were kind of aware of it?

Yes. As I’'ve said before, there are routes to
compliance. If an architect, as part of a professional
team, deem it’s not necessary, I’'ve got no reason to
doubt that.

I see.

Now, the Chalcots project, you've told us that you
worked very briefly on that project for Harley.
That’s correct, yes.

That was in the transcript -- we don’t need to turn it
up -- {Day37/69:6-21}.

We know that when you came to work on the Grenfell
project you were provided with some drawings of the
Ferrier project.

That’s right.

When you came to work on the Grenfell project, were you
provided with any information in relation to the

Chalcots project and the cladding design there?

Not at all, no.

Were you told that there had beena fire at Taplow House
on the Chalcots Estate?

No.
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Can we turn up a report that was prepared into that
Chalcots fire by Harley. This is {CEP000003223}. This
is a fire damage report that was prepared by Harley.

Do you recognise this at all?

No, I was never shown that.

You were never shown that?

No.

And page 2 {CEP000003223/2} of the report, in the last
sentence, we see it talks about damage to the fabric of
the building structure following the fire, and then it
says in the last sentence there:

"However, the fire was contained from spreading to
over floors by the extensive fire breaks located at the
head and cill of each window.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

And if we go to page 20 {CEP000003223/20}, what we can
see in this report is there are two window jamb

details --

Yes.

-- from the drawings at Chalcots.

Mm-hm.

And if we can blow up the left -hand diagram, what we can
see here is that there’s a label on that that says:

”100mm Rockwool Duo Slab insulation to face of
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structure returned at window jambs to act as fire
barrier .”

Do you see that there?

Yes, yes.

So this appears to suggest that in a previous Harley
project, Rockwool Duo Slab insulation had been returned
at the window jambs to actas a fire barrier; yes?

It looks like it, yes.

But that’s not something you were ever made aware of --
No.

-- during your time discussing fire barriers with the
Harley team?

No.

Moving on then, cavity barriers around the crown.

At paragraph 35 of your witness statement
{HAR00010419/9} -- I don’t think we need to turn this
up -- yousay that the design of this feature was left
until quite late on --

Yes.

-- as you were focused on the 20 floors of the cladding
zone; is that right?

That’s correct.

Did you ever, during the time you were looking at the
design of the crown, consider compliance of the crown

with the Building Regulations or Approved Document B?
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The crown was designed based on very brief drawings from

the architect and a design team meeting on site.

So, again, are yousaying that you were reliant on what

the architect had done and what the design team at

Harley were telling you?

That’s correct, yes.

Did you ever consider whether there ought to be cavity

barriers in the location of the crown to deal with flame

spread up at the top of the building?

Yes. There’s always a consideration at the top. In my

experience, if the top of a building is inhabited, then

you would have a cavity barrier at the very top. In

this case it wasn’t, so it wasn't necessarily required;

however, the architect 's drawing does clearly show one.

But I think that was another item that we discussed.

The drawing was issued without for the architect to

comment upon.

I see. Are you talking about the cavity barrier here at

the head of the cladding system?

Yes. Yes, the very last one.

Now, you deal with this, I think, in paragraph 36 of

your witness statement, if we can go to that, this is at

page 10, {HAR00010419/10}, and at paragraph 36 you say:
"In so far as the positioning of a cavity barrier

beneath the Crown is concerned, the typical bay drawings
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[then you list those] show cavity barriers above all
windows. The Crown drawings [then you list those] do
not show cavity barriers above the windows nor does the
specific detail
Correct.
”A screenshot from the CAD model for the project
representing drawings [330 to 332] show a blue
annotation stating ’firebreak © I made this note to
remind myself to consider the requirement. This did not
happen because I never revisited the drawings to revise
further or raise for construction as I had expected to.
To be clear, the annotation does not appear in printed
copies of the drawings. It only appears on screen when
you are working on CAD because it is on a non-printing
layer ”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
So is what you're saying that when you were first
working on these drawings you made yourselfa little
blue annotation stating “firebreak” at the head of the
building to remind yourself to consider that
requirement?
Yes, what it was, this was after our discussion -- my
discussion at Harley. They felt that there was no need

for a cavity barrier at the top and I had no reason to
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doubt that, but the reason I put a note on my CAD
drawing was to just check, when we had comments back
from the architect, it wasso that I just double-checked
if he’d made a comment as far as a firebreak
requirement.

Just taking that in stages, yousay that after your
discussion at Harley --

Yes.

-- they felt there wasnoneed for a cavity barrier at
the top.

Yes.

Who was "they”?

I don’t know. Ray and Ben maybe. I can’t be exact.
And do you have any recollection as to when in the
project you were having that discussion about no need
for a cavity barrier at the top of the building?
Probably days before this drawing was issued.

Right.

If wegoto that exhibit there, KL/23, and we find
that at {HAR00010427}, thisis, I think, the CAD drawing
that you're referring to.

That’s correct, yes.
So this is the electronic version where you can see your
blue annotations; is that correct?

That’s right, yes.
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And are we looking at the head, the very top of

a cladding system at Grenfell?

That’s correct, yes.

Is the annotation that you're referring to the word
"firebreak” in blue on the left?

Yes.

So you made this blue annotation saying ”firebreak ”, you
say you expected to come back and revisit this drawing
later, but in fact younever revisited it so that
firebreak was never included; is that correct?

No, that’s not correct. This drawing was issued for
comment. It came back from the architect status A, but
for whatever reason it was overlooked -- we never
re-issued the drawing as construction issue.

I see.

However, we could take it as a status A, as acceptable.
I see. So there was another opportunity to pick this up
but it just wasn’t picked up?

That’s right, yes.

And there was no checking process or quality control
process in place that might have meant that that was
picked up in practice?

Well, no, the architect approved the drawing without

a firebreak.

But you yourself had noticed that it was likely to be

165

required, yes, and you put a note for yourself --
No, no, there’s confusion. When you do the final
firebreak at the top of a cladding, it is considered,
generally considered in the industry, if there was say
a penthouse above here where people were living, that
should have a firebreak or a cavity barrier.

Right, yes.

If it’s just a flat area with nothing up there, then
there’s no need to put a firebreak.
Right.

Now, this was an uninhabited area. All it had was

a lift overrun building.

So at the time you made this little note to yourself,

did you know that there was going to be nothing at the
top of the building?

Yes.

But you nevertheless thought that a firebreak was
required at this point?

No, no, no, that was just to remind myselfto check. If
the architect had sent his drawings back with a comment
that we had to have a firebreak, I mustn’t forget to put
it in.

I see.

Because then the team on site may not put it in.

I see. So it wasonly if the architect came back and
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showed it that you needed to put it in?
That’s correct.
I see.

Window infill panels, if wecango to that topic,
which is our last main topic.

Now, if we pick it up at paragraph 63 of your
statement on page 16 {HAR00010419/16}, you say this, you
say:

"In relation to the infill panels, I was told that
we were using products from Panel Systems.”

Yes.

”As can be seen from drawings [and then you list some
drawings] the two panels used in the window system
within a typical bay from floor 4 to the top of the
building

Yes?

are referred to as P1and P2

That’s correct, yes.
Now, just focusing on that, you say:

".. I wastold that we were using products from
Panel Systems.”

Do you recall who told you that you were using

products from Panel Systems?
Ben.
Ben? You clearly remember that, do you?

Without a doubt, yes.
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How come you're so clear on that when, in relation to
other discussions, youcan’t be sure who it was that
told you?

Because he was doing purchasing, and at the time what
they would do is products would have to come from
suppliers that they used so as they can get credits and
what have you. So I remember asking Ben, "Where are we
getting these panels from?” He said, "Go to

Panel Systems”. There’s no one else in the company at
that point that -- or maybe Mark Stapley, but I know
I didn’t talk to Mark.

You know you didn’t talk to Mark?

Didn’t talk to Mark Stapley, no.

On your understanding, was it Ben who specified these
panels for use?

He said we would go to Panel Systems.

Right.

And all they offered were single-colour panels with

a styrofoam core.

I see. So is it your evidence that you were told you
had to go to Panel Systems --

Yes.

-- and when you went to Panel Systems you only had one
choice, which was aluminium skin with a styrofoam core?

That’s right, yes.
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Now, if welook at the NBS specification,
{SEA00000169/145}, here at item 332 we get "Aluminium
windows fixed unit”, do you see that there?

Yes, yes.

And under "Panel/facing type”, so that’s the second
bullet down, it says:

”Aluminium faced insulated panel comprising core
insulation, aluminium lining panel and integrated
channel profile around perimeter, fully air-sealed at
edges to achieve minimum U-value [of] 0.15 ..”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

Do you remember reading that in the NBS specification,
that that was what had been specified for --

Yes, yes, but there is no specification for the core
material there.

No, so this wasn’t a prescriptive bit of the
specification , was it; it was a performance
specification ?

No, I think that was overlooked.

Overlooked by who?

By whoever drew up the NBS.

Well, aren’t they giving some flexibility as to what’s
used there?

Well, maybe. Maybe that is the reason for that, which
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is why we would put what we were proposing on a drawing
for them to approve.

Actually, to be fair, I may have been wrong. We look
and there is a manufacturer there.

Yes.

Wicona. Is that the manufacturer of the windows or --
That’s the manufacturer of the aluminium windows --
Yes, I see, so that’s not telling you --

No.

-- who the manufacturer is for the insulating panel
composing the core insulation?

And just out of interest, that isn’t the window system
that was used on the job.

Yes, correct.

There are holes.

If we canlook on elevation drawing {HAR0O0008886}.

I just wantto be clear exactly which panels we're
talking about with P1 and P2.

If we blow up the window part of that drawing, we
can see on the big hatched panel in between the windows
in the top left -hand corner we've got P1; yes?

Yes, two large panels which are P1 and one small panel
which is a P2.
And P2 is in the kitchen windows,isn’t it?

That’s correct, yes.
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And it housed the kitchen extract fan?

Yes.

Now, when you were considering what materials to put in
your specification that you listed out, did you ever go
back and consult the NBS to see what Studio E had
recommended?

I believe I did and there’'s nothing in there, as we've
just read.

Do you ever recall any discussions with anybody at any
stage about fire safety in respect of these window
infill panels?

No, no, no. Just wentand said, "What panels are we
going to put in here?” And that’s whenI was directed

to Bento -- or Bendirected me to Panel Systems.

Did you yourself ever consider the fire performance of
the window infill panels?

No. Not of the Pls, no.

Now, we can see in January 2015 you attended a meeting
at which this was discussed. So if we go to
{HAR00003882}. So this is progress meeting number 1.
We see Rob Maxwell, Ray Bailey, Mark Stapley,

Kevin Lamb, you're all in attendance, on the right-hand
side.

Yes.

If welook on to page 3 {HAR00003882/3}, item 8, we see:
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”[Sandwich] panels RAL 9010, [source] from new
supplier?”

Yes?
Yes.
And the action is said to be for "All " Do yousee that
there?
Yes.
Can you help us, was that referring to the material for
the window infill panels?
That was, that’s referring to the P1 panels.
And who was the original supplier? It’s spelt wrong but
it says "[source] from new supplier”. Who was the
original supplier?
I don’t know who they used to buy their panels from.
And you don’t know why they needed to find a new
supplier?
No, I wasn’t aware of that.
Now, shortly afterwards on 15 January -- if welook at
document {HAR00003866}. If we blow up this
specification note on the left -hand side and look at the
P1land P2, I just wantto look at the main black text to
start with.
Yes.
For the glazing P1 panels, it says:

“Outer .. aluminium skin RAL 9010 ..”
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And then:

"Core - 24mm Kingspan TP10 rigid insulation.”

Do you see that there?
Yes.
We see the same for the P2 panel below it.
That’s right.
So is it right that, based on this, you initially had
TP10 specified for the P1 and P2 panels?
This was never issued outside of Harley. This was
issued internally for comment.
Yes, I understand that. But --
Yes, that was a standard product that I’'ve used over
many years, so I put it on there for us to discuss.
Yes, so that’s what we're just trying to get to the
bottom of: it was you who put the TP10 in, and was that
off your own back? You didn’t have that suggested to
you by anyone at Harley?
No, no, it was just a suggestion to be discussed.
And why did you select that TP10 product to start with?
Because it’s a class O panel that I’ve used many, many,
many times over the years.
A class O panel?
Correct, yes.
Now, we saw in the NBS spec that this was an insulating

panel.
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Yes.

Did you check with Approved Document B or any other
piece of guidance what any insulating material in an
external wall had to be in terms of compliance?

Not specifically to this, no.

So you didn’t check, for example, in section 12 of ADB
and come across 12.7, that makes clear that any
insulating material for a wall in a building above
18 metres needed to be of limited combustibility? That
wasn’t something that you checked?

I think -- I mean, with hindsight now, I think it’s
quite clear that there’s doubt whether this actually

I think the

documentation is more referring to the product which is

applies, because it’s in a panel.

screwed to the wall, rather than as a core of

an insulated panel.

When you say you think it’s quite clear that there’s
doubt whether this actually applies, what do you mean by
" this "?

Well, ADB, does that not just mean the material, the

Doubt about what applying?
insulation itself , whenit’s used on its own, this is
comprised of a product with an insulant core?

So is whatyou're saying that because it was wrapped in
aluminium and it wasn’t just a board insulation on its

own --
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Yes.

-- your understanding was that you didn’t have to worry
about those parts of ADB? Was that actually a thought
process that you went through at the time?

I was-- I'd beentold -- all these years I've beenled
to believe that this configuration gives youa class 0
panel.

Yes, but whatI'm asking is whether you checked in ADB
whether class 0 was enough for this kind of panel or
whether you needed something else?

No, when you look at diagram 40, it implies that class O
is okay to be used over 18 metres.

What I want to know is whether you checked in ADB
whether class 0 was enough for this kind of panel.

Did you do that check?

No, no, no. This was offered to the team for comment,
which is why we’re here now.

Did you ever think about paragraph 12.7 of ADB --

No.

-- that makes clear that an insulating material within
an external wall above 18 metres must be of limited
combustibility?

No, no.

And just to be clear, when you were specifying these

panels, were you thinking, "Well, this is class O,
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that’s okay”?

I wasn’t specifying. I was suggesting them to the team.
Okay. When you were suggesting them to the team,

did you think, "This is class O so that should be okay”?
I was suggesting them as a class O panel. I wouldn't
have thought further than that.

Yes, so class O was in your mind?

Yes, yes.

Now, can you help us as to who then applied the red
annotations that we see to the right on P1?

I believe that was Mark Stapley.

Yes. And canyouhelp us as to why that insulation
material was amended by Mark Stapley?

Well, I would guess he’s checked this with the
manufacturers and that they could offer styrofoam cores.
The styrofoam -- this would be a cheaper product, the
styrofoam with thinner skins of aluminium rather than
whatI’ve shown.

Cheaper than the TP10?

That’s correct, yes.

And from those annotations, did you understand that the
”As above” for the P2 panel, meant that styrofoam was
also going to be used for that panel as well?

Yes, but we did discuss that wasn’t possible because

Panel Systems could only supply a panel with the same
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colour on each side of the panel. The P2 panels had
a different colour inside to outside.

So what happened about the P2 panels?

They were happy to go with what was shown there.
The TP10?

Yes.

Our experts on site have found some kitchen extract
panels with a styrofoam core. Can you help us
understand why that might have been?

I don’t follow the quality control of -- I do my best to
put things on the drawing. If the team purchase
something else, I've got no control over that at all.
Now, we can see, if we goto a further version of these
specification notes, this is {HAR00003869}, so this is

a further version -- we don’t have anything in the table
in the middle below but we've got a Studio E stamp on
the right.

Yes.

If we blow up the left -hand side, there the P1 panel has
been changed to styrofoam but the P2 panel hasn’t.
Correct.

Now, can you help us as to why we see that in this
version of the specification notes?

Because this is following that discussion and the

marked-up drawing, so this is typical of one of our
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round-the-table discussions where we said, "Okay, change
it to this, change it to that, we’ll send it out” So
this is our internal changes --

I see.

-- put out to the rest of the team.

Yes. So is the sequence of events that you specified
TP10 for both, then Mark Stapley tried to say, "Let’s
have styrofoam for both” --

Yes.

-- then you realised after that that you couldn’t have
the styrofoam for the P2 panel --

Correct.

-- so that stayed as per your suggestion?

That’s correct, yes.

So would you accept that you did specify TP10 for the P2
panel?

I suggested it to the team.

Yes. And that ended up being accepted.

Yes, yes. Harley were happy and so was the architect .
Before you specified the TP10 -- you've said why you
specified it, you'd used it before, you thought it was
class 0 -- did you have any discussions with anybody at
Harley before you put TP10 on the original version of
this spec?

No, I would have just put something down on paper so as

178

O J o0 Ul W N

NN NNNR PR PR RRRR B R
Ui WD R O W0 U WN R O W

0 J o Ul i W N

NNV NNR PR RRRRPR R R
U WD R O WVW®WUTO0U ™ WN R O W

A.

o o

we could discuss, and as it’s a product that I often put
down on paper, it went down there as a starting point.
Did you undertake any checks before you suggested the
TP10 product for use on the Grenfell project?

No, no, I'd been assured that was a class O product
many, many years ago.

Who had you been assured by that it wasa class 0
product many years ago?

It was from a fabricator via a client of mine.

Did you take any steps to investigate the fire
performance of TP10 before you put it on the spec notes?
No.

Had you ever, prior to the project, seen any

BBA certificates for these panels?

No.

Did you investigate whether it was an appropriate
product for use on buildings over 18 metres?

No, all I knew is that it wasa class O assembly.

Did you appreciate at the time that the building being
over 18 metres might make a difference in terms of what
insulation products were compliant?

Yes, maybe, but the point is I put this to the Harley
team as a class O product and they were happy, as was
the architect.

Yes. Canl just repeat my question: did you appreciate
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at the time that the building being over 18 metres might
make a difference in terms of what insulation products
were compliant?
Possibly, yes.
Possibly?
Yes.
Can you be any more specific as to whether or not you
knew that over 18 metres might make a difference to an
insulation product?

(Pause)
You're saying I've got to be positive about something
that might be?
I’ m asking you whether or not you had an awareness that
the building being over 18 metres might make
a difference to what insulation products you were using
in the external wall.

(Pause)

Can you put that a different way?

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I think the point that’s being put

A.

to you is, at the time when you considered this matter,
did you say to yourself, "Wait a minute, this building

is over 18 metres in height, that might affect whatcan
be put on it"? Did that process go through your mind?

Well, yes. Yes, certainly. Certainly.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Right.
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Let’s look at the BBA certificate for the Kingspan
Thermopitch TP10. This is {KINO0O000276}. So here we
have the BBA certificate . We can see at the bottom, in
the paler blue box, that the date of first issue was
30 January 2009, so this certificate significantly
pre-dated the Grenfell project.

Do you think you ever saw this certificate prior to
the Grenfell project?

I don’t believe so, no.
If welook at "Behaviour in relation to fire ”, it says:

"The product will not contribute to the development
stages of a fire or present a smoke or toxic hazard.
When tested to BS476-7: 1987, the product achieved
a Class 1 rating

Do you see that there?

The product in its own form,yes. We weren’t using it
in that particular form.

I see. So are you saying that when you specified TP10,
and you're saying it hada class O rating --

Yes.

-- you're referring to something different to just TP10,
are you?

It was an assembly. So we started with -- or the
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manufacturer starts with the insulation, and then they
pressure-bond two thick pieces of aluminium, one to each
face, so it’s now asandwich. So the properties of that
material may be different as an assembly.

Are you saying that you knew that the surface of that
assembled product attracted class 0?

Yes.

You did?

Yes.

And how did you know that?

Well, I'd never checked any documentation, but I've been
told that, yes.

Told it by who?

It wasa client from many, many years ago.

Right.

Would you agree with me, though, if we're just
looking at the TP10 itself as an insulation product,
here what we're seeing is it’'s achieved a class 1, which
would not be sufficient ?

But it wasn’t used in this formso --

I see.

-- it’s irrelevant.

So what we don’t see in this BBA certificate , do we,
just to be clear, is it saying that the TP10 was
class 0?
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No.

Immediately below "Product scope and summary of
certificate ”, if we can go back up to the top of this,

it says this:

"This Certificate relates to Kingspan Thermapitch
TP10 board, a warm roof insulation system, using rigid
polyisocyanurate (PIR) board, faced on both sides with
aluminium foil for use in pitched roofs in new and
existing domestic and non-domestic buildings.”

Do you see that there?

Yes.

So were you aware that, in its raw form, albeit it’s got
aluminium foil on both sides, it was an insulation
product for use in roofing insulation?

Not specifically that it was for roofing, but I was
aware that it was a general building product.

And why would you specify this product for your core of
these aluminium panels? Why do that?

Well, as I said, this wasa product that was offered to
me many years ago. Once the manufacturer takes this and
combines it with the aluminium skins, he’s creating
another product. So I'm not suggesting that we use

a roof insulation; I’'m suggesting that we use a sandwich
panel.

But did it ever occur to you that, once the aluminium
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melts or delaminates, inside there you have combustible
insulation?

The aluminium is compressed -- first of all it’s
pressure-bonded, but the aluminium and the insulation is
all held together within the rebates of the window, so
it couldn’t delaminate.

So are you saying that in a fire the aluminium skins of
these panels couldn’t come off?

Correct.

That’s not what happened at Grenfell, is it?

I don’t know.

Okay.

I mean, don’t forget, this is different to the Pls.
There was none of this on the north and south

elevations, and the panels that were involved, they were
only tiny panels, about 400 millimetres square. So
don’t get confused.

I'm going to put my question in a simpler way: did it
ever occur to you that there was combustible insulation
inside this product, and you ought to at least check
that that was something that was appropriate to put on
an external wall of a tall building above 18 metres?

No, no, I didn’t consider that. It was offered to the
team as a suggestion. Harleys have got far more

experience of this sort of thing than myself, as is the
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architect .
Would you agree that you had no evidence at the time
that these panels were of limited combustibility?
No, no.
Now, at paragraph 39 of your witness statement on
page 11 {(HAR00010419/11}, you say in the second
sentence:

"My remit did not involve choice of materials or
specifications for the cladding or insulation .”

Do you see that there?
Correct.
Would you agree with me that the P2 panel is an example
of where your remit did involve -- maybe not specifying
it yourself if you're drawinga distinction between who
specifies it, but certainly you were involved in the
choice of that material, weren’t you?
Yes, my remit didn’t require that I specified anything,
but, trying to be helpful, I suggested that for the team

to consider.

MS GRANGE: On the P1 panel, if we go back to that, and we

go back to the specification, {SEA00003060} ...
Mr Chairman, I've not got long to finish my
questions, so if you're happy, I would quite like to

finish this topic and then break.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: How long is long?
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MS GRANGE: Well, I've got two pages of questions, so

five minutes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Five minutes. Oh, well, that’s all

right .

MS GRANGE: If we go back to that specification , the design

>
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o » o

of the infill panel at P1 was going to be styrofoam --

yes?

Yes.

Once it was changed, and you reflected that here.

Mm-hm.

Were you aware at the time that styrofoam is a trading

name for extruded polystyrene insulation material,

otherwise known as XPS?

No.

Do you know why a specific product was not specified at

this point in the design process? It just says "Core
styrofoam”, you haven’t actually specified

a product, have you?

Well, you saw the mark-up from previous pages.

You've just taken Mark Stapley --

I've taken what Mark Stapley has said and I've put it

down. But I don’t think it would have needed any more

than just styrofoam. I don’t think at the time there

were any grades of styrofoam that performed differently .

I see.
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To what extent did you consider or did you discuss
with anyone at Harley whether the use of styrofoam in
the P1 panel was compliant with the Building Regulations
and associated guidance in ADB?

I didn’t need to. I was told what product to use.

Did you ever consider whether those panels as insulating
panels fell within 12.7 of ADB and therefore needed to
be of limited combustibility?

No, never considered that, no.

Oh, just a point, could I go back? I apologise.

Yes.

You say that the P2 panels did actually burn?

The panels around the kitchen extract fan?

Yes.

Yes. I mean, we saw a good example of that outside
flat 16 when the fire broke out.

Did that one have a Kingspan core or the styrofoam core?
I'm not sure there was much left of the core to know
exactly what it was.

So it’s difficult to know if they’'re the ones that

I specified or not?

Yes. I don’t think we can take it any further.

Sorry to interrupt.

No, no, that’s fine.

When you added styrofoam -- and I appreciate you say
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you were acting on Mark Stapley’s instructions --

were you aware of its fire performance?

No.

Were you aware that it s not of limited combustibility?
No, no. But, again, as a sandwich panel, I would assume
the properties to be slightly different from the core.
Did you take any steps to assess whether that panel was
suitable for use on buildings above 18 metres?

Not at all. That was outside my remit.

Were you aware of warnings within Approved Document B
about insulating core panel systems, including extruded
polystyrene?

No.

So you weren’'t aware that in appendix F it warns that
these types of panels can be particularly dangerous,
including for firefighters ?

No.

You weren’t aware of that?

Was it actually saying you shouldn’t use them?
{CLG00000224/147}. So this is

appendix F, "Fire behaviour of insulating core panels

Let’s look at that.

used for internal structures™
"Insulating core panel systems are used for external
cladding as well as for internal structures.”

Do you see that in paragraph 1?
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Yes.

That’s how you were using these, wasn’t it, insulating
core panels for external cladding?

Correct, yes.

If we go down:

"The most common use of insulating core panels, when
used for internal structures is [X] ..

It says in the next paragraph:

"These panels typically consist of an inner core
sandwiched between and bonded to facings of galvanised
steel, often with a PVC facing for hygiene purposes.
The panels are then formed into a structure by jointing
systems, usually designed to provide an insulating and
hygienic performance. The panel structure can be free
standing, but is usually attached to the building
structure by lightweight fixings or hangers ..”

Then it’s got:

"The most common forms of insulation in present use
are .."

And you can see polystyrene and extruded polystyrene
are in that list. Do you see there?

Yes.
Then if youlook on the right-hand side under the
heading " Firefighting ”, it says this:

"When compared with other types of construction
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techniques, these panel systems therefore provide
a unique combination of problems for firefighters ,
including:

+” Hidden fire spread within panels with
thermoplastic cores;

+” Production of large quantities of black toxic
smoke; and

+” Rapid fire spread leading to flashover.

+” Hidden fire behind lining systems.

"These three characteristics are common to both
polyurethane and polystyrene cored panels, although the
rate of fire spread in polyurethane cores is
significantly less ..
Yes.

That’s a pretty clear warning, isn’t it?

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Ithinkit’s fair to say, Ms Grange,

that that’s really all directed to the use of these
panels as internal dividing walls, isn’t it? That’s the

whole context of what'’s being said here.

MS GRANGE: Well, it says in paragraph 1 on the left -hand

side at the top --

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I know what it says up there, but if

you read on, the whole context of the following
paragraph seems to be directed to the use of these

panels as internal dividers, and that’s why they're
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a problem for firefighters , who will have to go into the

building .

MS GRANGE: Well, I'm not sure that was the evidence of

Dr Lane at Phase 1, but anyway ...

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I think you may find it was.
MS GRANGE: If we go to the next page {CLG00000224/148}, we

>
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see there "Specifying panel core materials”:

"Where at all possible the specification of panels
with core materials appropriate to the application will
help ensure an acceptable level of performance .. when
involved in fire conditions.”

Do you see that there?

Yes, yes.

Were you aware of these warnings in Approved Document B
about these types of panels?

No, I wasn’t, but it indicates to me that it should be
considered, but it’'s not saying you shouldn’t use these
materials.

Sorry, I'm being told just above this .. Yes, my
attention is being drawn to:

"In summary the performance of the building
structure, including the insulating envelope, the
superstructure, the substructure etc, must be considered
in relation to their performance inthe event of

a fire ”
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Do you see that there?
Yes, yes. But as sandwich panels to be used as infill
panels, I don’t think it quite applies.

You didn’t think that was --

No. Well, on the previous page it says that special
care has got to be taken to the fixing of these back to
the building. Well, in our case the panel is

self -supporting within a window frame.

Right.

So it shouldn’t fall away and --

I think it was your evidence just a moment ago that you
weren’'t aware these panels were extruded polystyrene; is
that correct?

I'd never considered what styrofoam was. I knew it was
a rigid insulation of some sort.

And you didn’t give any consideration to the fire
performance of those panels --

I didn’t need to, no.

-- on the external wall?

No.

Are you aware that anybody within Harley -- we can see
that it was Mr Stapley that suggested these styrofoam
panels. Are you aware of whether there were any
discussions within Harley about the appropriateness of

these panels?
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A. T would assume it was a product that they’d used many
times before. I’'m sure the projects over the years must
have incorporated sandwich panels, but that’s
an assumption.

MS GRANGE: Mr Chairman, I've come to the end of my
questions. That would be an appropriate moment for

a break.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Yes, it would. Thank you very much.

Well, now, we’ll have a break at this point,
Mr Lamb. Ms Grange thinks she’s got to the end of her
questions, but we always allow a short time so that
counsel can just check that there aren’t further things
that need to be covered.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: How long do you think you might
need, Ms Grange?

MS GRANGE: 15 minutes.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Right.

We’ll come back at 3.45, please.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I don’t suppose you'll have much
chance to talk to anyone about your evidence, but if you
do, don’t take it, please.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: All right. Thank you very much.

193
(Pause)
Good. Thank you. 3.45.
(3.31 pm)
(A short break)
(3.51 pm)

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: All right, Mr Lamb?
THE WITNESS: Yes.
SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Now, Ms Grange, did you find some
more questions?
MS GRANGE: Just a few very short questions.
SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: There we are. Right. Off you go,
then.
MS GRANGE: Thank you.
First question. On the styrofoam and the switch
from TP10 to styrofoam, did you get the impression that
styrofoam was being selected because it was cheaper?
A. T had no reason to consider that. It’s a very common
core for insulated panels, so I don’t think that was the
prime motive, to be honest.
Q. But would it in fact have been cheaper?
A. To be honest, I don’t believe styrofoam is a cheap
product.
Q. Right, okay.
Were you aware in October 2014 that Panel Systems

did offer an FRversion of their insulated core panel,
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an Al version with a mineral fibre core?
A. No, I wasn't.
Q. We talked about the head of the building and that
annotation you made in blue on your CAD drawing --
A. Yes.
Q. -- headed "firebreak ”.

raise that issue directly with Studio E and ask them

Can you explain, why did you not

whether or not they required cavity barriers at the very
head of the building?

A. Wedidn't generally -- or I wouldn't generally raise any
issues. Generally the drawing speaks for itself . It’s

there for full checking.

Q. I see. So that’s the wayyou left it: it’s not there on
the drawing, they can check that?
A. Yes.

Q. Andyoudidn’t think to have a direct conversation with
them about it?

A. No. To be honest, we didn’t have much success when
discussing the firebreaks at the earlier stage. I can’t
imagine we would have got anywhere with this.

Q. I see.

Mr Lamb, we’ve gone through a lot of questions about
the project and your role on it. What would you have
done differently , knowing what we know now?

A. Well, without the luxury of hindsight, and just

195

considering I was a design resource, a freelance design
resource, I don’t think that there was anything
different I could have done.

However, it’s quite clear froma lot of our
conversations that there’s a total lack of clarity in
the regulations that everyone is supposed to adhere to,
and I really think something needs to be done just to
take the ambiguity out of the documentation that
everyone is expected to conform to.

MS GRANGE: Isee. Okay, thank you.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Well, thank you very much for coming
to give your evidence, Mr Lamb. It has been very useful
to hear from you.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: I'm sorry it’s taken up quite a lot
of your time, but that can’t be helped.

THE WITNESS: No, that’s fine.

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Anyway, it’s all over now, you're
free to go.

THE WITNESS: Thank you very much. Cheers.

(The witness withdrew)

SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Well, Ms Grange, I take it that
that’s it for the day?

MS GRANGE: Thatis it for the day, and another Harley

witness on Monday.

Thank you very much indeed.
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SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Good. Thank you very much.
Well, we’ll stop at that point, then, and resume at
10 o’clock on Monday.

MS GRANGE: Thank you.
SIR MARTIN MOORE-BICK: Thank you very much.
(3.55 pm)

(The hearing adjourned until 10 am

on Monday, 21 September 2020)
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