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Chapter 98

Introduction to Part 10

98.1

98.2

98.3

98.4

The Grenfell Tower fire was one of the worst post-war civil disasters in the UK. As the
emergency services fought the fire, hundreds of people were displaced from their homes
in the tower and surrounding properties. Many of those affected felt that in the hours
and days that followed the fire they were abandoned by the authorities at the time of
their greatest need.

This Part of the report is concerned with the response of the local authority and the
government in the days immediately following the fire. We have examined the legal and
organisational framework for responding to emergencies with a view to finding out what
plans were in place for responding to a major emergency of that kind, what the response
was, in particular by way of emergency relief, when the emergency struck and whether that
response was adequate.

We have examined those matters through the lens of the Civil Contingencies Act 2004
(“the Act”) and its associated regulations and guidance which establish the duties and
responsibilities of the government and local authorities to prepare for and respond to
emergencies of all kinds. That includes consideration of the statutory duties to assess

risk, develop and maintain emergency plans and ensure that those who have the task of
responding to emergencies are adequately trained, practise putting their plans into action
and have sufficient staff to meet their responsibilities. Some of the bodies identified in the
List of Issues, including the government and the TMO, were not subject to duties under
the Act, but in view of their importance we have included them in our investigation. As far
as the Act itself is concerned, the overriding question is whether the Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea (“RBKC”) complied with its duties and (if it did) whether it was
sufficiently prepared for, and responded adequately to, the fire.

That is the context in which we have examined the provision of emergency relief in the
days immediately following the fire. There is no statutory definition of “emergency relief”
and we have therefore drawn on the guidance published by the government to accompany
the Act entitled Emergency Response and Recovery, which defines “humanitarian
assistance” as the provision of proper care for those involved in and affected by a major
incident. We have concentrated on the following aspects of emergency relief:

a. Shelter and accommodation.

b. Basic provisions and financial assistance.

c. Psychosocial support.

d. Meeting the needs of specific groups.

e. Public communication.

f.  The provision of information to the family and friends of those affected.

g. Co-ordination of the activities of different responders.

1 Paragraph 1(h) of the Terms of Reference.
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98.5

98.6

98.7

The most important question we have had to consider is whether those affected by the fire
received adequate emergency relief and assistance from the authorities. We examine that
through the evidence of those most directly affected, which is considered in relation to the
various categories of emergency relief set out above.

In examining the adequacy of the response to the fire, we have concentrated on the
actions of the government, the council and the TMO in the seven days following the fire.
That is long enough to allow us to consider the key decisions made in those early hours and
days that had significant consequences for the response and recovery effort. Those seven
days cover both the initial period during which RBKC was in control of the response and
the period that began in the afternoon of 16 June 2017 when London Local Authority Gold
(“London Gold”) took control as part of the London-wide resilience arrangements.
However, although our investigations have concentrated on that relatively short period, we
recognise that the appalling after-effects of the fire continue to this day.

An important and striking feature of the response to the Grenfell Tower fire was the
substantial involvement of community, voluntary and faith groups in providing sanctuary
and support to those most seriously affected. We describe the circumstances in which that
took place and the extent to which it filled a vacuum left by the authorities.



Chapter 99

The legislative framework

99.1 The framework for emergency planning and response arrangements in the United Kingdom
is governed by the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (“the Act”)? and the Civil Contingencies Act
2004 (Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005 (“the Regulations”).?

99.2 Part | of the Act* deals with local arrangements for civil protection, defining an
“emergency” and establishing a statutory framework of roles and responsibilities for
responders. The Grenfell Tower fire was an emergency within the meaning of the Act.®

99.3 The Act divides responders into Category 1 responders (which include the fire and rescue,
police, and ambulance services and local authorities)® and Category 2 responders (which
include utility companies and transport providers).” Category 1 responders are subject to
legal duties relating to civil protection, which include assessing the risk of emergencies
occurring, putting in place emergency plans, making arrangements to provide information
to the public about civil protection matters, maintaining arrangements to warn, inform,
and advise the public in the event of an emergency, sharing information with other local
responders to enhance co-ordination, and co-operating with other local responders to
enhance co-ordination and efficiency.® Category 2 responders are required to co-operate
with Category 1 responders in connection with the performance of their duties.’

99.4 Government departments are not responders for the purposes of the Act. Bodies such as
the TMO are also not subject to duties under the Act.

99.5 In London, Category 1 responders discharge their statutory obligations collectively
through the London Resilience Forum (“the Forum”) and work together within the
Forum to assess the risk of an emergency of any particular kind occurring in London.*
They are required to maintain plans for emergencies collectively within the Forum*! and to
maintain arrangements to warn the public and provide it with information and advice if an
emergency is likely to, or has, occurred.*?

Civil Contingencies Act 2004 {CAB00004616}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005 {CABO0007003}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Sections 1-18 {CAB00004616/1}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Sections 1(1)(a) and 1(2) {CAB0O0004616/1}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Schedule 1, Part 1, paragraph 1(c) and paragraph 1A {CAB00004616/31}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Schedule 1, Part 3{CAB00004616/34}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2{CAB00004616/2}; Explanatory Memorandum to Civil Contingencies Act

2004 (Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005, paragraph 7.2 {HOMO00000492/4}.

° Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2(1) {CAB00004616/2}; Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Contingency Planning)
Regulations, Regulation 4(5) {CABO0007003/5}.

10 Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2(1)(a) and (b) {CAB00004616/2}.

1 Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2(1)(d) {CAB0O0004616/3}.

12 Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2(1)(g) {CAB00004616/3}.

® N O A W N
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Ministerial intervention and emergency powers

99.6 Under Part 1 of the Act ministers have the power to make legally enforceable orders

to reduce, control, or mitigate the effects of a local emergency, or take other action in
connection with it, subject to an affirmative resolution of both houses of Parliament.*?
In cases of urgency, ministers can issue temporary written directions to responders,
without any further formality, that remain binding for 21 days.!* Neither of those powers
was used in connection with the Grenfell Tower fire. The Act also contains provision for
making emergency regulations,* but those powers were not used either.

Subsidiarity

99.7 Part | of the Act and the Regulations are supplemented by statutory guidance entitled

Emergency Preparedness, revised by the Cabinet Office in 2011. It deals with matters that
must be considered before an emergency occurs (the so-called “pre-emergency phase”)
and describes the requirements of the Act and the Regulations.'® The Act is further
supplemented by non-statutory guidance entitled Emergency Response and Recovery,
which gives guidance on how to respond to emergencies and what the recovery phase
should entail.*’

99.8 The UK’s approach to civil contingencies is based on the principle that decisions should

be taken at the lowest appropriate level with co-ordination at the highest necessary

level.'® In all cases, local agencies are considered to be the building blocks of response and
recovery operations.'® The role of the government is to support and supplement the efforts
of local responders through the provision of resources and co-ordination. The central

and sub-national tiers of government only become involved in emergency response and
recovery efforts where it is necessary or helpful to do so0.?°

99.9 Emergency Response and Recovery states that humanitarian assistance is about ensuring

that those involved in and affected by a major incident are properly cared for.?* That is likely
to include the provision of basic shelter, information about what has happened, medical
assistance and treatment, financial and legal support, psychosocial support, advice and
direction on how to get further help and assistance, communication facilities to enable
people to contact and meet each other, providing a link to a police investigation, where
relevant, and providing a point of contact for longer-term support and advice.

13

14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 5(1) and 5(3); Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 17(2) {CAB00004616/7}
and {CABO0004616/18}. Orders can require collaboration with a specified person or body or confer a power on a
minister or some third party that would normally be exercised by a responder (Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section
5(4) {CAB00004616/7}). They can also require or permit the disclosure of information, which would otherwise not
be available (Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 6 {CABO0004616/8}).

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 7 {CAB0O0004616/9}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Sections 19-31 {CAB00004616/20-28}. See also Responding to Emergencies: The UK
Central Government Concept of Operations (“ConOps”) {CAB0O0000026/66-67}.

Emergency Preparedness: Chapter 1 {CABO0000079}; Chapter 2{CAB00007027}; Chapter 3 {CABO0004536};
Chapter 4 {CABO0004537}; Chapter 5 {CAB00004623}; Chapter 6 {CABO0007026}; Chapter 7 {CAB0O0004543};
Chapter 8 {CAB00004544}; Chapter 9 {CAB00004545}; Chapter 10 {CAB0O0004531}; Chapter 11 {CAB0O0004594};
Chapter 12 {CAB00004595}; Chapter 13 {CAB00004596}; Chapter 14 {CABO0004597}; Chapter 15 {CAB0O0004598};
Chapter 16 {CAB00004599}; Chapter 19 {CAB00004622}.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519}.

Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 16 {CAB00004599/3} paragraph 16.1.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519/18} paragraph 2.4.1.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519/18} paragraph 2.4.2.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519/116} paragraph 7.1.1.

10



Part 10 | Chapter 99: The legislative framework

99.10 Emergency Response and Recovery also indicated that in this case RBKC (as the relevant
local authority) should work with partners to provide immediate shelter and welfare for
survivors who did not require medical support, their families and friends, through rest
centres, humanitarian and other centres, in order to meet their immediate or short-term
needs), to provide for the medium- to longer-term welfare of survivors (for example,
by means of support from social services and financial assistance and also by providing
helplines to answer questions from the public in one place), to facilitate the remediation
and re-occupation of sites or areas affected by the emergency, to co-ordinate the
activities of any voluntary sector agencies and spontaneous volunteers and to lead the
recovery effort.??

Guidance supporting the Act

99.11 In addition to the two core guidance documents, Emergency Preparedness and
Emergency Response and Recovery, there are a large number of further guidance and
policy documents which deal with various aspects of the civil protection regime and
emergency response arrangements.?®* They include Evacuation and shelter guidance,*
Human Aspects in Emergency Management* and National Recovery Guidance.?®

99.12 Katharine Hammond, then Director of the Civil Contingencies Secretariat (part of the
Cabinet Office), told us that guidance and policy documents were made available to
local responders through an online platform,?’ but that many local responders also had
hard copies.?® Although Ms Hammond could not recall any concern or complaint being
raised about the complexity or quantity of guidance and policy documents or the general
complexity of the civil contingencies framework,?° the guidance and policy documents are
lengthy, numerous, and do not always define important concepts in the same way.

99.13 Emergency Preparedness states that emergency plans should have particular regard to the
vulnerable (those with mobility difficulties, those with mental health difficulties or who
are dependent on others, such as children) and to survivors and others affected (those
directly affected by the emergency or the anxiety of not knowing what has happened).*®
Emergency Response and Recovery recognises that special consideration must be given
to the needs of various of groups for care and support, with particular reference to four
groups which can make challenging demands on responding agencies, namely, (i) children
and young people, (ii) faith, religious, cultural and minority ethnic communities, (iii) elderly
people and (iv) people with disabilities.**

22 Emergency Response and Recovery {CAB00004519/33-34} paragraph 3.2.34.

23 {CAB0O0000010} sets out policies, procedures, plans and strategy documents of which the Civil Contingencies
Secretariat considered as of potential relevance to the Grenfell Tower fire response. Hammond {CAB00014764/2}
page 2, paragraph 8.

24 {CAB00004627}.

25 {CAB0O0000036}.

% {INQ00015207}.

27 Resilience Direct is the private web-based platform used by responders both in planning and in response and
recovery. Hammond {CAB00014764/10} page 10, paragraph 33.

2 Hammond {Day280/139:18}-{Day280/140:4}.

2 Hammond {Day280/140:11-25}.

30 Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 5 {CAB00004623/39-40} paragraphs 5.97-5.103.

31 Emergency Response and Recovery {CAB00004519/129-131} section 7.7.

11
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99.14 In addition, the Home Office issued guidance entitled The Needs of Faith Communities in

Major Emergencies: Some Guidelines®** and the Cabinet Office issued guidance documents
which specifically addressed the needs of vulnerable people,®® including Identifying
people who are vulnerable in a crisis,** Expectations and Indicators of Good Practice

Set for Category 1 and 2 Responders*® and Preparation and planning for emergencies:
responsibilities of responder agencies and others.*®* We have not found it necessary to
examine that further guidance in detail.

99.15 At the time of the Grenfell Tower fire, most of the Cabinet Office guidance did not refer

to the Equality Act 2010 or to how responders should discharge their duties under it,
including the public sector equality duty, when planning for emergencies.?” We observe
that although the National Resilience Standards introduced in July 2018 now include

one discrete reference to the Equality Act 2010,% the Act is not mentioned in either
Emergency Preparedness or Emergency Response and Recovery. Nor is it listed in Chapter
19 of Emergency Preparedness, which addresses what is called “the fit with other
legislation” but has not been revised since its publication in February 2011.%°

Risk assessment at national level

99.16  Since 2005 the Civil Contingencies Secretariat has produced a National Risk Assessment.

Originally it was produced annually but since 2014 it has been produced biennially.*

The assessment, which since 2019 has been incorporated into the National Security

Risk Assessment, is a classified document which identifies what the government considers
to be the most serious types of risks facing the United Kingdom over the coming five years.
In order for a risk to be included, it must constitute a civil emergency within the meaning of
the Civil Contingencies Act, be an event that could plausibly occur within the next five years
and have an effect which exceeds a certain minimum level. There are usually between 70
and 100 risks identified in the NRA.#

99.17 The designated “owner” of each risk, normally a government department, is responsible

for collecting evidence to inform the assessment and is required to work with experts

from within and outside the organisation to gain a clear understanding of the risk and its
consequences. The owner of the risk is required to use the information obtained in that
way to identify a serious but plausible manifestation of the risk (known as “a reasonable

32
33

34

35

36

37

38
39
40
41

“Needs of Faith Communities in Major Emergencies” guidance {CAB00014865}.

MacFarlane {CABO0014862/3-4} pages 3-4, paragraph 11; Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 5 {CABO0004623/39}
paragraphs 5.98.

“Identifying People Who Are Vulnerable in a Crisis: Guidance for Emergency Planners and Responders”, guidance,
published in 2008, specifically refers to minority language speakers {CAB00014864/14} and the Disability
Discrimination Act as “other legislation may interact with responsibilities under the Civil Contingencies Act”
{CAB00014864/7} paragraph 11.

“Expectations and Indicators of Good Practice Set for Category 1 and 2 Responders” guidance, revised in October
2013, lists giving special consideration to vulnerable people when producing plans as a “mandatory requirement”
{CAB00004629/26} and reminds responders of the need to consider vulnerable groups when communicating with
the public {CAB0O0004629/28}.

“Preparation and planning for emergencies: responsibilities of responder agencies and others” guidance, published
in February 2013 {CAB00014785}.

The Equality Act 2010 was identified in Annex C of Human Aspects in Emergency Management as a key piece of
legislation that should be considered when planning for Humanitarian Assistance {CABO0000036/56}. In contrast
and by way of example, at the London level the Act was referred to directly in the London Resilience Partnership’s
2015 document “Identification of the Vulnerable: A Guidance Note for Local Implementation” {LFB0O0061174/6}
paragraph 1.6 and the Humanitarian Assistance Framework, v.5 dated April 2017 {LFBO0061172}.

MacFarlane {CAB0O0014862/5} page 5, paragraph 14.

Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 19 {CABO0004622}.

McCloghrie {CAB00014798/2} page 2, paragraph 6.

McCloghrie {CAB00014798/3} page 3, paragraph 11.

12
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worst-case scenario”),*? the likelihood of its occurring and the potential effect if it were to
do s0.”* The most recent edition of the National Risk Assessment before the Grenfell Tower
fire had been completed in 2016 and released in February 2017.** At that time, the

Home Office was the owner of the risk in relation to fire.*

99.18 The National Risk Assessment released in 2017 included in its risks a significant wildfire.*®

It did not envisage a major fire in a high-rise building *” and no consideration appears to
have been given to an event of that kind.*® Luke Edwards, director of fire and resilience
within the Crime, Policing and Fire Group at the Home Office,* was not aware that it had
been considered>® and Ms Hammond was unable to say whether a tower block fire had
been considered and discounted or had not been considered at all.>*

99.19 The National Risk Assessment was based in part on certain assumptions (the

National Resilience Planning Assumptions), which establish the maximum expected scale,
duration, and severity of the common consequences of the reasonable worst-case scenario
described in the risk summaries.> Examples include the number of casualties and the
extent of disruption to certain essential services.>?

99.20 The National Risk Assessment and the National Resilience Planning Assumptions together

form the basis of the National Risk Register, which is a public document>* used by local
responders and local resilience forums to inform their own risk assessments and planning
assumptions. The National Risk Register current at the time of the Grenfell Tower fire,
published in March 2015, identified the risk of severe wildfires but did not identify the
risk of a major fire in a high-rise building.®

99.21 Ms Hammond said that although the National Risk Assessment issued in 2016 did not

identify a significant urban fire (including a fire in a tower block), a number of reasonable
worst-case scenarios indicated the need to plan for outcomes very similar to those seen at
Grenfell Tower. That in turn should have meant that the omission of an urban fire did not
prejudice the ability of Category 1 and Category 2 responders to make a fully informed local
risk assessment.>’

99.22 Ms Hammond accepted, however, that the inclusion of an urban or tower block fire in the

2016 version of the National Risk Assessment would have provided a focus for responders>®
and we consider that it would have significantly increased the likelihood of its inclusion

in documents such as the London Risk Register, to which we come later. We note that

the version of the Local Risk Management Guidance produced by the Civil Contingencies
Secretariat in 2016, which was intended to help Category 1 and 2 responders fulfil their

42

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

A reasonable worst case scenario (RWCS) is defined as a challenging yet plausible manifestation of the risk.
Hammond {CAB00014799/5-6} pages 5-6, paragraph 17.

McCloghrie {CAB00014798/4} page 4, paragraph 13.

Hammond {CAB00014799/3} page 3, paragraph 8.

Hammond {Day280/103:1-17}; Hammond {CABO0014799/4} page 4, paragraph 10.

McCloghrie {CAB00014798/10-11} pages 10-11, paragraph 36.

Edwards {HOMO00050071/7-8} pages 7-8, paragraph 28.

Hammond {CAB00014868/2} page 2, paragraphs 7-8; Edwards {HOMO00050071/8} page 8, paragraph 30.
Edwards {HOMO00050071/1} page 1, paragraph 3.

Edwards {HOMO00050071/8} page 8, paragraph 30.

Hammond {Day280/107:4-8}.

Hammond {CAB00014799/2} page 2, paragraph 4.3; Hammond {CAB00014799/10} page 10, paragraph 33.
Hammond {CAB00014799/16-17} pages 16-17, paragraph 55.

Hammond {CAB00014764/6} page 6, paragraph 22.

National Risk Register 2015 {CABO0007009}.

National Risk Register 2015 {CABO0007009/27-28}.

Hammond {Day280/114:8-15}.

Hammond {Day280/133:2-7}.

13
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local risk assessment duties and provide advice on how best to use information from the
2016 National Risk Assessment in a local context,*® directed responders to consider which
of the risks identified in the National Risk Assessment were relevant to their own areas.®®

99.23 The Civil Contingencies Secretariat is also responsible for the management of the
online database which acts as a single repository of information obtained from a
variety of sources which is thought to provide lessons for the future.®* Known as the
Joint Organisational Learning system, it is specifically intended to meet the need to
capture, promulgate and implement lessons learnt from major incidents.®? However, at
the time of the Grenfell Tower fire the database did not include any lessons learnt from
earlier incidents involving fires in high-rise buildings, such as the Lakanal House fire in July
2009, the Shirley Towers fire in Southampton in 2010 or the Adair Tower fire in October
2015.% Ms Hammond, who was not in post at the time of those incidents, did not know
why lessons learnt from them had not been included.® It is not clear whether an urban or
tower block fire would have merited inclusion as a separate risk in the 2016 version of the
National Risk Assessment, but we are concerned that the omission from the database of
lessons gained from any urban fires may have limited the material available to inform the
assessment of risks.

99.24 Following the Grenfell Tower fire, the National Risk Register issued in September 2017
was revised to include the risk of fire in a residential building, with specific mention of
the Grenfell Tower fire.®> A Home Office witness explained that the decision to include
it was made in the light of the widespread use of combustible cladding and the new
understanding that other buildings might be at risk. It was thought that using the publicly
available National Risk Register was a sensible way of communicating those matters more
widely.®® The National Security Risk Assessment completed in 2019, the most recent version
of the National Risk Assessment, includes the example of a fire in a high-rise residential
building as the reasonable worst case scenario for a fire risk, with the risk of wildfire
remaining as an alternative.®” The inclusion of an urban fire has also resulted in some small
changes to the National Resilience Planning Assumptions, for example, a major fire is now
a risk to consider in the planning assumption for rubble, debris, and trapped people.®®
Ms Hammond told us that the Civil Contingencies Secretariat had a better understanding
of the fire risk which had been improved by revised Home Office modelling following the
Grenfell Tower fire. As a result, it was now recognised that the consequences of a major
tower block fire were more significant than had previously been assessed.®®

99.25 Local resilience forums are responsible for risk assessments in their areas. The London
Resilience Forum discharges the statutory duties in relation to Greater London to assess
risks across London and maintain plans for responding to them.”

% Hammond {CAB00014799/13-15} pages 13-15, paragraphs 45-49.

€0 Hammond {CABO0014799/14} page 14, paragraph 48.1.

1 MacFarlane {CAB00014794/10} page 10, paragraph 35.

%2 MacFarlane {CAB00014794/10} page 10, paragraph 35.

6 MacFarlane {CAB00014803/3} page 3, paragraph 7.

¢ Hammond {Day280/120:2-14}.

5 National Risk Register 2017, “Industrial and Urban Accidents” {CABO0000069/46-49}. See also the National Risk
Register 2020 “Major Fires” {INQ00015149/83-86}. In that edition the “Major Fires” chapter is separate to the
chapter on “Industrial Accidents”.

Edwards {HOMOO0050071/9} page 9, paragraph 32.

7 McCloghrie {CAB00014798/12} page 12, paragraph 40.

8 McCloghrie {CAB0O0014798/12} page 12, paragraph 40.

® Hammond {CAB00014799/20} page 20, paragraph 65.

70 Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2(1)(d) {CAB00004616/2-3}.

14
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The London Risk Register

99.26 The London Risk Register is developed in a way that is consistent with the National Risk

Register’* and provides an overview of the principal risks which may affect London as a
whole.”” The register completed in February 2017 and therefore current at the time of

the Grenfell Tower fire did not refer to the risk of a major fire in a residential tower block,
although it did refer to the risk of a severe wildfire.”? That was because a residential tower
block fire had not been included in the register since it had not been included in the
National Risk Register and had not been identified by the London Risk Assessment Group as
a risk that required a London-wide approach.”

99.27 When it revised the London Risk Register in February 2017, the London Risk

Assessment Group did not consider whether the fires at Lakanal House in July 2009 and
Adair Tower in 2015 had altered the level of risk presented by a tower block fire in London,
it seems because it had not been alerted to the fact that it might need to take account

of those fires.” The responsibility to feed that risk into the process for compiling the
London Risk Register rested with the relevant Category 1 responders, the London Borough
of Southwark in the case of the Lakanal House fire and RBKC in the case of the Adair Tower
fire.”® In addition, the LFB, which had primary responsibility for identifying risks relating to
fire in London, had not alerted those responsible for the London Risk Register to the risk of
a major tower block fire.”” As of May 2022, the London Resilience Group had still not given
any consideration to those omissions.”®

99.28 When he gave evidence, John Hetherington, then deputy head of the London Resilience

Group,” accepted that the risk of a high-rise or urban tower block fire should have been
included as a separate entry on the London Risk Register before June 2017 and that its
absence was a serious failing.®® We agree. The fires at Lakanal House and Adair Tower,
not to mention the fires that had occurred in high-rise buildings abroad, ought to

have prompted consideration of that risk which should have been taken into account

by those responsible for the London Risk Register as part of their assessment and
incorporated into it.

99.29 As alocal authority, RBKC is a Category 1 responder. Its legal duties include assessing the

risk of an emergency occurring.®! RBKC is required to hold a Borough Risk Register compiled
by the Borough Resilience Forum.® The purpose of the register is to identify risks to the
borough, to quantify the likelihood of those risks occurring and the likely effect if they do,
and to note measures that may mitigate those risks. RBKC’s Borough Risk Register was
dated December 2016.% It did not include urban or tower block fires.

71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

Hetherington {LFB00119130/14} page 14, paragraph 44.

Hetherington {Day277/109:11-23}.

London Risk Register v.5.4, 2017 {LFB00061165/13}.

Hetherington {Day277/110:14-24}.

Hetherington {Day277/111:1-11}.

Hetherington {Day277/116:17-25}.

Hetherington {Day277/128:5-25}.

Hetherington {Day277/117:1-3}.

Hetherington {LFBO0061158/2} page 2, paragraph 5; Hetherington {Day277/7:1-10}.
Hetherington {Day277/121:12-19}.

Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Section 2{CAB00004616/2}.

Kerry {Day268/19:22}-{Day268/20:2}; Civil Contingencies Act 2004, Sections 2(1)(a)-(f) {CAB00004616/2-3}.
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99.30

99.31

The Borough Risk Register issued in December 2016 described itself as a “living document”
that was to be revised and updated as and when required.®* There appears to have

been little or no consideration of the inclusion of the risk of fire in a high-rise building,
despite the history of fires in buildings of that kind in London, including the Adair Tower
fire in October 2015 (which happened within RBKC'’s resilience jurisdiction) and the

Lakanal House fire in 2009.%8° Although the regulatory framework requires Category 1
responders to consider risks specific to their locality, it is apparent from the evidence of
David Kerry® that significant reliance was placed on the London Risk Register instead of the
Borough Risk Register.®’

In our view, tower block fires should have been included in both the London and Borough
risk assessments. Government tools (such as the Joint Organisational Learning online
database) were defective and Ms Hammond’s expectation that the planning assumptions
would act as a “safety net”, catching any gaps in the reasonable worst-case scenarios, did
not reflect the reality of local risk assessment. If there had been a reference to a tower
block fire in the National Risk Register, as there now is, it is likely that local risk assessors
would have been prompted to consider the risks in detail.

8 {RBK00036688/8} section 2.3.

8  Kerry {Day268/23:11-17}.

8  Kerry {Day268/22:17}-{Day268/23:10}.

8 Also referred to as the Community Risk Register {RBK0O0036688/8} section 2.2.
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Chapter 100

Personal experiences

Introduction

100.1 Itis appropriate that we begin our description of the response to the Grenfell Tower fire by
recounting in their own words the personal experiences of those who were most directly
affected. RBKC, as a Category 1 responder, had a responsibility to ensure that the needs of
those affected by the fire were properly met. For that reason, the quality and effectiveness
of the response must be judged in a large part by their experience. We recognise that,
although many people were affected in similar ways, the experience of each person was
unigue and that recollections may be affected in many different ways. Although we do not
doubt the sincerity and honesty of those who gave evidence, it has not been possible for us
to obtain specific responses from those who were seeking to provide help and who might
wish to put forward a different perspective. This chapter should therefore be read with
that in mind. It should be understood as an account of the experiences of people who had
suddenly lost their homes and all their possessions and were entirely dependent on others
to satisfy their basic needs.

100.2  We received 220 witness statements dealing with the response to the fire. We also
heard oral evidence from Karim Mussilhy, Hisam Choucair, Mahmoud Al-Karad,
Mohammed Rasoul, Mouna El Ogbani, Fatima Boujettif, Hanan Cherbika, Nabil Choucair
and Hanan Wahabi. An extensive thematic summary of the evidence of all those who had
provided statements was read during the hearings.®® That substantial body of evidence has
enabled us to examine in detail the steps taken by RBKC, London Gold, the TMO and the
government to provide humanitarian relief.

100.3  Although our investigations have concentrated on the seven days following the fire, we
acknowledge that it continues to have a searing effect every day on many of those affected.
We are extremely grateful to those who have shared their experiences with us and thank
them for their courage and dignity in recounting them.

100.4 Taken as a whole, the evidence portrays a community whose lives have been changed
forever by the fire. We learnt much of the immediate effects of the fire and of the long-
lasting trauma that so many have experienced and still do. Those affected include, but are
not limited to, survivors who escaped from the tower, residents of the tower who lost their
homes, those who lost loved ones and those who were evacuated from nearby properties,
some of whom also lost their homes. Such is the closeness of the local community that
many survivors and residents are also bereaved, having lost loved ones, friends and
neighbours. It is clear to us that they were, and, most importantly, felt themselves to have
been, comprehensively failed by those to whom they looked for protection in the wake of a
major disaster. Safety and security are as much to do with the perceptions of those affected
as they are with the actions of those responsible for providing protection.

8  {Day264/108:21}-{Day264/213:12}; {Day267/41:16}-{Day267/93:10}.

17



The Grenfell Tower Inquiry: Phase 2 Report

The early hours

100.5 While the emergency services were fighting the fire, survivors, residents of the

tower and those evacuated from surrounding properties®® were abandoned without
information about where to go or what to do.®® There was “absolute chaos and confusion
everywhere” %! The scene was described as a “horror film”%? and a “war zone”.%

Mr Mussilhy told us that the area was “engulfed”®* with people and, given the chaos on the
street, he expected to see people in authority with high-visibility jackets and clipboards,
but there was nobody.* Such was the confusion about what to do or where to go that
some survivors® and residents of the walkways slept in their cars.®” Other residents

waited for hours for buses that they had been told would be coming to take them to a rest
centre,®® but instead they had to walk in the early hours to rest centres that had opened
spontaneously nearby.®

100.6 Inthe absence of timely support from the authorities, members of the community took it

upon themselves to open informal rest centres. They organised themselves quickly in an
effort to meet a diverse range of needs.’® Community centres were filled with people with
nowhere to go trying to find shelter. Although community rest centres did their best to
support those affected, some were forced through overcrowding to refuse entry to those
who were not survivors. 1% Some survivors had to sleep in rest centres,'2 while some of
those who lived in the walkways were left wandering the estate, displaced and unable

to return home.'®

100.7 In the absence of anyone apparently in authority!® or any information, survivors and

residents were left to fend for themselves, having experienced the shock of the fire and in
many cases searching frantically for loved ones. So far as they could see, the council and
the TMO had “vanished” in the immediate aftermath of the fire!®> and were conspicuous
by their absence.® Although RBKC began to assemble a presence in and around the tower
from about 2.30am?!?” and the TMO from 3.30am,% they were not clearly visible to those
who might need them.
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Emergency accommodation

100.8 Many of those who had lost their homes experienced a number of problems with
emergency accommodation. They included uncertainty about how long they might have to
stay in hotels, unsuitable rooms, problems with the provision of suitable food, the distance
of hotels from the community and failures to provide for particular needs.

100.9 The initial allocation of accommodation was confused and inconsistent. Some of those
affected were allocated emergency accommodation in community rest centres, as RBKC
sent representatives to the Rugby Portobello Trust and the Clement James Centre.

Ms Wahabi told us about her experience of being allocated hotel accommodation at the
Rugby Portobello Trust on 14 June 2017. She said that there had been no clear system for
the allocation of emergency accommodation. She described feeling like “cattle just coming
through”.' The interviews lacked privacy, empathy and humanity and were described by
some as being undertaken in a robotic and formulaic way.!° The lack of any system meant
that individual needs could not be catered for.

100.10 RBKC housing teams were sent only to the Rugby Portobello Trust and the Clement James
Centre.’* Although TMO staff were sent to more community rest centres, they did not
visit some important places, such as the Al Manaar Muslim Cultural Heritage Centre or
St Francis of Assisi church.!*? That contributed to a lack of awareness amongst those
affected of what support with accommodation was available and where.

100.11 Some survivors had to wait for days before being allocated accommodation.!** Others were
not contacted about their emergency accommodation until two weeks after the fire and in
the meantime had to make their own arrangements.*

100.12 A particular concern was the lack of information about accommodation for those who had
been taken to hospital. Some survivors were discharged with no information about where
to go.® One family attended the Town Hall to try and get some information but were told
to come back the following day as there was nobody available.!*®

100.13 For those who were allocated emergency accommodation there was often a lack of
support in getting there. Some survivors were given oyster cards;!” others were just told
by telephone that a room had been made available to them but were given no information
about how to get there. Many had no money and only the clothes they stood up in.®
Some people arrived at the designated hotel only to find that it did not have a booking for
them!® and that they had to go and stay with friends.'?° Due to booking errors, one former
resident of the tower went to three different hotels before arriving at the right one.*?

109 Wahabi {Day267/111:10}-{Day267/112:14}.

10 Wahabi {Day267/111:10}-{Day267/112:14}; Simms {Day275/193:15-17}.

11 | aura Johnson {RBKO0035592/8} page 8, paragraph 33.

112 TMO Staff Cover on 14 June 2017 {TM0O00869981}; Brown {Day274/31:10-25}.

13 Yousuf {IWS00001626/3} page 3, paragraph 14; Alves {IWS00001596/10} page 10, paragraph 53; EI-Guenuni
{IWS00002034/8} page 8, paragraphs 31.
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115 Alhaj Ali {IWS00001533/12-13} pages 12 - 13, paragraphs 62 and 63.
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100.14 The emergency accommodation arranged by RBKC was in many cases wholly inadequate.
Many were distressed to find that they had been placed in rooms on high floors.??
Those affected described how the rooms allocated to them were small and unsuitable.'??
Families of four!?* and five!? were given one room*?® with a double bed. One couple was
given a single room with a single bed and had to wait for a double room a month later.*?’
Insufficient space in rooms meant that on one occasion a member of a family had to sleep
on the sofa in the hotel reception.?®

100.15 The council did not tell people who had been placed in hotels how long they would be able
to stay there,*?® which added significantly to the anxiety that people were experiencing
at that difficult time.**® One family with three children were placed in a hotel on
17 June 2017, but were told the next day that they had to find alternative accommodation
for themselves.®*! Many were told that they were booked in for only one night and had
the uncertainty of not knowing whether the booking was going to be extended.** Some
received notes under their doors saying they were booked in for another week!* but
others had a note left on the door giving them just a few hours to leave.’** Ms El-Ogbani
put it particularly vividly. She told us that the uncertainty was “really stressful and made
us really angry, because you don’t know how you’re going to live the next day ... our
future was blank”.**

100.16 Although hotel placements were intended to be emergency accommodation, for
many their stay was not temporary or short-term. Some people lived in inadequate
and unsuitable conditions for months,**® and in some cases longer,®*” while trying to
rebuild their lives.

100.17 Some survivors and residents of the area surrounding the tower were accommodated in
places far from their former homes. That created a sense of loneliness and isolation.!*®
Some survivors were allocated accommodation as far away as Wandsworth and described
an “acute sense of being completely isolated”.’*® They felt they were being ignored and
“moved further and further away”.**° No account appeared to have been taken of the need

122 Thompson {IWS00002110/33} page 33, paragraph 120; Burton {IWS00001661/24} page 24, paragraph 129; Yahya
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for people to be close to hospitals in order to visit their relatives'** some of whom were in
a critical condition.**? Some described having to use two or three taxis each day for hospital
visits, which was expensive and inconvenient.**® As a result, many people struggled to

visit rest centres and hospitals as well as taking their children to school.*** Those affected
described how stressful it was having to return to the area in order to visit the rest centres
to obtain support.#

100.18 When arranging emergency accommodation RBKC failed to give sufficient consideration to

the needs of particular groups. In some cases cots were not available for those with babies
or young children® nor any means of sterilising babies’ bottles'*” or making up bottles of
milk.**® No consideration appeared to have been given to the needs of children or to the
importance of space for homework and play.}* Some pregnant women were not given
sufficient consideration; one was forced to sleep on a sofa or the floor because the only
bed in the room was too high for her to get into it.»*°* Some of those who had restricted
mobility struggled with their accommodation because it was not adapted to their needs,
for example, by having a walk-in shower*! or a bed lever.’>* At the time of the fire, many
of those who lived in and around the tower were observing Ramadan, but halal food was
not available at all hotels! and it was not possible to observe the requirement to eat at set
times.*** People relied on the provision of food and support from the community.**>

100.19 Anillustration of these difficulties was provided by Mr Rasoul. He told us in graphic terms

how the needs of his elderly father with disabilities and of his children were not adequately
assessed by RBKC in the immediate aftermath of the fire and that the support they needed
had not been provided, despite their “lives being turned upside down” and the fact that
they were grieving.'*®

100.20 There was significant confusion about whether food was available for survivors and

residents at hotels and if so of what kind. One survivor, who lost her son in the fire, told
us that she did not know what she was entitled to and so restricted herself to just one
meal a day.®” Some heard that the council would only pay for drinks, so they only ordered
drinks.'®® Others spent their own money on food*° because they did not become aware
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until a month after the fire that food would be paid for.*®® Mr Rasoul told us that he had not
been aware for several weeks that food was available.®* The arrangements for obtaining
food at some hotels made some people feel like refugees.®?

100.21 Other basic facilities, such as the means of laundering clothes, were not available.®®

Families had to pack their laundry into black bags and suitcases and take it to the
laundrette in a taxi, which they felt was demeaning and humiliating. The picture we saw
was that of a vulnerable group of people facing not only the shock, grief and trauma of the
fire itself but also, as an immediate priority, the need to satisfy the most basic of their daily
needs. Survivors described it as living in limbo, with no space to heal.**

The Walkways: the forgotten residents

100.22 Adjoining Grenfell Tower were a number of low-rise residential buildings known locally as

‘The Walkways’. The Walkways consisted of Hurstway Walk, Barandon Walk, Testerton Walk
and Grenfell Walk. Treadgold House was not one of the Walkways but its residents were
also evacuated and displaced.'® While the council grappled with its response to the needs
of those displaced from the tower, residents from the surrounding properties said they

felt forgotten.16®

100.23 In the days after the fire, responsibility for the residents evacuated from the surrounding

properties appears to have been informally delegated by the council to the TMO.

However, the numbers were huge: about 845 people had been displaced and were in
need.*®” The TMO was singularly ill-equipped to deal with so many people. Residents
described how in the provision of emergency accommodation their needs took second
place.’®® Although they had been displaced from their homes, their needs were considered
to be less important.®® They were left in an invidious position, unable to return to their
homes while the cordon remained in place but with insufficient hotel rooms available

to accommodate them all. Many sought help from family and friends. Not all were so
fortunate and some displaced residents were left sleeping on the grass by the Walkways
close to the tower.!”®

100.24 Residents of the Walkways voiced their resentment at the way in which the council

determined eligibility for the provision of support, including emergency accommodation,
noting that “trauma does not work along strict geographical lines”.*”* However, allocation
of emergency accommodation to this group of residents was haphazard. Exceptionally,
some residents were allocated accommodation at the Westway Centre as early as

14 June 2017.Y? Those who were allocated hotel accommodation were placed much later
on.'® One resident of the Walkways was advised to stay at the Westway Centre despite
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being pregnant and having three children, aged one, six and twelve.*’* She was not placed
in a hotel for two weeks.?”> Residents had to take the initiative to approach the council

to try to secure a place in a hotel. For some that took a few weeks!’® but others were not
placed in emergency accommodation until (in some cases) as late as October 2017.%7

100.25 Others were actively denied emergency accommodation. One resident was told she

should sleep on a friend’s sofa;*’® another family who lived in Testerton Walk were refused
emergency accommodation by a representative of the council at the Westway Centre,
because they lived “too far” from the tower, even though their neighbours were offered a
place in a hotel immediately.}”®

100.26 Some Walkway residents tried to ask for accommodation through the council’s housing

line, with unsatisfactory results.'® One resident called the phone line three times because
the council had failed to respond to her enquiries. She was told not to call again as she
was not a priority and that she was taking up the line.*® Others had similarly miserable
experiences and were told a hotel would be organised for them, only for no one to follow
up or call them back.’? One resident was able to secure emergency accommodation only
when he mentioned his partner’s chronic health condition, and even then the hotel to
which they were sent was available for only one night.'® The residents of the Walkways
understood very well that many people needed help but they too were in shock and
despair and needed somewhere to stay.'® Several of them did not know that emergency
accommodation was available®> and did not ask for it.’®¢ At least one booked his own hotel
accommodation as the only alternative was to stay at a rest centre, which he thought
would have an adverse effect on his mental health.*®” One walkway resident who used

a wheelchair was never made aware of the availability of emergency accommodation.

He stayed at his sister’s home for three to four days and then returned home to

Barandon Walk where there was no hot water or proper wheelchair access.*®

The lifting of the cordon

100.27 Among the residents of the Walkways there was a general state of confusion and

uncertainty about whether it was safe to return to their homes.?® On the day after the fire,
TMO staff told some residents that they could return at their own risk, but did not explain
what the risks were or suggest any alternatives.’® Some residents received a text message
later in the week saying they could return home, but when they tried to do so were denied
access by the police.**
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100.28 Having nowhere else to go, some residents returned to their flats to find that there

was no hot water or heating,*®> which was particularly difficult for those with small
children.?® They were left to use the showers at Virgin Active’® and the Westway Centre.’*®
Other residents returned home on 15 June 2017 and were allowed in, only to be told later
in the afternoon that they had to leave again.'*®

100.29 The residents of Grenfell Walk were in a different position from that of other residents

evacuated from nearby properties, in that, like the residents of Grenfell Tower, they
needed to be resettled in new accommodation.’” The council does not appear to have
fully understood that fact when it came to the provision of humanitarian assistance.*®
Ms Cherbika told us that “we needed help desperately, and every door we kept going

to was closed because we wasn’t bereaved or wasn’t a survivor ... we was in between.
We didn’t come out of the tower, but we couldn’t also go back to our properties, so we
were homeless, but nobody was helping...”.’*° Some residents said that the difference

in treatment between residents of the tower and residents of the Walkways created
“hierarchy and a division” within the community which, before the fire, had been one.?®

The Westway Centre

100.30 The Westway Centre initially opened spontaneously as a rest centre.?%! Staff responsible

for its management said that no official support had been offered in the initial hours of

the first day. 2% Representatives from RBKC and the TMO attended later on 14 June 2017
when it became the official rest centre in an attempt to concentrate support in one place.
However, there were serious shortcomings in the way the centre was set up and managed,
which meant that those who needed it encountered significant difficulties in obtaining
immediate humanitarian support. We examine those shortcomings in Chapter 104.

They included displaced residents being denied entry, a lack of clarity about the services
available, a need for people to provide the same information on several occasions to obtain
support of different kinds and an absence of staff representing those in authority, such as
RBKC and the TMO.

100.31 Those working in the Westway Centre did not know that residents had been evacuated

from nearby properties and that some had lost their homes. Many of those who went to
the centre were therefore initially refused help.?** Some were denied entry altogether.2®

100.32 A number of residents and survivors had difficulty gaining entry to the Westway Centre

after a registration system was introduced on 14 June 2017.%°® Many displaced people were
asked to provide evidence of identity in order to enter the centre, despite the fact that
they had lost everything in the fire. Sometimes those running help desks insisted on the
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production of identification documents before they would provide help.?” Gaining access
to the centre was considered so difficult that some residents had to “sneak in” after they
had been refused official entry.%®

100.33 Community leaders who visited the Westway Centre, described a multiple-choice system

where people were asked “Are you a survivor, are you bereaved, or are you a visitor?”?%
The process was described as astonishingly perfunctory and without compassion.?'©

100.34 As part of the verification process, the Red Cross gave people wristbands on entry.?!!

Some residents were concerned that that made them easily identifiable in the
street, including by journalists, and did not like being “marked” and given a new
wristband every day.?'?

100.35 The experiences of those who came to receive support at the Westway Centre were not

happy. The physical layout of the space was confused and the centre lacked basic systems
for processing the influx of donations and signs to direct people to services of different
kinds.?* Some survivors who had lost loved ones arrived at the Westway Centre after being
discharged from hospital but did not see anyone from the council and were not given any
help.?** Although the council had a desk there, its staff appeared to be “powerless” as they
could not offer any support to those affected other than emergency accommodation.?%®
The centre was described as lacking “warmth”?!® and its atmosphere as being “formal and
bureaucratic”.?!’ For example, one individual who was trying to find five loved ones was
told to send an email.?!® For some, “it felt like a shelter for government representatives
and the council staff rather than a refuge and support centre...”.?2° Consequently, residents
and survivors preferred the rest centres run by the community, as they were more
“community orientated”.??®

100.36 A particular problem with the way in which the Westway Centre was organised was

that those in need of assistance had to go there and say what they needed in order to
receive support. However, that meant that some of those who were injured, traumatised
or isolated felt that they could not obtain what they needed when they should have

been the priority.?! We were told that “it felt as though rather than coming to us for
support, we had to go to them.”??2 Some were thankful that they had been able to obtain
some of the services available at the Westway Centre, such as replacement documents.
Others, however, said that they felt very exposed. They complained of a lack of privacy and
said that, because everything was happening in one place, it was overwhelming.???
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100.37 Some survivors slept at the Westway Centre in the first few days following the fire. It was

described by one person as being like a “refugee camp”,?** with people sleeping on mats
and donated mattresses on the tennis hall floor.?>> One member of staff was concerned
that no consideration had been given to the trauma people had experienced.??® It was
described as a “very sad place to be” and “somewhere for people that did not have
anywhere better to go.”?*’ The Jafari family remained at the Westway Centre for 10 days??®
and describe staying there as “horrific” due to the lack of privacy.??

100.38 Given their role in supporting those affected by the fire, many community leaders had the

opportunity to observe the services being provided at the Westway Centre close at hand.

Some were of the view that centralising support at that location failed to consider existing
relationships that those affected had with organisations in the area,?*° and that the centre
was “intimidating”.?*!

100.39 Some staff from community rest centres refused to go to the Westway Centre and

withdrew because they felt that the system in operation there was inhumane and cruel.?*
Instead of making traumatised survivors and the displaced constantly justify the need for
support?®® there should have been a system, according to one volunteer, where people
had to explain their situation once and receive the information and support needed in an
environment where they felt safe and knew the staff. 234

Financial assistance

100.40 There were significant problems in providing financial assistance to those affected by

the fire. The council did not have a policy in place for arranging and distributing financial
assistance or communicating how it could be obtained. As a result, many of those who had
been displaced or who had lost their belongings in the fire?*> had no access to funds at a
time of unprecedented need and were trying to support themselves and their children.?®
Some people did not receive any financial assistance at all and were entirely dependent
upon support from charities.??” Others were actively denied assistance by the council.

One survivor was told that she was not entitled to any financial assistance because she and
her partner were in employment.?*® Other survivors were refused assistance,?® or offered a
significantly lower amount,?*® because they were not formally tenants of flats in the tower.
Some residents who had been evacuated were refused financial assistance because they
were leaseholders.?? Although they did not feel ready to do so, some felt they had to go
back to work soon after the fire simply because they could not afford to do otherwise.?*?
Some residents were refused payments because, as they understood it, the money
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allocated to them had been wrongly given to someone else.?*® For those who did receive
financial assistance, the payments were often significantly delayed;*** some told us that
they had had to wait for over four months for any financial assistance from the council.?*

100.41 The general experience was of inconsistency of approach. As an illustration, one resident

received £500 to be shared with her brother,?*® but others received as little as £100 in

the first week and nothing thereafter.?*” Payments made were often insufficient given the
variety of needs, such as travel, food and clothing.?*® People understandably felt demeaned
and humiliated?* when having to go back to ask for more financial assistance.*® A great
many of them were proudly independent and self-reliant and the experience of having to
ask the authorities for a handout was a humiliating one.

100.42 The process of obtaining assistance was an uphill battle?* and for many, embarrassing and

intrusive.?? One survivor was told by the council to write down everything she needed
money for, despite the fact she had lost everything in the fire.?>* Mr Al-Karad told us that
the difficulties in obtaining financial support added greatly to the stress he was under and
it was not easy to get help. He said that in the first few months he had had to fight for what
he needed and sometimes ask for it “20 times”.?>*

100.43 The source of the problem was that the council did not take active steps to tell people what

they were entitled to and how they could obtain it.*® Instead, it waited for them to ask.?*®
During the week following the fire, and in some cases even later, people became aware by
word of mouth that they were entitled to financial assistance.?’ By the time some people
found out about the various kinds of assistance to which they were entitled, the council
told them it was too late to claim.?*®

100.44 Adequate and timely financial assistance in the immediate aftermath of a major incident

is an essential aspect of an effective humanitarian response. Those who did receive such
assistance described how it made a huge difference to them to be able to choose what
they needed for themselves.?*® In the absence of such support, others described the
humiliation of having to search through donations to find suitable clothes, in some cases
without success.?°
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Psychosocial support

100.45 In the immediate aftermath of the fire there was limited psychological support

available and a lack of information about the kind of support that people could obtain.
Survivors described how they struggled with their mental health, desperately needing help
but not knowing where to get it at a time when they were at their most vulnerable.?®!

100.46 Many survivors and residents did not hear about the availability of counselling support

until a considerable time after the fire.?®? Several survivors said that they had not received
offers of counselling until two years later.?®® In the absence of support from other sources,
people had to arrange their own.?* Although counselling services were available at the
Westway Centre, some chose not to make use of them as they did not consider it to be
sufficiently private.?®

100.47 Psychological support was available from 16 June 2017 in some of the hotels in which

displaced people had been accommodated and some of them understood that counselling
services were available if needed.?®® Other hotels did not provide such support, however,
which meant that survivors had to go elsewhere if they wanted to find it.?®” Some residents
were unable to obtain counselling services due to language barriers;?®® others found it

too difficult to undertake counselling sessions through an interpreter and so stopped
attending.’®® There were particular concerns about the lack of emotional support and
counselling for children, all of whom had witnessed a grave tragedy and some of whom had
lost family and friends in the fire.2’°

100.48 Psychosocial provision for the bereaved was particularly lacking. Those who lost several

members of their families in the fire?’! received no offer of support at all from the
council.?”?Other families who had lost relatives were identified for support only after the
Inquiry’s hearings had begun, almost a year after the fire.?”®

Key workers

100.49 The use of key workers was an important means of ensuring that those affected received

the support they needed, but the system did not operate efficiently in many cases for a
variety of reasons, including uneven and late allocation of key workers, inconsistent quality
of service and a high turnover of staff.

100.50 Survivors were assigned key workers at different times, some within 24 hours of the

fire,2’* others only after waiting three or four months.?”> Some were not allocated key
workers until a year later because they had not been residents of the tower, and only then
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after asking for one.?’® Others were not assigned a key worker at all.?”” Some residents
of the Walkways were told that key workers were available only to former residents of
Grenfell Tower and Grenfell Walk.?’®

100.51 There was a similarly inconsistent approach to the allocation of key workers to the

bereaved. Some people were contacted about a month after the fire,?”° while others were
assigned a key worker some months later and then only after asking their family liaison
officers to approach the council. %°

100.52 There were mixed experiences of the quality of key workers, some of whom appeared to be

more engaged than others. We were told of key workers who were not properly prepared
for the task and not fully informed, and thus unable to provide support and information.?!
Residents often picked up important information before their key workers.?®? That led

to increased stress and uncertainty for many.?® Some key workers failed to respond to
residents’ questions,?* which caused further difficulty if support had to be arranged
through a key worker.?® A number of witnesses spoke of contradictory information

about the support available being given by different key workers.?® Some regarded

their key workers as merely a “support placebo” because they lacked the authority to
make decisions.?®’

100.53 On the other hand, some had more positive experiences of their key workers?® and

found them to be a useful single point of contact.?®® They provided regular information
about the support available.?® The benefits of the system were thus available but were
unevenly distributed.

100.54 A number of those affected experienced a high turnover of key workers.?** In some cases,

key workers had to step down because they had been assigned too many people to look
after.?®? Others could not continue in the role because they had been traumatised by their
work.??® Mr Rasoul told us that he had been allocated six different key workers in one
month, with one lasting for just a weekend.?** Some developed positive and supportive
relationships with their key workers,*> but in many cases there was a lack of continuity,
with some leaving after a number of months.?*® For some, that was very unsettling.

Ms Cherbika described her own experience thus: “They kept changing all the time. |
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probably went through eight or nine key workers, support workers, whatever workers ...
| felt like when I clicked with somebody ... the council would take that person away”.?*’
Some survivors were left for a time with no key workers.

100.55 A particular problem which some faced as a result of having a frequent change of key

worker was that they had to describe their experiences from the beginning over and over
again.”®® Some people found that traumatising.’®®

Public communication

100.56 One common experience in the immediate aftermath of the fire was an absence of

information from official sources about the assistance available. In the week following the
fire those who had been displaced did not receive any communication from the council
telling them what services were available or where to go for help.3® There were no calls or
text messages from either the council or the TMO.?% The council did not use its website
to provide information for those evacuated from the area within the cordon®%? who were
waiting to find out when they could return to their homes. 3%

100.57 Despite what they had been through, survivors and residents were thus forced to seek

information for themselves, which caused additional stress.?®* Ms EI-Ogbani told us that
there was: “No one from government, no one from the authority. We didn’t know where
to go, we didn’t know how to seek help, we didn’t know what will happen next. It was just
question mark, question mark, question mark...”*% We heard the same experience voiced
by many witnesses.

100.58 Mark Simms from the Rugby Portobello Trust told us that although RBKC had been

gathering information, there was not much of it.>°®® RBKC councillors offered help, but
they were not there in an organisational role. They too, were struggling to get hold of
information.?*” There was an “absolute sense that everyone was overwhelmed” 3%

100.59 The lack of information had a direct effect on the distribution of support. Those who

obtained information about the support available were the first to receive assistance, while
those who did not were left behind.?® That particularly affected vulnerable people, such as
those with mobility problems and those who could not speak English.31

100.60 When official communications were eventually released, they were in English.3!

That included communications sent to those who had been placed in hotels. People
described feeling at a disadvantage because they could not read English well and had
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significant difficulty in gaining access to services, which they felt created unfairness.3'?
They had to rely on family and friends in order to help them understand the information
provided and said that an interpreter would have provided greater support.2** Some people
did not want to rely on friends and neighbours to interpret confidential and personal
information.*'* In some cases interpreters were provided, but not always in the right
language.?'> Despite complaints to the council and, later, London Gold about the need for
materials to be provided in different languages, it took some time for that to be done.

Information about those missing

100.61 Those that were looking for their loved ones immediately after the fire encountered

numerous obstacles to their searches.?'® Some families desperately went from hospital

to hospital, rest centre to rest centre, in their search for information, but to no avail 3"’
The overwhelming thrust of their evidence was that they had experienced feelings of utter
helplessness and despair as they navigated an environment in which there was a complete
absence of information.?*®

100.62 Family members visited the numerous rest centres that had been set up in the community,

repeatedly asking for information about their loved ones.?* It rapidly became apparent
to them that neither the representatives of the council nor the TMO3*®* were able to
provide even the most basic information. The council staff at the Rugby Portobello Trust
did not have a list of those who had lived in the tower and were asking people who they
were and which flat they lived in.3? Mr Rasoul told us that after he had escaped from
the tower he had visited the Latymer Community Church (known at the time of the fire
as the Latymer Christian Centre)*?? in his search for missing friends. There he found a
representative from the TMO with a list of flat numbers and names, but the list incorrectly
included people who no longer lived there.??* As a result of the lack of information, the
community felt compelled to compile its own list of those who were missing*** and piece
together its own picture of what had happened.?* Mr Mussilhy told us that that was the
only way for people to know who was still missing and who had survived.?*

100.63 By the evening of 14 June 2017, the Westway Centre had been designated as the

official rest centre. As we have already described, the site was hard to access without
documentary identification or a wristband, but there was no clear information about
how or where to obtain a wristband.??” Even those who managed to get into the
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Westway Centre felt that they did not receive adequate information or assistance.
Although there were information desks there, they did not have information about those
who were missing in order to assist those looking for loved ones.??

100.64 In the absence of any official assistance, family members visited hospitals across London

desperately looking for their loved ones.?? It was difficult obtaining information from
hospitals,**° which were concerned about releasing personal information.**! Hisam and
Nabil Choucair told us about their painstaking visits to about 12 hospitals®*? in the search
for members of their family. For them that merely compounded the trauma.’*

100.65 Nabil Choucair told us about the call he made to the emergency services on 14 June 2017

seeking information about his family. He told us that he had searched rest centres,
hospitals and had called the casualty bureau.®** He said, “We were left to fend for
ourselves, left to try and find help. ... There was chaos. ... Nobody knew what they were
doing ..””.** Those looking for their loved ones felt “lost with no direction of what to do or
where to go next”.3®

100.66 In the days that followed families continued their searches, desperately trying to find

information.**” A particular challenge arose when news of a different rest centre or
possible hospital emerged, as they felt compelled to flock there in a (usually futile) attempt
to obtain information.*® Some families were not able to carry out extensive searches
themselves and had to rely on help from relatives, without which they felt “completely
forgotten or overlooked”.** Some people who had lost loved ones lived abroad and did not
receive any information about their family members, which was itself distressing.3*

100.67 One survivor who escaped the tower but became separated from his wife, who perished in

the fire, was placed in emergency accommodation without any information about her or
how he might find her.?** Mr Mussilhy shared his experiences of his search for his uncle and
his realisation as the days passed that “We were completely alone ... and abandoned in the
worst way possible while we were looking for our relatives.”3*

100.68 A casualty bureau was opened by the Metropolitan Police at 08.00 on 14 June 2017.3%

Its existence was publicised as a point of contact at 08.02** but it was designed to receive
information about those who were missing and not to release information to callers.?*
In the hours after the fire, many who called the number found it to be engaged?®*® or were
greeted with a recorded message stating that there were no people to answer calls and
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that they were waiting for call-handlers.?*” Others told us that, when they eventually got
through, they were told that someone would come round or would call, but they did not
hear back. Others called on many occasions but were told to call back another time for
more information.?*® When callers were able to have a conversation with the operator, they
found it to be entirely one-way, the operator simply asking for information about the caller
and those who were missing.?*® The casualty bureau, at least to those who encountered it,
was a means of gathering information, not providing information to relatives.>*°

100.69 The failure to contact bereaved families soon after the fire left many feeling that they

did not matter.®** Some of those affected felt that information was released by police

in a haphazard way and that there was no co-ordinated effort to relay information to
families.*** Due to the scale of events, it took a number of days for family liaison officers
to be appointed.

100.70 Families had mixed experiences of family liaison officers. Some people were assigned an

officer about a week after the fire and found that support reassuring.®>>* Others, however,
found the officer allocated to them formal and difficult to talk to.>** Some family members
felt marginalised and unimportant®** because they were not allocated their own officer®*®
when an officer had been allocated to another family member in accordance with
Metropolitan Police guidance.®*’

100.71 The absence of a clear and centralised system for providing information about those who

were safe and those who were missing led to the growth of false information. Some people
were told that their loved ones had been seen alive when they had in fact died.*® It was
difficult for family members to verify rumours that were circulating in the community as
there was no single source of reliable information.*° Those desperate for information

were left in the dark and felt alone.?*° The dreadful results of the failure to establish a
method of communicating with the former residents of the tower are best exemplified by
the experience of one family who learned of their son’s death by hearing about it on the
television news.3¢
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Chapter 101

Local government

101.1

101.2

101.3

101.4

101.5

Introduction

In later chapters we shall refer extensively to the part played by Mr John Barradell under
the arrangements made by the London boroughs for responding to emergencies affecting
the capital. John Barradell, chief executive of the City of London, led what was called

the Grenfell Fire Response Team. In order to provide the context for that part of the
report in this chapter we give a brief description of the way in which local government in
London fulfils its obligations under the Civil Contingencies Act through the operation of
London Resilience.

London Resilience

London Resilience is an overarching term used to denote a structure that encompasses
three different bodies: the London Resilience Forum, the London Resilience Group and the
London Resilience Partnership.*®

The London Resilience Forum is the term used to describe the group of organisations that
meets periodically to co-ordinate arrangements for responding to major emergencies. It is
currently chaired by the Deputy Mayor for Fire and Resilience, Baroness Twycross. At the
time of the Grenfell Tower fire the role of Deputy Mayor for Fire and Resilience had not
been established and Dr Twycross chaired the forum in her capacity as the chair of the
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA).2% The deputy chair of the forum
was the town clerk and chief executive of the City of London Corporation, John Barradell.*®*

The London Resilience Group is a body which provides business and administrative support
for the London Resilience Forum.? Its staff are provided and hosted by the London Fire
Brigade (LFB).3¢ At the time of the Grenfell Tower fire, the head of London Resilience was
Steve Hamm; his deputies were John Hetherington, Toby Gould and Hamish Cameron.3¢’

The London Resilience Partnership is the term used to describe the persons and
organisations in Greater London that are designated under the Civil Contingencies Act

as Category 1 and Category 2 responders,**® together with organisations which are not
formally designated as responders but have important roles to play in resilience, such

as faith and voluntary organisations, and the government in the form of the Ministry of
Housing, Communities and Local Government (formerly the Department for Communities
and Local Government (DCLG)).%*° The partnership consists of about 170 organisations.
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101.6  The City of London and each of the London boroughs is an independent local authority.

To co-ordinate their activities in relation to resilience they have established the

Local Authorities’ Panel which represents the interests of all London local authorities
on the Forum.?”° At the time of the fire the Local Authorities’ Panel was chaired by

John Barradell.*”* In June 2014 the 33 local authorities were grouped into 6 sub-regional
groups known as sub-regional resilience forums,*’? which acted as links between the
borough resilience forums and the London Resilience Forum.3”

London Local Authority Gold

101.7 By 2011 each of the London boroughs and the City of London had confirmed a resolution,

originally passed in 2004 and known as the Gold Resolution,*”* to provide each other with
mutual aid and assistance in the event of an emergency requiring a co-ordinated response.
Under that resolution each authority delegated to whichever borough had agreed to
undertake the role in response to a particular incident its power under section 138 of the
Local Government Act 1972 to incur expenditure to avert or alleviate the effects of an
emergency calling for a co-ordinated response. The boroughs and the City of London also
entered into a memorandum of understanding setting out the procedure for implementing
those arrangements.?”> We shall refer to those arrangements as “the Gold arrangements”
and the chief executive of the borough to which power has been delegated under those
arrangements as “London Gold”. The agreement for mutual aid and assistance is supported
by the London Local Authority Co-ordination Centre, which co-ordinates requests for
mutual aid between boroughs and across London as a whole.?”®

101.8 The Local Authorities’ Panel has oversight of, and is responsible for, the London Gold

arrangements®”’ and the Local Authorities’ Panel Implementation Group, which supports
the panel on planning and preparation.?”® The London Resilience Partnership has no
operational role if the Gold arrangements are invoked.?”® The panel included David Kerry,
the contingency planning manager of RBKC, who acted as a practitioner advisor to

Mr Barradell, the chair of the panel.3®

101.9 The Grenfell Tower fire was only the third occasion on which the Gold arrangements had

been implemented, the last occasion having been in 201438 The evidence indicated that
there was some uncertainty about how they could be invoked, in what circumstances and
by whom,*®? whether they were based on any power®? and the degree to which the chief
executive of the affected borough could delegate responsibility for decision-making in the
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aftermath of an emergency to London Gold, apart from the powers contained in section
138.%* We explore the extent to which that confusion affected the response to the fire
further in Chapter 102.

Voluntary and faith sector panels

101.10 Category 1 responders have a legal duty to have regard to voluntary organisations in their

area that are relevant to an emergency.**® The Voluntary Sector Panel and the Faith Sector
Panel are two of the panels that make up the forum.*®® A representative of each of those
panels therefore attends meetings of the forum.3¥” Guidance on involving the voluntary
sector was developed and agreed by the London Resilience Forum in a document entitled
Voluntary Sector Capabilities Document 3%

Borough resilience forums

101.11 Asanindependent local authority each borough is required under the Civil Contingencies

Act to maintain in conjunction with other Category 1 responders a borough resilience
forum.3® Each forum comprises representatives of Category 1 responder agencies within
that borough and local Category 2 responders. It is required to meet at least every

6 months.3° Mr Hetherington told us that engagement with the voluntary, faith and other
sectors at that level is also encouraged.®! Mr Kerry chaired RBKC’s borough resilience
forum between 2013 and 2016.3%

101.12 We consider that having the same person (in the case of RBKC, Mr Kerry) sitting on

many related bodies created a danger of over-reliance on one person’s knowledge and
experience. It also reduced the field of those within a borough able to acquire and share
knowledge and experience of the London resilience arrangements in action. It appears that
such a concentration of knowledge and experience was not unusual across London 3%

The Greater London Authority

101.13 The Greater London Authority (GLA) is a body corporate established under section 1(1)

of the Greater London Authority Act 1999. It was made a Category 1 responder in 2011.
It discharged its responsibilities principally through LFEPA by virtue of a protocol dated
28 January 2015.34 In April 2018, LFEPA was abolished and replaced for present purposes
by the London Fire Commissioner.>*> Regulation 7 allows for protocols to be entered

into between responders.3*® In addition, regulation 55 specifically addresses London

and the role of the London Fire Commissioner by empowering him or her to maintain
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plans in relation to London-wide emergencies,*’ to test those plans and train staff.3%®

The commissioner carries out that function through the London Resilience network and in
particular the sector panels within the forum. The GLA together with the commissioner and
the boroughs funds the London Resilience Group.

101.14 Notwithstanding the GLA’s role in maintaining strategic oversight of resilience®* and the

fact that it has the power to appoint the chair of the London Resilience Forum, at the
time of the Grenfell Tower fire there was no mechanism by which the Mayor of London
or the GLA could scrutinise the work of the forum,*® thus preventing either of them from
exercising any effective supervisory or monitoring role.

The Mayor of London

101.15 The guidance in Emergency Preparedness states that the Mayor of London “plays a full part

in supporting the effective implementation of the Act and improving the preparedness
of the capital”.®* Paragraph 9.23 of the guidance lists the ways in which the Mayor and
the GLA should achieve that outcome. In summary, the Mayor and the GLA should be
closely engaged in high-level discussions and decisions relating to the management

of emergencies in London. The Mayor should inform Londoners about the content of
emergency plans, warn and inform the public during an emergency and chair or appoint
the chair of the forum.

101.16 The Mayor of London is not a Category 1 responder under the Civil Contingencies Act.

However, because the Mayor forms part of the GLA,*°> we understand that he regards
himself by extension as a Category 1 responder.?®® Consistent with that view, the statutory
guidance, Emergency Preparedness, explicitly refers to the role of the Mayor of London in
the preparedness*® of the capital.*®

101.17 The responsibilities of the Mayor of London in the response phase are set out in the

Strategic Co-ordination Protocol,*® namely, that he will support the operational response
to an emergency in London by providing a unified statement so as to act as the “voice of
London” and will collaborate closely with the Strategic Co-ordinating Group and central
government where appropriate.®” The term “voice of London” does not appear in the
statutory guidance,*®® but David Bellamy, the Mayor’s current chief of staff, told us that

his understanding of the expression was that in an emergency the Mayor will speak on
behalf of London to Londoners to explain what is happening, to give them the information
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they need to understand what has happened and to tell them what effect it is expected to
have on them.*® However, the Mayor of London has no responsibility for the operational
response to a civil emergency.*° His is essentially a political and communications role.

The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

101.18 RBKC, as a local authority, is a Category 1 responder within the meaning of the
Civil Contingencies Act 2004. To assist in fulfilling its legal duty*** RBKC had a
Contingency Planning Unit, managed by Mr David Kerry. By 2017 Mr Kerry had
enjoyed a long career in local authority emergency planning and was the chair of the
Borough Resilience Forum. He also had an influential role in the London Resilience
structures as the practitioner advisor to the Local Authorities’ Panel. With such a
background, one might reasonably have expected that the council’s contingency plans,
training and ability to deal with an emergency would be exemplary, or at least reasonably
complete and robust. However, as we shall explain in Chapter 104, in June 2017 that was
far from the case.

101.19 Category 1 responders have a statutory duty to maintain and modify emergency plans as
necessary.*? In addition, they have a statutory obligation to consider whether it would be
appropriate to perform their duty by collaborating with another Category 1 responder in
maintaining a multi-agency plan.**?

101.20 The aim of emergency plans is to increase multi-agency and community resilience by
ensuring that all those charged with tackling an emergency on behalf of the community
know their roles, are competent to carry out the tasks assigned to them, have access to
available resources and facilities and have confidence that their partners in response are
similarly prepared.**

101.21 There are three groups of plans covering London as a whole:

i.  Multi-agency plans produced by the London Resilience Partnership, which set
out the partnership’s emergency response arrangements. They are also known as
“frameworks”.#*

ii. Plans relating to arrangements made by local authorities for a regional response
(e.g. the London Gold arrangements).*¢

iii.  Plans relating to the internal arrangements made by the London Resilience Group
for responding to an emergency.

101.22 Each of the frameworks is managed by a lead agency with a senior responsible “owner”, a
member of the forum who has responsibility for developing the framework and in doing so
for considering all risk assessments, planning assumptions and lessons learnt from previous
incidents and exercises.*’ At the time of the fire there were no fewer than 25 plans in
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place, ten of which were formally activated or described arrangements that were deployed
in response to the Grenfell Tower fire.*'® Two highly pertinent frameworks relevant to the
response to the Grenfell Tower fire call for particular examination.

The Humanitarian Assistance framework

101.23 The Humanitarian Assistance framework*'® dated April 2017 was a draft framework due

for approval by the London Resilience Forum on 28 June 2017.4% |ts aim was to ensure
that humanitarian care was delivered in an effective manner that met the needs of those
affected by a major emergency.*?!

101.24 The lead responder for humanitarian assistance is the local authority.** The Humanitarian

Assistance framework provided that in the first few hours following an incident in which a
significant number of people had been displaced the local authority would take the lead in
providing rest centres with secondary responsibility being given to voluntary agencies.**

101.25 The purpose of a rest centre, as described in paragraph 8.13 of the Humanitarian Assistance

framework, is to provide immediate shelter for people who have been evacuated from

an area or are otherwise in need of emergency accommodation following an incident,

to provide initial light refreshment for evacuees, to enable details of evacuees to be
maintained in the centre for reference, to provide for the well-being of the evacuees, to
offer support and information on a wide range of welfare-related subjects and to provide
evacuees and survivors with current information about the incident and its potential effects
on them.*** We discuss the Humanitarian Assistance framework further in Chapter 104.

The Identification of the Vulnerable framework

101.26 The guidance entitled Identification of the Vulnerable, drafted by the London Resilience

Partnership, was published in January 2015 for local implementation.*?® The guidance
adopts the Cabinet Office’s definition of vulnerability*?® and is directed at emergencies
contained within a single borough. Its aim is said to be to inform, complement and align the
capability planning of the Borough Resilience Forum to encourage a proactive and coherent
approach towards the identification of vulnerable persons.*?’

101.27 ltis the responsibility of the Borough Resilience Forum to identify vulnerable people and

undertake the six core steps set out in the guidance.*”® They include compiling a “list of
lists” for contacts of organisations that hold data on vulnerable people to enable them
to obtain the information quickly in the event of an emergency. The guidance recognises
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The Identification of the Vulnerable v.1 - The guiding principle of the framework is that; “While all people caught up
in an emergency could be (and in some circumstances will be) defined as vulnerable due to their proximity to the
event, planning and response arrangements should focus on those who are assessed as not being self-reliant and
may need external assistance to become safe”. {LFBO0061174/5} paragraph 1.5.

The Identification of the Vulnerable v.1 {LFBO0061174/4} paragraph 1.2.

The Identification of the Vulnerable v.1 (1) Assess, prioritise and accept risks; (2) Ascertain who holds what
information: That included compiling a “list of lists” for contacts of organisations that hold data on vulnerable
people; (3) Establish planning and procedural arrangements; (4) Document options for dynamic identification; (5)
Understand information sharing principles; (6) Exercise and assure {LFB00061174/8} paragraph 2.1.
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that it would be impossible to maintain an accurate central list of vulnerable people.*?
Boroughs were supposed to have a systematic process in place for making the relevant
information available quickly and to have run training exercises so that they were confident
not only that their systems worked but that their staff knew how to operate them, not least
because it would be difficult to obtain all the relevant information quickly at the time of

an incident.**® Mr Kerry’s view, however, was that apart from compiling a list of lists, the
guidance was too difficult to achieve in practice.**!

101.28 Mr Hetherington told us that that approach failed to meet the standards envisaged by the

framework and provided examples from other boroughs of how it could have been done.
He would have expected someone in Mr Kerry’s position to have done better.**? He did

not accept Mr Kerry’s view that the Cabinet Office guidance on the identification of the
vulnerable was unachievable*** and told us that although identifying vulnerable people was
difficult, because the lists are subject to constant change, it was certainly achievable.***

We think that the Cabinet Office guidance was indeed achievable and that Mr Kerry’s
attitude to the identification of the vulnerable was defeatist and inappropriate.

Review of local authority emergency planning in London

101.29 In 2016 Mark Sawyer, then Deputy Head of Emergency Planning in the LFB

Emergency Planning Team,** was instructed by the Local Authorities’ Panel to undertake
a review of local authority emergency planning in London.**® He was asked to undertake
the task because the panel recognised the heightened pressure on councils and the
increase in external and internal risks. Those risks included a “loss of corporate knowledge
and capacity”.*®’

101.30 Mr Sawyer was supported in his review by Mr Kerry and their report, known as “EP2020”,

was issued on 3 October 2016.4% Their overall assessment was that there was a developing
trend towards a reduction in capacity and capability across London and that the ability of
local authorities to provide leadership on resilience to the level communities would expect
and deserve was under strain.**

101.31 The report provided a clear and prescient warning. It identified the problems for civil

contingency planning that reduced staffing levels had created. It is worth quoting the
following passage:

“Emergency planning staffing levels are at the lowest point since 2009, with a
downward trend established since the 2012 Olympics ... This reduction combined
with continuing demand for efficiencies across authorities has the potential to
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Identifying people who are vulnerable in a crisis {CAB00014864/3}; The Identification of the Vulnerable v.1
{LFBO0O061174/8} paragraph 2.3.

Hetherington {Day277/151:7-24}.

Kerry {Day268/177:12-16}.

Hetherington {Day277/152:3-19}.

Kerry {Day268/175:15-16}; Hetherington {Day277:152:21}—{Day277/153:6}.

Hetherington {Day277/153:12-18} e.g. London Borough of Brent, Identifying the Vulnerable Framework
{LFBO0061174/15}.

Sawyer {GOL0O0001349/1} page 1.

Sawyer {GOLO0001349/2} page 2, paragraph 9.

Sawyer {GOL00001349/2} page 2, paragraph 9.

Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the 2020’s {GOL00001515}.
Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the 2020’s {GOL00001515/3}.
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significantly affect our ability to satisfy the expectations of our communities and
assure them that we possess the appropriate means to prepare and respond, where
necessary, to the myriad of resilience challenges that need to be addressed”.**°

101.32 The report also reviewed the Minimum Standards for London, introduced in 2007, which
contained 16 standards designed to ensure that all local authorities had the appropriate
policies and procedures in place to support the London Gold arrangements.**! Those
standards were set by the Local Authorities’ Panel with the aim of ensuring a basic standard
of resilience planning by London’s local authorities that met statutory requirements and
the government’s expectations and was commensurate with London’s risk profile.**? At the
time, compliance with the minimum standards was based on self-assessment in odd years
(e.g. 2015) and a peer-review in even years (e.g. 2016).

101.33 The author identified a significant downward trend in meeting standards relating to plans
and capabilities, which he regarded as a matter of concern.*®® The peer review results in
2016 illustrated that trend:*** ten capabilities had been identified, in relation to which a
quarter or more of boroughs within London reported an amber or red rating.** Those
capabilities included training, humanitarian assistance and the identification of vulnerable
persons. The report added that the Local Authorities’ Panel implementation group would
continue to monitor those trends and identify ways in which to improve those capabilities.
We consider the assessment for RBKC before the Grenfell Tower fire below.

RBKC plans

101.34 Issue 9 of RBKC’s Contingency Management Plan**® dated 30 April 2015 had been drafted
by Mr Kerry.**” It was the council’s core plan for major emergencies. Part 1 was an
overarching generic contingency management plan, which was accompanied by a suite of
annexes numbered 1 to 42 which set out plans covering particular situations.

101.35 There were substantial shortcomings in the RBKC Contingency Management Plan.
As Mr Kerry accepted, a number of the annexes had been left empty,*® or were
wrongly labelled,*° or were still in draft form, or contained outdated plans.**°
Significantly, they included Annex 16, a Humanitarian Assistance Centre plan dated
15 April 2008.* Mr Kerry acknowledged that it was outdated, was no longer viable
and should have been removed.*? A document entitled Framework for Identifying and
Contacting Vulnerable Persons in an Emergency in Annex 21 was in draft form dated April

440 Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the 2020’s {GOL0O0001515/8}

paragraph 3.1.1.

Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the 2020’s {GOL00001515/12}.

442 Minimum Standards for London {LFB00119219/4-7}.

443 Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the 2020’s
{GOLO0001515/12-13} Fig 3.4.

444 | ocal Authorities’ Panel/London Resilience document {GOL00000136/2} paragraph 5.

445 |Local Authorities’ Panel/London Resilience document Amber includes “requires development of training
programme / some key personnel have not been trained in their role and there is no programme in place to do so”.
Red means no operational capability {GOL00000136}.

446 Contingency Management Plan {RBK0O0004396} Issue 9 (dated 30 April 2015) was the relevant version at the time of
the fire.

447 Kerry {Day268/25:19}.

448 Kerry {RBKO0058091/2-5} pages 2-5, eleven of which were left empty: annexes 5-9, 18, 30, 34, 37-38, 40-41

49 Annex 14a (“Guidance for setting up a Community Assistance Centre”) was incorrectly numbered; and Annex 15
(“Emergency Shelter and Rest Centre Directory”) was the incorrect version of the document, with the correct
version having been labelled as Annex 14a along with another document. Kerry {RBKO0O058091/3} page 3.

450 Kerry {Day268/29:9-13}.

41 Annex 16 of the RBKC Contingency Management Plan, Humanitarian Assistance Centre plan {RBKO0051900};
{Day263/123:18-23}; RBKC Opening Submissions {RBKO0O068467/10} paragraph 37.

42 Kerry {RBKOO058091/3} page 3.
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2012. Mr Kerry conceded that in hindsight more could have been done to produce a
finished version,*? but the real question is why there was insufficient foresight, given that
the whole point of contingency planning is to look to the future.

101.36 There were different versions of Issue 9 of the Contingency Management Plan.**

One version referred to a “Contingency Management Plan Part 2- Tactics and Contacts”
that was designed to provide information to assist those with designated roles in the
response. Contingency Management Plan Part 2 (draft v2) was dated 21 June 2016.%*
It included action cards for Council Silver and for specific emergency responses.**®

Mr Kerry said that they were both draft documents,*’ but he conceded that there
had been a need in 2017 for a proper guide to tactics.**® In our view, there had been
enough time to complete and incorporate Part 2 into the Contingency Management
Plan in the year that followed. The action guides were likely to complement the plan
and in an emergency direct the reader to the relevant plans contained in the Annexes
and the London Resilience Partnership plans. That opportunity was not taken, as it
should have been.

101.37 The Contingency Management Plan did not include a communications plan and

Mr Kerry was not aware of any document that described how different parts of the council
would co-ordinate their communications in an emergency.*® There was a difference
between Mr Kerry and the head of the Media Communications Team, Martin Fitzpatrick,
about why that was.*° However, it is not necessary for us to decide which of them was
correct, given that the council has admitted that there was no up to date communications
plan.*®! It is clear that there was a draft communications plan dated 2010 but that it had
not been completed or added as an annex to the Contingency Management Plan before
the Grenfell Tower fire. The consequences of the absence of a communication plan, the
lack of any co-ordination with the Media Communications Team and the failure to integrate
that team into the planning process were seen in the hours and days that followed the fire.

101.38 |In its opening statement for Module 4 of the Inquiry RBKC accepted that it had failed

adequately to practise an emergency communication plan. It also recognised that its failure
had adversely affected the council’s response to the fire.*2

Training and practice

101.39 Regulation 25 of the Civil Contingencies Regulations provides that the plans maintained

by Category 1 responders must include provision for the training of an appropriate
number of staff and the carrying out of exercises for the purpose of ensuring that plans
are effective.*®?
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Kerry {RBKO0O058091/4} page 4.

{RBK00028631/5} exhibited by Nicholas Holgate, Town Clerk, RBKC; {RBKO0004396/5} exhibited by David Kerry does
not refer to CMP Part 2 at page 5.

Contingency Management Plan {RBKO0005194}.

Contingency Management Plan {RBK0O0005194/3}.

Kerry {Day268/47:11-18}-{Day268/52:10-11}.

Kerry {Day268/48:24}-{Day268/49:5}.

Kerry {Day268/43:18-21}.

Kerry {Day268/44:20}-{Day268/44:20}-{Day268/45:16}.

Kerry {Day268/43:18-21}.

RBKC {Day263/115:15-24}.

The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005 {CABO0007003/13}.
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101.40

101.41

101.42

101.43

101.44

101.45

101.46

At the time of the Grenfell Tower fire, LFEPA was responsible for providing training
for London boroughs on plans affecting London as a whole.*®* In order to test those
arrangements, LFEPA was obliged to design and deliver an annual programme

of exercises.*

The London Resilience Group delivered training to those involved in the London Resilience
Partnership, and the London Gold arrangements, as well as those involved in its own
emergency response arrangements.*

The London Resilience Partnership’s programme of training and exercises*®’ was designed
by a group chaired by Mr Gould and Mr Hetherington, then joint deputy heads of the
London Resilience Group.*® It expected individual partners to make best use of the
activities delivered through the programme but to retain full responsibility for their own
preparedness, including training personnel, and the effectiveness of their response and
recovery capabilities.*®® We were told that the London Resilience Partnership provided an
overall addition to local training in the form of insight, information and an awareness of the
role of the London Gold arrangements.*’®

The training to support the London Gold arrangements was delivered three times in 2016
to a number of local authorities but not to RBKC.** That was the last London Gold support
team training delivered, after which it was decided there was no longer a requirement for
local authorities to have a support team in place.*”?

The London Resilience Group provided training on its own emergency response
arrangements which involved a series of internal sessions delivered to staff. Its staff also
participated in events held under the training and exercise programme and local authority
training events provided by London Resilience Partnership, which are examined further in
this chapter.*”?

There was no mechanism by which the London Resilience Group or the Local Authorities’
Panel could assess the quality of training being given by an individual local authority, or

its level of preparedness,*’* otherwise than through the Minimum Standards for London,
which we have touched on above and which we examine further below.*”> The attendance
of representatives from individual local authorities at training events provided by the
London Resilience Partnership was voluntary.*’®

We consider the position in relation to training to have been unsatisfactory. It was
piecemeal, unco-ordinated, not subject to any external assessment or validation and
voluntary. Those shortcomings helped to create a situation in which individual local
authorities lacked capability in some respects and the quality of preparedness could
become inconsistent between different local authorities.

464 Service Level Agreement between LAP and LFEPA {LFBO0061184/2}.

465 Emergency Preparedness paragraph 9.6 {LFB00061171/6} and {LFB00061184/3}.

66 Hetherington {LFB00061158/14-15} page 14-15, paragraph 42.

47 London Resilience Partnership and Training Programme 2017-2020 {LFB0O0061201}.

468 | RP Training and Exercising Group Terms of Reference v.1.0 {LFBO0061201/12} paragraph 6.
469 | RP training and exercising programme, 2017 to 2020 {LFB0O0061201/1} paragraph 1.3.
470 Hetherington {Day277/166:16}; {LFBO0061201/2-7} paragraphs 3.1-3.15.

471 Hetherington {Day277/204:18-25}.

472 Qverview of Local Authority Training Delivered by LRG 2016/17 {LFB00061215/3}.

473 Hetherington {LFBO0061158/16} page 16, paragraphs 49-50.

474 Hetherington {Day277/167:6-14}.

475 Hetherington {Day277/170:3}.

476 Hetherington {Day277/166:24}-{Day277/167:4}.
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101.47 The Minimum Standards for London published by the Local Authorities’ Panel comprised
a set of standards designed to ensure that all local authorities had appropriate procedures
and policies in place to support the London Gold arrangements. It described the plans and
capabilities that each borough should have in place to support arrangements for planning
and response across London.*”” At the time of the fire, the 2016 draft of the standards
applied, having been approved by the implementation group in September 2016.478
It referred to publication of an annual programme of exercises to support the London Gold
arrangements,*”? including an annual exercise involving all 33 boroughs, the Co-ordination
Centre and London Gold.*®°

101.48 The exercise Unified Response in 2016 was the first substantial London-wide exercise
held since exercise Safer City in 20138 that involved London Gold and the London Local
Authorities Co-ordination Centre.*®? It was also the first opportunity in three years to
test London-wide local authority co-ordination arrangements.*® In November 2015,
RBKC also participated in exercise Babel, organised by the London Borough of
Hammersmith and Fulham, to explore and test the interoperability of the two boroughs’
response arrangements.*®*

101.49 Exercise Unified Response took place over four days between 29 February and 3 March
2016 and involved the simulation of a major building collapse at Waterloo station involving
70 fatalities.*®> One of its objectives was to test London’s multi-agency strategic co-
ordination arrangements, including the Strategic Co-ordination Centre and plans, policies
and procedures.*®® The evaluation report prepared by Dany Cotton, then London Fire
Commissioner, and published in April 2017 identified a number of vulnerabilities and
lessons to be learnt.*®” Vulnerabilities included inadequate situational awareness and
decision-making, difficulty in tracking the number and locations of casualties, delay
in setting up a survivor reception centre and concentrating too much on process and
not enough on the care of survivors, a failure to manage faith and disability concerns
consistently and to make sufficient resources available to prioritise support to children
and young people correctly. Among lessons learnt were that situational awareness and
decision-making could be improved by having a single source of information at the scene of
an incident reporting to strategic-level command. Those deficiencies, revealed by a major
London practical exercise only 17 months before the Grenfell Tower fire, were in many
respects repeated in the response to it.

101.50 The exercise also identified communicating with the public as an area in which
improvement was needed. That applied particularly to groups which had been disrupted
by the incident and those who knew or were related to people who might have been

477 Minimum Standards for London, Draft 2016.1 {LFB00119219/4} paragraph 3.1.

478 Hetherington {LFB00119130/19} page 19, paragraph 61.

479 Minimum Standards for London, Draft 2016.1 {LFB00119219/13} 1.14a.

480 Minimum Standards for London, Draft 2016.1 {LFB00119219/14} 1.15a.

481 Hetherington {Day277/173:13}—{Day277/174:1}; Exercise Safer City 2017, Post Exercise Report, February 2017 v.1
{LFBO0061212/4}.

482 Kerry {RBKO0033579/11} page 11, paragraph 39.

483 Hetherington {Day277/173:13}-{Day277/174:1}; Exercise Safer City 2017, Post Exercise Report, February 2017 v.1
{LFBO0O061212/4}.

484 Exercise Babel Post Exercise Report {RBKO0005188/1}.

485 Exercise Unified Response {LFBO0061214/141} paragraph 3.6; Hetherington {LFB0O0061158/15} page 15,
paragraph 46.

48 Exercise Unified Response {LFB0O0061214/141}.

487 Exercise Unified Response {LFB0O0061214/144} paragraph 3.6.7; {LFB0O0061214/151} paragraph 3.6.25;
{LFBO0061214/153} paragraph 3.6.34; {LFB0O0061214/155} paragraphs 3.6.37-38; {LFB00061214/157}
paragraph 3.6.41; {LFB00061214/157-158} paragraphs 3.6.43 and 44; {LFB0O0061214/159} paragraph 3.6.45;
{LFBO0O061214/173-174} paragraph 3.7.8.
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affected by it.*® That foreshadowed what we heard from a number of witnesses about
their experiences following the Grenfell Tower fire. We also heard that arrangements for
communicating with the public were not regularly practised before the fire.*®° Given that
that problem had been identified in exercise Unified Response, more regular practice
might have drawn attention to the importance of communicating effectively with the
general public.

101.51 We understand that the evaluation report on exercise Unified Response*® was shared quite
widely across the Local Authorities” Panel and that there was a mechanism** through
the learning and implementation group to record the lessons and review the relevant
frameworks.*? We note that, for some reason, the evaluation report was not produced
until April 2017 and therefore left little opportunity before the fire for the lessons to have
been learnt effectively or produce any tangible change.**

101.52 We were told that it had been difficult to ensure that the right people attended the
exercises and that there had been a tendency for the same people to attend regularly and
others not at all. We agree with Mr Hetherington that responsibility for resilience must
lie with the whole of an organisation, not just the contingency planning unit. Everyone in
an organisation needs to be involved in resilience and consider it part of their personal
responsibility. As far as possible, the arrangements underpinning it should be part of
everyday processes to avoid putting new arrangements in place under pressure.**

RBKC training and practice

101.53 In recognition of its obligation under the regulations*®*> RBKC’s Contingency Management
Plan provided for training to be offered to staff with designated emergency response roles
annually; it also provided for an exercise to be held at least once a year to test the plan’s
effectiveness.*® However, training for those with designated roles in any response was
not provided as often as the plan required. The Council Gold group (the chief executive
and the executive directors) was responsible for setting the strategy for responding to an
incident.*’ Before June 2017, the most recent Council Gold group training had been held
on 14 September 2015. That took the form of a two-hour seminar attended by (among
others) Nicholas Holgate, Tony Redpath, Stuart Priestley and Laura Johnson.*® Mr Kerry had
asked to have four hours available but was only allowed two. He conceded that the
training was “insufficient”.*®® The failure to undertake Gold training regularly was of long
standing. Before September 2015, the previous sessions had been on 29 March 2010 and
15 September 2008.5%

101.54 There was no formal training programme in place for Council Silver, who held the crucial
role of leading the operational response to an emergency.>®* Such a programme was
implemented only after the Grenfell Tower fire.

488 Exercise Unified Response Evaluation Report April 2017 {GOL00001154/149} paragraph 3.6.18.
489 Hetherington {Day277/177:21-25}.

490 Exercise Unified Response Evaluation Report April 2017 {GOL0O0001154}.

41 Hetherington {Day277/177:9-20}.

492 Hetherington {Day277/176:18}-{Day277/177:20}.

498 Exercise Unified Response Evaluation Report April 2017 {GOL0O0001154}.

494 Hetherington {Day277/178:1-22}.

4% The Civil Contingencies Act 2004 (Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005{CAB00007003/13} regulation 25.
4% Contingency Management Plan, Section 1.8 {RBK0O0004396/11}.

497 Kerry {RBKO0033579/8} page 8, paragraph 26.

498 Kerry {RBKO0058091/6-7} pages 6-7, paragraph 2.5.

499 Kerry {Day268/78:2-6}.

500 Kerry {RBKOO058091/8} page 8, paragraph 2.6-2.7.

01 Priestley {Day270/6:16}-{Day270/7:20}.
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101.55 An overarching feature of RBKC training was the absence of records.*? Without such
records, it was unable to demonstrate (or to keep any internal track of) how frequently
training took place or who received it. Training of those responsible for staffing the
Borough Emergency Control Centre (BECC)>® and Local Authority Liaison Officers (LALOs)
was infrequent, irregular and basic in nature.®® The preparation of a new training plan for
BECC officers was deferred to await a London-wide standardisation programme following
exercise Unified Response in March 2016. Rebecca Blackburn, who worked with and
reported to Mr Kerry as a Contingency Planning Officer at RBKC, told us that she thought
that the decision left a significant gap in training.>® We agree.

101.56 Exercises to practise the operation of the Contingency Management Plan were held
infrequently and were of a limited nature. That was another long-standing problem
about which concern had been expressed within the Contingency Planning Unit since
2013. At that time Ms Blackburn had expressed her concern about the lack of large-scale
exercises to senior management.®® In late 2016, on her return from a secondment,
she found that the situation had deteriorated,*®” and that exercises were limited to
London-wide exercises conducted by the London Resilience Group.>® She considered that
other members of staff were not aware of the Contingency Planning Unit or its work in
general.”® We accept what she said about that also.

101.57 RBKC's participation in London-wide exercises was on occasion hampered by a lack of
available staff. Four months before the Grenfell Tower fire, it was unable to participate
in exercise Safer City because not enough people had volunteered to take part.>°
Ms Blackburn described the approach of RBKC to London Resilience Group exercises as
being to do the least it could.”!* That was due to a combination of capacity, attitude and
lack of commitment.>*?

101.58 The exercises that were carried out disclosed a number of problems.>** They included
insufficient staff at the BECC in the early stages, problems with information technology
when setting up the BECC, senior staff covering more than one role and difficulties
in obtaining information about vulnerable people. Improvements identified in the
subsequent reports included the need for greater understanding of the incident, better
channels of communication to provide current information, structured handovers in the
BECC and more training and more frequent borough exercises. However, those lessons
were not implemented and the problems appeared again during the response to the
Grenfell Tower fire.

592 Kerry {RBKOO058091/25} page 25, paragraphs 6.5 and 7.1.

%03 The role of the Borough Emergency Control Centre (BECC) is to oversee and coordinate the Council’s incident
response, being a single point of contact and source of information for Council Gold, Council Silver, external
agencies and other council services; Kerry {RBKO0033579/8} page 8, paragraph 29.

504 Kerry {Day268/85:12}-{Day268/86:5}; Kerry {RBKO0058091/27} page 27, paragraph 11.1; Blackburn
{Day270/122:2-14}; {RBKO0068318}.

05 Blackburn {Day270/106:19}-{Day270/107:13}.

06 Blackburn {Day270/115:20}-{Day270/116:25}.

597 Blackburn {Day270/119:3-10}.

08 Blackburn {Day270/106:24}-{Day270/107:3}.

509 Blackburn {Day270/113:24-114:9}.

510 Kerry {Day268/97:13}-{Day268/98:1}; {RBKOO058054/1}.

S Blackburn {Day270/112:4-21}.

%12 Blackburn {Day270/112:25}-{Day270/113:20}.

13 Exercise Responder, October 2015 {RBKO0058067/2}; Exercise Babel, November 2015 {RBKO0005188/4}.
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101.59 Mr Kerry recognised at the time that the training and exercises undertaken by RBKC were
insufficient and did not accord with the Contingency Management Plan.’'* He admitted
that the shortcomings had been caused by a lack of available staff.>'> Despite his pivotal
role as the head of the Contingency Planning Unit, he did not consider that he was senior
enough to press the chief executive, Mr Holgate, or senior management at RBKC over
those matters.>® Although he considered that Mr Holgate was supportive of training,

Mr Kerry found RBKC’s senior management in general to be somewhat resistant to
attending training.>'’

101.60 The lack of support from senior management at RBKC may explain the sense of inertia that
prevailed in the Contingency Planning Unit and throughout RBKC towards planning for an
emergency and its capacity to mount an effective response.

101.61 Within RBKC there was a systemic shortage of staff trained to deal with emergencies and
ensure that it complied with its duties as a Category 1 responder. In 2014 Mr Kerry raised
concerns with the council’s management board about what he saw as a significant lack
of trained emergency staff.°*® He warned that the council did not have enough trained
volunteers to carry out emergency management roles in the BECC in relation to a major
incident.”® There were only three qualified “Council Silvers”, far fewer than the ten he
considered to be the minimum. In addition, there were only ten Incident Response Officers,
half the number he considered necessary.>?°

101.62 There was no improvement when the position was reviewed in early 2016.
Mr Kerry candidly summarised the position at that time as “rock bottom” and did not
believe it had substantially improved by the time of the fire.>*

101.63 As alocal authority, RBKC was under a duty to set up and manage an emergency rest
centre, should the need for one arise.*?> However, it had only one qualified rest centre
manager and was heavily reliant on the Red Cross and aid from neighbouring boroughs.>?*
Mr Kerry accepted that by June 2017 RBKC did not have enough trained personnel
to undertake the roles required by the BECC.>** However, without enough rest centre
managers and BECC staff, it was never in a position to meet its responsibilities to open and
manage an emergency rest centre.

101.64 The long-standing shortage in the number of trained emergency staff was partly the result
of RBKC’s practice of seeking volunteers among its existing staff to undertake those roles
rather than paying staff to be on standby.>* The London Borough of Hammersmith and
Fulham, which was a party to a tri-borough agreement with RBKC and Westminster City
Council, did pay its staff to undertake emergency roles. Despite the concerns raised by

514 Kerry {Day268/72:19}-{Day268/73:6}.

515 Kerry {Day268/73:7-16}.

16 Kerry {Day268/78:14-15}.

517 Kerry {Day268/78:22}-{Day268/80:17}.

18 Kerry {Day268/61:19-23}; Report to the Management Board, paragraph 1.2 {RBKO0058038/1}.

519 Kerry {Day268/62:6-11}.

520 Report to the Management Board, paragraph 2.1 {RBKO0058038/1-2} explains that Borough (Council) Silver
manages the council’s tactical response to an incident and paragraph 3.1 gives the required number. Paragraph 2.2
sets out the role of Incident Response Officer and paragraph 3 gives the required number.

521 Kerry {Day268/70:10-11}.

522 Humanitarian Assistance Framework {RBK0O0019712/24}, paragraph 8.15.

523 Kerry {RBKO0058091/50-51} pages 50-51, paragraphs 37.2, 38.1.

524 Kerry {Day268/61:10-13}.

525 Kerry {Day268/66:2-9}.
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Mr Kerry, RBKC had chosen not to change its policy by the time of the Grenfell Tower fire.
In our view RBKC'’s policy of relying on volunteers undermined its ability to practise its
emergency plans in accordance with its statutory duty.

101.65 RBKC was systemically ill-equipped to deal with a serious emergency. Over a number of

years, the capability of its staff to respond to a major emergency had been allowed to
decline. There were clear warnings to senior management that it did not have enough
trained staff and that contingency plans were not practised enough. As a result, RBKC was
wholly unprepared to provide an adequate response to the Grenfell Tower fire.

101.66 Under the Minimum Standards for London each borough was required to report to the

London Resilience Group each year the state of its preparedness for responding to an
emergency, rating plans and capabilities as green (operational), amber (operational but
requiring development) or red (not operational). The 2016 report was the most recent

to have been completed at the time of the Grenfell Tower fire.>* It was produced by

Mr Kerry,”?” who rated various aspects as amber.>?® Training and borough level exercises
fell into that category. RBKC recognised in the report that BECC exercises needed to be
improved and that there was insufficient refresher training. The report also referred to a
need to revise an analysis of training needs, but that was no more than an aspiration. The
analysis had not been revised by the time of the Grenfell Tower fire.>?

101.67 Significantly, the borough’s capability for humanitarian assistance was also rated amber.>*°

That reflected the fact that its humanitarian assistance plan dating from April 2008 was out
of date. Efforts to develop the plan stagnated because it was found too difficult.>!

101.68 The report indicated that RBKC had no Humanitarian Assistance Lead Officer (HALO).53?

When a significant emergency has occurred, the HALO has an important part to play in
bringing together various partners, including health agencies, the police, and voluntary
and faith sectors to oversee the humanitarian assistance effort. The continued lack of
a trained HALO created a significant gap in RBKC's ability to respond effectively to a
serious emergency.>?

101.69 Minimum Standards for London required local authorities to have documented procedures

in place allowing access at any time to information required to identify vulnerable persons
known to them and to make that information available in a form in which it could be used
by different responders.>** That was another respect in which the report showed that RBKC
required improvement. However, in reality the position fell far short of that, because in
substance all that existed was a draft plan dated April 2012.%%°

101.70 The report showed that there had been no exercise to test the plan for identifying

vulnerable persons and did not show that any lessons had been learnt from training
or exercises. Despite requests to hold a multi-agency exercise in the wake of exercise
Babel in November 2015 none had been carried out by June 2017, even though it had
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Minimum Standards for London Assessment Template RBKC 2016 {RBKO0036770}.

Kerry {Day268/146:6-8}.

MSL Assessment Template 2017 {RBKO0047524}.

Blackburn {Day270/124:4}-{Day270/125:10}; Kerry {Day268/147:2-15}.

Kerry {Day268/153:7}-{Day268/154:11}.

Kerry {Day268/153:7}-{Day268/155:7}.

Kerry {Day268/164:18}-{Day268/168:4}; Humanitarian Assistance Framework {RBK00011313/2}.
Kerry {Day268/168:18-22}.

Identifying the Vulnerable Framework paragraph 1.7.1 {LFB00061174/6}; Minimum Standard tab 2.6
{LFB00119219/20}; Kerry {Day268/168:24}-{Day268/175:1}.

Kerry {RBKO0O058091/3-4} pages 3-4. Annex 21: ‘A framework for identifying and contacting vulnerable persons in
an emergency.
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been intended to hold one by April 2016.5% Mr Kerry accepted that the system in place

at RBKC for identifying vulnerable people was materially inferior to those operated

by its tri-borough partners.>*” Indeed, in March 2017, he had told Tony Andrews,
Emergency Planning Manager (Humanitarian Assistance) at Westminster City Council that it
remained a considerable concern within RBKC.>3#

101.71 Although the information in the report was received by the London Resilience Group,

there was no oversight of the process, which relied entirely on self-assessment.

Mr Hetherington told us that if a quarter or more of the boroughs were not fully
operational (i.e. were either amber or red) in relation to any particular function, the
London Resilience Group would inform the Local Authorities’ Panel to enable it to consider
how it could improve them.>* In relation to the identification of vulnerable persons, the
reports for 2016 showed that nine of the 33 boroughs were amber.>*® For 2017, ten of the
33 boroughs were amber and one red.>*

101.72 As part of its report RBKC also indicated that it did not have in place a documented strategy

for community resilience which described a programme of multi-agency collaborative work
with emergency responders, members of the public and voluntary and faith sectors.>*?
Notwithstanding some limited efforts, there was generally a failure to engage with local
voluntary agencies and faith groups. In that respect RBKC failed to discharge its statutory
duty as a Category 1 responder to maintain plans involving the voluntary sector.>*® The fact
is that RBKC did not have a strategy which actively considered and engaged the voluntary
sector during the planning process or in training or exercises.>* It was not treated as a
priority by David Kerry and the Contingencies Planning Unit, although with hindsight he
accepted that it should have been, a sentiment with which we agree.>*

101.73 In our view, the report together with the wider evidence reveals a culture of neglect at

RBKC over a number of years towards planning for humanitarian assistance. The existence
of an effective plan for providing such assistance would probably have made a material
difference to its response to the Grenfell Tower fire.>*®

101.74 None of those matters were reported to the chief executive or senior executive board of

RBKC.>*” The council had no system in place to inform senior management that it was not
meeting the standards expected by Minimum Standards for London. As a result, there was
a lack of oversight in relation to those important matters. Ultimately, the defects identified
in the report were the very areas in which its response to the fire failed.

536
537
538
539
540
541

542
543

544
545
546
547

Kerry {Day268/170:9}-{Day268/171:5}; {RBKOO005188/4}.

Kerry {Day268/179:22}-{Day268/181:8}.

{RBKO0058010}; Kerry {Day268/156:4}-{Day268/157:18}; {Day269/2:24}-{Day269/5:11}.

Hetherington {Day277/155:15)—{Day277/156:1}.

MSL Peer Review Results 2016 {LFB00119221}.

MSL Results for all Borough 2017 (final); MSL Self-Assessment Results 2017 {LFB00119222/10} excludes Hackney
{LFB00119232}.

Kerry {Day268/156:4}-{Day268/159:12}.

Section 2(1)(c)-(d) Civil Contingencies Act 2004 {CABO0004616/3}; Regulation 23 Civil Contingencies Act
(Contingency Planning) Regulations 2005 {CABO0007003/13}.

The Role of the Voluntary Sector {CABO0004597/2} paragraph 14.6; Kerry {Day268/163:3-7}.

Kerry {Day268/159:5-12}, {Day268/158:25}-{Day268/159:6}.

RBKC Closing Submissions {RBKO0O068546/24} paragraph 84.

Kerry {Day268/151:2}-{Day268/153:5}.
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Chapter 102

The London-wide response

Introduction

102.1 In this chapter we examine the response of the London Resilience Group, the
London Resilience Partnership, London Gold, the Mayor of London and the Greater London
Authority, concentrating in particular on their reactions to the fire and the arrangements
available to support RBKC in leading the humanitarian response.

Notification of the fire to the London Resilience Group

102.2  The duty manager of the London Resilience Group is the person to be notified of
an emergency and the person responsible for putting any strategic co-ordination
arrangements into action.>*® On 14 June 2017 the duty manager was Matthew Hogan,>*
overseen by Toby Gould, a deputy head of London Resilience, who acted as the
strategic advisor.>*® John Hetherington, also a deputy head of London Resilience, took
over at 08.30.%*

102.3  Although a major incident>? had been declared by the Metropolitan Police at 01.26,>
Mr Hogan first became aware of the Grenfell Tower fire from a BBC news flash on his
mobile phone at 02.30.** The first official notification he received of the fire was in an
email from Transport for London at 03.12.>> That was not how the London Resilience
Group would normally expect to be notified.>*®* Mr Hogan should have been notified by the
police themselves that they had declared a major incident.>®” At 03.18 Mr Hogan received a
WhatsApp notification from Glenn Sebright, head of communications at the LFB, followed
by an email at 03.20 stating that the LFB had also declared the fire a major incident.>*®

548 London Resilience Group Duty Officers’ Handbook v.1.3.1., March 2017 {LFB0O0061187/6} Figure 2.2; Hogan
{LFBO0119334/6} page 6, paragraph 21.

%9 Hogan {LFB00119334/1} page 1, paragraph 4; Hogan {LFB00119334/6} page 6, paragraph 20.

%50 The London Resilience Strategic Advisor role is defined in the London Resilience Group Duty Officers’ Handbook
v.1.3.1, March 2017 {LFBO0061187/6} paragraph 2.2, see also {LFBO0061187/15-16}.

%! Gould {LFB00061268/3} page 3, paragraph 8.

%2 A major incident is defined as an event or situation with a range of serious consequences which requires
special arrangements to be implemented by one or more emergency responder agency: ‘Joint Doctrine: The
Interoperability Framework’, 2nd Edition, July 2016 {CAB0O0004642/8}.

%53 Phase 1 Report Volume IV paragraph 30.38.

54 Hogan {LFB00119334/6} page 6, paragraph 22.

%5 {LFB00119337}; Hogan {LFB00119334/7} page 7, paragraph 26.

%6 Hetherington {Day277/182:2-15}.

%57 Hetherington {Day277/182:2-15}. The London Resilience Partnership Strategic Co-ordination Protocol v.7.3,
February 2017 (public facing) {G0L00001153/3} and Hogan {LFB00119334/7} page 7, paragraph 25 states, “any
partner organisation experiencing or having knowledge of a potential disruptive, major incident or emergency
should contact the LRG Duty Officer to jointly assess the situation to determine the level of strategic co-ordination
required”.

%8 Hogan {LFB00119334/8} page 8, paragraph 28; “40 pump fire, major incident, north Kensington”. Glenn Sebright
then emailed LRT Alerts and other London Resilience Partners at 03.21 stating that LFB had declared the fire a
‘major incident’ {LFB00119338}.
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102.4  The London Resilience Partnership Strategic Co-ordination Protocol,*° which sets out

the arrangements for London’s response to a major incident,*® does not say when the
London Resilience Group ought to be notified; Mr Hetherington said that he would expect
it to be notified as soon as reasonably practicable.®! It is clear that there was a delay on the
part of the police and the LFB in informing it of the fire.>®? As the Phase 1 report concluded,
the declaration of a major incident is all but useless if it is not communicated to other
Category 1 or 2 responders as soon as possible and that applies equally to communication
to the London Resilience Group.>®?

The strategic co-ordinating group

102.5 In February 2017 the London Resilience Partnership published version 7.3 of its

Strategic Co-ordination Protocol containing the procedures to be followed by its members
in response to a major incident. The first step is to establish a strategic coordinating
group,”® the purpose of which is to enable the agencies responding to the incident to
formulate a joint strategy, to agree on joint actions and share information®® in order

to provide direction in the response.®® A full strategic co-ordinating group consists of
both Category 1 and 2 responders, as well as others, such as the voluntary and faith
sectors.’®” Local authority attendance at the strategic co-ordinating group is at Gold Group
level, which means that either the chief executive of the affected borough or its

Gold Commander is expected to attend.*®® That may also include the duty London Gold,
whether or not he or she is involved in the response at that stage.*®® Mr Hetherington told
us that if the duty Gold is available, he or she should attend meetings of the strategic
co-ordinating group.>”°

102.6  The duty Gold had two functions when attending a strategic co-ordinating group meeting

following the Grenfell Tower fire. The first was to ensure that RBKC had everything it
needed; the second was to assess whether there were implications for other London
boroughs.>’* John Barradell told us that before the Gold Resolution had been formally
activated the role of the duty London Gold was to attend the strategic co-ordinating group
meetings to keep a watching brief.>’? It was therefore a departure from the standard
procedure that both the duty London Golds on the night of the fire, Andrew Blake-Herbert
followed by Christopher Naylor, were absent from the initial strategic co-ordinating group
meetings on the morning of 14 June 2017.°73
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The London Resilience Partnership Strategic Co-ordination Protocol v.7.3, February 2017 (public facing)
{GOL00001153}, the protocol is introduced in the Phase 1 Report Volume IV paragraphs 30.24 - 30.28.
{CAB00004616/1}; {GOLO0001153/10} paragraph 1.1.1.

Hetherington {Day277/182:17-25}.

MPS at 01.26 although CAD said “critical incident”, LFB at 02.06 and LAS at 02.26, Phase 1 Report Volume IV
paragraph 30.38.

Phase 1 Report Volume IV paragraph 30.19.

{MET00023288}.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519/20}, paragraph 2.6.1.

{MET00023288/15-16} paragraphs 2.2.2- 2.2.7; Hetherington {LFB0O0061158/5} page 5, paragraph 14.
{MET00023288/37} Appendix 2.

Hetherington {Day277/187:16-19}; {MET00023288/17} paragraph 2.2.12. states “Representatives at the Strategic
Coordinating Group must have the level of knowledge, expertise and authority to identify and to commit the
resources of their respective agency.”

{MET00023288/37} Appendix 2.

Hetherington {Day277/189:5-7}.

Hetherington {Day278/87:1-9}; Sawyer {Day278/89:23}-{Day278/90:1}.

Barradell {Day 279/17:19}-{Day 279/19:9}.

Barradell {Day279/29:15-25}; {MET00023288/33}.
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102.7  Mr Sawyer, Chief Executive Liaison Officer (Resilience) for the City of London Corporation,

said that it was not mandatory for London Gold to attend strategic coordinating

group meetings,*’* particularly in relation to an incident confined to a single borough.

That had changed, however, when it became clear that RBKC was unable to discharge

its responsibilities.>”> Mr Barradell disagreed and admitted that he had been surprised

that neither of the duty London Golds had attended a meeting of the strategic co-
ordinating group.®’® It is therefore unclear why, after Mr Sawyer’s attendance at the

first meeting that took place at 05.00, the duty London Gold did not attend any of the
subsequent four meetings on 14 June 2017°”7 or the meeting on 15 June 2017.°’8 The first
strategic co-ordinating group meeting attended by the duty London Gold was at 11.00

on 16 June 2017.°”° In our view, the prompt convening of a strategic co-ordinating group
attended by people, including the duty London Gold, with the level of knowledge, expertise
and authority to identify and commit the resources of their respective agencies, is essential
to its proper functioning. Until the Gold resolution had been invoked, London Gold had no
active part to play, but the presence of a duty London Gold could have provided a senior
figure to assess and, if appropriate, challenge the information provided by RBKC.

Meetings of the strategic co-ordinating group

102.8 The first meeting of the strategic co-ordinating group was held at 05.00 on 14 June 2017.%%°

The LFB had asked for the meeting to be convened at 04.30, but the request was not
made until 04.09 and Mr Gould and Mr Hogan did not think that there was enough time
to organise a meeting by 04.30.%%! The meeting therefore took place at 05.00.°%? The lapse
of time between the declaration of a major incident at 01.26 and the convening of a
strategic co-ordinating group at 05.00 was caused in large part by a delay of almost two
hours in telling the London Resilience Group of its occurrence. That in turn meant that the
identification of potential difficulties and full coordination between the Category 1 and 2
responders did not formally begin until three and a half hours later.>®

102.9 One of the responsibilities of the London Resilience Group duty manager is to ensure that

London Gold is aware of the declaration of a major incident.*® Mr Hogan contacted the
duty London Gold, Andrew Blake-Herbert, at 04.55.5% There is no guidance on how soon
after being informed of a major incident the duty manager should notify London Gold,
although as a matter of common sense it should be as soon as possible.>® In this case,
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Sawyer {Day278/86:10-17}.

Sawyer {Day278/92:5-10}.

Barradell {Day279/29:25}.

Strategic Coordinating Group meetings on 14 June 2017: 06.30 {LFB00028077}; 08.30 {LFBO0003366}; 14.00
{LFBO0O003369}; 19.30 {LFB0O0119322}.

Strategic Coordinating Group meeting on 15 June 2017 at 11.00 {MOL0O0000047}.

Minutes of the Strategic Coordinating Group Meeting on 16 June 2017 at 11.00 {MOL00000036}.

Sawyer {Day278/87:11-20}; The LLAG also attended on 17 June 2017 at 14.00 and 22 June 2017 at 13.00.
Minutes of the 05.00 Strategic Coordinating Group Meeting on 14 June 2017 {MOL0O0000026}; Hetherington
{Day277/187:3-5}.

{LFB00119343}.

Hogan {LFB00119334/12} page 12, paragraph 43; Gould {LFB0O0061268/5} page 5, paragraph 12; {LFB00119343}.
“A key feature of leadership decision-making in crises and emergencies is the need for decisions to be made
quickly...” {MET00023288/22} paragraph 2.7.5.

{MET00023288/14} paragraph 2.1.5; {LFBO0061187/9}.

At 04.38 Mr Hogan sent an email to Mr Naylor, the chief executive of the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham,
and Paul Martin, the chief executive of Richmond and Wandsworth Council, to give them the sign-in details for
the 05.00 Strategic Coordinating Group meeting as he wrongly thought that Mr Naylor was the duty Gold and

Mr Martin the secondary Gold. Mr Hogan then tried calling Mr Naylor at 04.38, 04.39 and 04.41. {LFB00119351/1};
Hogan {LFB00119334/13} page 13, paragraph 50; Hogan {LFB00119334/17} page 17, paragraph 74.

Hetherington {Day277/185:3}; {MET00023288/14} paragraph 2.1.5 states that the LRG manager will check that
relevant organisations are aware including the duty LLAG.
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there was a delay of an hour and 43 minutes,*®” which on any view was far longer than
was reasonable. Mark Sawyer, who was copied into the notification, told us that he
thought that there had been insufficient time to notify the duty London Gold of the first
strategic co-ordinating group meeting, so he attended himself.*®® Whether that affected
the response of London Gold is difficult to tell, as, although Mr Sawyer did not take on the
role of London Gold during the meeting, he was a representative of London Gold and had
previous experience in dealing with major incidents.>® Even so, if the duty London Gold
had been present, he might have provided a wider perspective as chief executive of a
London borough. That is all the more so given that RBKC’s own chief executive did not
attend until the group’s third meeting at 08.30°% and the first London Gold did not attend a
meeting until 11.00 on 16 June 2017.>%*

Early consideration of the London Gold arrangements

102.10 The London Local Authority Gold Operating Procedure, produced by the LFB
Emergency Planning department to guide London Gold and the support team,>** describes
the circumstances in which the Gold arrangements may be activated, when the duty Gold
should be contacted in relation to an emergency and when circumstances with regional
implications that require the support of Gold exist or are predicted.”® No express guidance
is given to the duty Gold about when the Gold arrangements may be activated, but
Mr Hetherington’s view was that, given their experience and knowledge of running a local
authority, chief executives are well-placed to judge whether there is a need for support.>*

102.11 At about 04.55 on 14 June 2017, Mr Hogan and Mr Blake-Herbert spoke to each other
on the telephone.>®® At that stage Mr Blake-Herbert was happy for RBKC to continue
to take the lead.>*® Mr Hetherington and Mr Gould discussed the activation of the
Gold arrangements in a telephone call at 05.42.°” Mr Gould told Mr Hetherington that
RBKC was dealing with the incident and that it did not require the arrangements to be
activated.>® In an email sent to Mr Hetherington at 05.58 Mr Hogan referred to his earlier
telephone call to Mr Blake-Herbert and confirmed that he had been happy for RBKC to lead
the response.>®

102.12 The London Resilience Group contacted RBKC to ensure that it had enough support.
At 07.44 Mr Gould asked Nicholas Holgate to indicate whether the position of RBKC had
changed and whether it required London Gold’s assistance on any matters affecting
London as a whole. Mr Gould said that he was not aware of any such matters, given that
the incident was entirely within the borough. At 07.50 Mr Holgate told Mr Gould that,
apart from a need for housing that might spill over borough boundaries, he did not think
London Gold needed to prepare for action.®® That did not surprise Mr Hetherington.®%

87 The period between the LRG being notified of the fire at 03.12 and Mr Blake-Herbert, duty Gold being notified by
Mr Hogan at 04.55.

588 Sawyer {Day278/87:13}-{Day278/88:4}.

589 Sawyer {GOLO0001349/10} page 10, paragraph 49; Sawyer {Day278/87:11-20}.

%90 {MOL00000014}.

1 {MOL00000036}.

%92 London Local Authority Gold Operating Procedure v.8. (January 2016) {LFBO0061185/5} paragraph 1.

%% London Local Authority Gold Operating Procedure v.8. (January 2016) {LFBO0061185/5} paragraph 3.

%94 Hetherington {Day277/196:4-15}.

% Hogan {LFB00119334/14} page 14, paragraph 58.

%% {LFB00119359/1}; Gould {LFBO0061268/7} page 7, paragraph 18.

%97 Hetherington Incident Log Book {LFB0O0061216/6}.

%% Hetherington {LFBO0061158/18} page 18, paragraph 54.

9% {LFB00119359/1}; Gould {LFBO0061268/7} page 7, paragraph 18.

€00 {| FBO0061289/1}.

€01 Hetherington {Day277/196:24} — {Day277/197:1}.
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102.13 Itis clear to us that the London Resilience Group was working on the assumption that, as

the incident was contained within one borough, the assistance of London Gold was unlikely
to be required and that RBKC would take control unless other boroughs were affected.®?
Christopher Naylor, who became the duty Gold at 09.00 on 14 June 2017, said that the
usual practice was that if the effect of an incident were confined to a single borough, that
borough would retain control unless it invited outside support.®®® The Gold Resolution®%*
did not provide for the duty Gold to intervene otherwise than in response to a request

for assistance from the chief executive of the borough affected.®® Likewise, once the

Gold Resolution had been activated it was the task of London Gold to support the chief
executive of the affected borough, not to take control of the response.®%

102.14 We were told that the primary purpose of the Gold Resolution was to provide a single

command in response to an emergency affecting the whole or a wide area of London, such
as “rising tide” incidents,®®’ or a roaming terrorist attack.®®® Before the Grenfell Tower fire,
the London Resilience Group had expected that in the case of an incident confined to one
location the relevant borough would take control of the response®” and that London Gold
would not be involved. If a disaster occurred of such a scale and complexity that no one
local authority could be reasonably expected to respond to it on its own, it was expected
that London Gold might become involved, but only if the borough asked for assistance.®°
That was based on the assumption that a borough knew its residents, resources and
capacity best and could be expected to have an interest in leading the response to

its residents.®*!

102.15 At the time of the fire, London Gold could not intervene unilaterally in a borough’s

response if it had not been asked for assistance.®*? It was easier to invoke the

Gold Resolution if an incident had occurred affecting a wide area than if the effect of

an incident were confined to a single borough.®** Mr Barradell confirmed that he had

no power to invoke the Gold Resolution and that Mr Holgate had to do that.®* The
government also acknowledged that there was no readily available means for London Gold
to take control or to require a borough to act in a particular way.®*®

Training

102.16 Chief executives received little training to prepare them for taking on the role of

London Gold. When Mr Naylor took over as London Gold at 09.00 on 14 June 2017 it was
the first time he had acted in that capacity.®'® We were told that the only training a chief
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Mr Hetherington gave an example of ‘overspill’ in the case of a terror incident which, although confined to a
single borough, may have ramifications as regards the monitoring of hate crime or preventing crime, in which
case LLAG would oversee those aspects of the response, Hetherington {Day277/197:16}-{Day277/198:5}; Barradell
{Day279/31:3-16}.

Naylor {GOL0O0001603/2} page 2, paragraph 4.

The Gold Resolution, July 2010 {GOL00001725}; Addendum to the Gold Resolution, July 2010 {GOLO0001717}.
Naylor {GOL00001603/2} page 2, paragraph 4.

Barradell {Day279/19:22}-{Day279/20:15}.

For example, flood, pandemic or a civil disturbance which develops over time; Naylor {GOL00001603/2} page 2,
paragraph 5.

Naylor {GOL00001603/2} page 2, paragraphs 4-5.

Hetherington {Day277/197:16}-{Day277/198:5}.

Hetherington {Day277/198:12}.

Hetherington {Day277/198:12-19}.

Barradell {Day279/14:6-21}.

Barradell {Day 279/14:16}-{Day 279/15:5}.

Barradell {Day279/58:15-16}.

Key points from the discussion between Peter Tallantire, a Deputy Director in the Civil Contingencies Secretariat,
Cabinet Office, and No.10 {CAB00014827} paragraph 1; Tallantire {CAB00014830/9} page 9, paragraph 27.6.
Gould {LFB00061268/9} page 9, paragraph 26.
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executive would receive from the London Resilience Group before being added to the
London Gold rota was an hour-long briefing from someone at the London Resilience Group
or Mr Sawyer and a tour of the special operations room at Lambeth.%?’

102.17 Local authorities took part in various training events delivered by the London Resilience

Partnership,'® but no training events specifically for chief executives who might be called
upon to act as London Gold were held between March 2016 and November 2017.%%° At the
time of the fire the most recent training for members of the London Gold support team
had taken place in Islington, Waltham Forest and Camden in early 2016.5%° Its purpose

was to provide an opportunity to acquire the individual and team skills needed to support
London Gold and was not made available to local authority chief executives. RBKC did not
receive any support team training in 2016 or in 2017 before the fire.®?!

102.18 The Gold Resolution was not considered to be a matter of concern in 2016 and as such was

not within the scope of the review of local authority emergency planning which in 2016
gave rise to the “EP2020” report.®?> Mr Hetherington told us that it had been recognised
before the Grenfell Tower fire that the training for chief executives needed to be improved.
The process had begun before the fire, but the fire had caused the new training to be
postponed.®?* Mr Sawyer also said that there had been a need to improve training for chief
executives.®” The second edition of the “EP2020” report published in 2019 recommended
that all chief executives and their deputies attend training events and exercise programmes
to prepare them to undertake the duties of London Gold.*?

Early signs that RBKC was not coping

102.19 Jon-Paul Graham was duty officer at the GLA on the night of the fire.®® He was first made

aware of it at 03.09 on 14 June 2017 by the Commissioner of the LFB, Dany Cotton.®?’
The Mayor of London, Sadig Khan, was subsequently notified between 03.20 and 03.30 by
the head of his private office, Ali Picton.5?®

102.20 Mr Graham attended the first three strategic co-ordinating group meetings on

14 June 2017. Emma Strain, Assistant Director of External Relations at the GLA, attended
all the other meetings of the group between 14 and 20 June 2017, except the meeting
on 18 June 2017, which was attended by David Bellamy, the Mayor of London’s chief of
staff.¢?® The Mayor’s Gold Cell group is called together when a major incident has been
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Hetherington {Day277/202:16}-{Day277/203:6}.

Hetherington {LFBO0061158/16} page 16, paragraph 48; London Resilience Partnership’s training strategy and
programme {LFBO0061201} paragraphs 3.4, 3.13, 3.25, 3.26.

Details of local authority training events delivered by the London Resilience Group from March 2016 - June 2017
{LFBO0061215/3}.

{LFBO0061215/3}.

Hetherington {Day277/205:17}.

Sawyer {Day278/72:7-25}. Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and Resilience for the
2020’s (“EP2020"), report by Mark Sawyer, 3 October 2016 {GOL00001515/3} paragraph 2, ‘The two elements
excluded are; the London Local Authority Gold Resolution and the principle of all 33 chief executives participating in
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declared. Its purpose is to ensure that the Mayor is kept well informed in order to enable
him to carry out his role as spokesman for the capital and provide civic leadership and
reassurance.® It was convened by Mr Graham following the first strategic co-ordination
group meeting at 05.00 on 14 June 2017.%%* Its first meeting was held at 08.00.5?

102.21 In his written evidence, Mr Graham said that, at the meeting of the strategic co-ordinating
group at 06.30, he had been shocked to hear that RBKC had not yet held its own
Gold Group meeting and was not intending to do so until 11.00, four and a half hours
later.?* He was concerned even at that early stage that RBKC might not be coping with
the demands of the incident.®** However, Mr Graham did not report his concerns to
Mr Bellamy and Mr Bellamy did not recall their being raised at the first meeting of the
Mayor’s Gold Cell group.®* An opportunity for the GLA and the Mayor to raise concerns
about RBKC’s handling of the response may therefore have been missed, although, as we
have said, there was no machinery by which either of them could take control of events.

102.22 Regrettably, a log was not kept of the action taken by the Mayor’s Gold Cell group, nor
were any minutes kept of its meetings in the days following the fire.®3® That was contrary
to the Mayor’s own protocol, which expressly provided that maintaining a record of key
events, actions and decisions together with their reasons was of paramount importance.®’
Mr Bellamy explained that the absence of logs and minutes was due to the relatively recent
introduction of the protocol in November 2016, which had meant that the training required
to establish it had not taken place. In addition, the resources of the London Resilience
Group were stretched, as they were dealing with a number of other serious incidents at the
time.®* Be that as it may, the absence of records has made it difficult for us to tell when
concerns were first raised by the Mayor’s office about RBKC’s handling of the response to
the fire and when they were first communicated to others.

The London Resilience Group

102.23 Until the early afternoon of 14 June 2017, the London Resilience Group thought that RBKC
was taking appropriate steps to ascertain the needs of those affected by the incident and
provide accommodation and practical support. It is clear to us that by that stage the scale
of the incident should have been clear to everyone, not least because it involved the mass
displacement of residents.®* However, because it had failed to appreciate the scale of the
incident and had not activated fully its Contingency Management Plan, RBKC was unable
to cope on its own with the demands imposed on it. Mr Holgate was determined to retain
control of the response and the mistaken understanding of the London Resilience Group,
Mr Barradell and the London Gold that RBKC was able to keep up with the demands
made the problem worse by delaying the introduction of experience and resources from
across London.®*

30 Mayor of London’s Major Incident and Civil Contingencies Response Protocol - Gold Cell (November 2016)
{MOL00000040/12} Section 4.

&1 Graham {GLA0O0000004/6} page 6, paragraph 32.

632 Graham {GLAO0000004/6} page 6, paragraph 32.

833 Graham {GLA0O0000004/7} page 7, paragraph 35.

634 Graham {GLA0O0000004/7} page 7, paragraph 36, Mr Graham'’s kept a typed note which he used to brief colleagues
in City Hall {GLAOO000004/5} paragraph 26. That note {MOL00000039} did not refer to any concerns as set out in
his statement.

835 Graham {GLA0O0000004/8} page 8, paragraph 39; Bellamy {Day282/30:23}-{Day282/31:5}.
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638 Bellamy {Day282/33:7}-{Day282/35:13}.

63% {LFBO0061223}.

640 Barradell {Day279/96:16-22}.

57



The Grenfell Tower Inquiry: Phase 2 Report

102.24 During the afternoon of 14 June 2017, Mr Sawyer was asked to arrange a conference call

between a group which included Nicholas Holgate, Christopher Naylor (then London Gold),
John Barradell, John Hetherington, Eleanor Kelly (chief executive of Southwark Council)
and John Q’Brien, (chief executive of London Councils).** The purpose of the call was to
understand the support that RBKC was likely to require and how it could best be provided
by other boroughs. The intention was to provide strategic support to Mr Holgate.®*?

102.25 The call took place at 17.30 on 14 June 2017. Although RBKC insisted that it was

keeping up with the demand for support from residents, it was agreed during the call
that Mr Barradell and Ms Kelly would offer peer support to Mr Holgate the next day,

15 June 2017. In addition, it was agreed that two senior directors from Southwark Council
would attend RBKC on 15 June 2017 to provide advice and assistance.®*

102.26 In addition to the offer of peer support, it was decided that Mr Sawyer would go to

RBKC the following day to provide initial support and the benefit of his experience of
previous major incidents.®** Mr Sawyer agreed that his aim should be to encourage and
identify potential areas of improvement.® It was rare for him to be asked to assist a local
authority so soon after an incident;%® his involvement reflected the size and complexity of
the emergency.

102.27 There was no discussion during the call about invoking the Gold Resolution.®*’

Mr Holgate was aware of the possibility of doing so, but formed the view that none of
those taking part thought that it was necessary for there to be a wider response by local
government.®*® No one told him that the incident was too big for one local authority to
deal with. He therefore did not consider activating the Gold Resolution and gained the
impression that the others taking part in the call thought that RBKC was coping adequately.
Nevertheless, we are surprised that the Gold Resolution was not mentioned, particularly in
view of the concern that Mr Naylor felt about RBKC’s ability to respond to the needs of the
wider community.®*

102.28 One reason for Mr Barradell’s failure to intervene at that stage was that he assumed,

based on what he was being told by RBKC, that RBKC had a capable group of officers who
understood what to do in such circumstances.®° Despite the fact that by the time of the
call there was, as he put it, “rising concern” about RBKC’s ability to manage the response,®?
he admitted that he had not challenged Mr Holgate’s own view of the situation. By the
time he gave evidence he had come to regret that he had accepted what he was being told
at face value, although it was obviously wrong.®*?
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Among the matters discussed during the call were significant changes to the situation and
the structures in place for co-ordinating support across London.%** That involved describing
the groups that were being set up under the auspices of the strategic co-ordinating

group, including those dealing with mass fatalities and humanitarian assistance, and
generally giving those involved an understanding of the breadth of the structures being

set up.%>* Mr Hetherington also told us that it was necessary to do that, even though the
Gold Resolution had not been invoked, in order to give Mr Holgate an understanding of the
wider response that could be made available if he wanted to make use of it.®>*

Apart from Mr Holgate’s initial reluctance to ask for assistance from London Gold,

there was also a reluctance on the part of the London Resilience Group to be drawn

into long-term support. In an email sent after the conference call late on 14 June 2017
John Hetherington expressed the hope and expectation that, once RBKC had support
from the right people, it could be left to get on with it.%*® Mr Sawyer told us that there
was a general concern among the London Resilience Group at the time, unrelated to the
Grenfell Tower fire, that individual boroughs needed to take more direct responsibility for
responding to emergencies.®’

The reluctance of the London Resilience Group to become engaged in long-term support
was due to its involvement at that time in the response to other incidents, in particular,
the London Bridge attack in Southwark.®>® That suggests a shortage of available resources
across London at the time of the fire, but it was not the reason why more was not done
sooner to assist RBKC.%*° If RBKC had asked for assistance, we are confident that it would
have been provided with alacrity.

Offers of assistance

In addition to the offer of peer support made during the conference call, RBKC was
inundated throughout 14 June 2017 with general®® and specific®! offers of help from
various local authorities. They were, in the main, refused by RBKC, which did not wish

to appear incapable of managing the situation but did not have sufficient regard to an
objective analysis of its needs.®®? In particular, it feared that invoking the Gold Resolution
would be seen as a sign that its response had failed.®®

In our view RBKC’s decision to refuse external help was misguided and reflected

a misplaced belief on the part of Mr Holgate that it could manage on its own.

Mr Barradell was surprised that offers of support should have been turned down by

any borough following an incident of that kind and would have expected a formal

request for support.®®* That view was shared by Mr Sawyer,**> who thought that

RBKC was overwhelmed and lacked strategic oversight.®®® When he gave evidence

Mr Holgate accepted that his refusal to accept external assistance at an earlier stage of the
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102.34

102.35

102.36

102.37

102.38

response had been due to his misguided belief that the council was managing the response
adequately.®®” However, we also think that he was blind to the obvious and regarded
accepting assistance as an admission of defeat.

Mr Barradell said that at the meeting on 14 June 2017 he had not had concerns about
the ability of RBKC to manage the response,®®® which suggests that he was relying on
his previous positive view of RBKC.%®° As such, on 14 June 2017 he did not offer advice
or express any concern to Mr Holgate about his leadership, despite perhaps having
certain reservations.®”

The Mayor of London’s conversation with the Secretary of State

At 18.15 on 14 June 2017, the Mayor of London spoke to the Secretary of State for
Housing, Communities and Local Government, the Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP.6* A summary of
the call records that the Mayor said that he had been impressed with the government’s
response thus far and that they had discussed matters such as the re-housing of displaced
persons and the provision of counselling for firefighters.®’? In his witness statement,
however, the Mayor said that he had expressed a deep concern for the situation faced by
the local community and that, having seen the chaos on the ground, he had expressed
the need for a single point of contact and advice for the local community and for visible
support from the local authority and the government.®’?

Mr Bellamy told us that, although the Mayor himself had noticed certain things on his visit
to the tower on 14 June 2017, he had not thought that he knew enough about RBKC’s
response to make a reliable assessment of it and could rely only on what he had been

told after the strategic co-ordinating group meetings.®’* The difference between the note
of the Mayor’s conversation with the Secretary of State and his subsequent recollection

is not of importance and we agree with Mr Bellamy that it would have been helpful for
those who were present at the strategic co-ordinating group meetings to have questioned
Mr Holgate more closely about what he said was happening.t”

Questions from DCLG

By the morning of 15 June 2017, officials from the Department for Communities

and Local Government (DCLG) were seeking information about how the response
was going. Although the Resilience and Emergencies Division (“RED”) was not
responsible for supporting local authorities in an emergency and had no power to
control their responses,®’® it did have a responsibility to collect and share information
about an incident.®”’

On the morning of 15 June 2017, Lynne Dowdican, RED resilience advisor, spoke to the
deputy head of the London Resilience Group,®”® who confirmed that RBKC was reasonably
confident that it had found accommodation for all those who needed it and could deal with
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any shortage that might emerge.®” At 09.24 she sent an email to the London Resilience
Group asking how many people had been accommodated in rest centres overnight,
whether families with vulnerable people or children had been housed and if so, in what
kind of accommodation. She also enquired about the support available to families, the
telephone numbers of the rest centres, family support services, the casualty bureau

and the family and friends centre.®® |t appears that she was not prepared to take the
assurances she had been given at face value. At 09.31 the London Resilience Group
confirmed that answers were being sought from RBKC and the police. It provided a link to
RBKC’s newsroom which gave out information about support lines, facilities, and telephone
numbers that had been revised the evening before.%!

At 10.01 on 15 June 2017, Philip James, a government liaison officer with RED, told

Mr Gould about concerns that had been raised by Nicholas Hurd, the Minister of State

for Policing and the Fire Service, some of which related to the adequacy of the sleeping
facilities at the Westway Centre. He asked for confirmation that the Red Cross and the
Samaritans were involved and that the sleeping conditions would be better that evening.%®?
That message was passed on by Mr Gould to Mr Sawyer and Mr Holgate with a request

for a positive response to the questions it contained. Mr Gould also asked whether

Mr Holgate would like to appoint someone at RBKC to act as a point of contact for DCLG,%®
but Mr Holgate did not choose to do s0.%®

Mr Hetherington told us that he had not been made aware of the concerns that

Mr Hurd had expressed about the sleeping facilities at the Westway Centre.®® They were
important matters of which Mr Hetherington should have been made aware. The fact
that a government minister felt it necessary to raise such matters should have sounded a
warning to Mr Holgate and Mr Gould that there were problems with the response.

At 10.20 Jenny Shellens of RED sent Mr James an email asking him to clarify a number
of matters when he attended a meeting of the strategic co-ordinating group later that
morning. They included the number of those displaced and what arrangements had
been made for temporary accommodation. At the end of her message she asked him
whether they could be satisfied that RBKC had a grip on the emergency.®® Her question
went unanswered.

A further sign that by the morning of 15 June 2017 DCLG was beginning to be concerned
about the adequacy of RBKC’s response was the suggestion that Mr James might be sent
from the police special operations room to the RBKC Borough Emergency Control Centre.®®’
Mr Gould advised against it.%® Mr Hetherington told us that there was no precedent for

a government liaison officer to be deployed in a local authority’s BECC.%® We think that it
was more efficient for an official to be a standing member of the strategic co-ordinating
group, thereby giving access to the information from all the agencies involved, rather than
being present at the BECC.
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The Mayor of London’s concerns

102.43 The Mayor of London visited Grenfell Tower for the second time at 14.00 on
15 June 2017.5%° He described how the full scale of the tragedy was starting to become
clear. During that visit some members of the community had been very upset and angry
and wanted answers from someone in authority, so his attendance at the scene drew a
large crowd. Someone threw a bottle of water at him.®! He was advised by his security
team to leave the Notting Hill Methodist Church by the back door but he felt strongly that
it was his duty as Mayor to listen to the community’s concerns, so he remained and spoke
to those affected for another hour.**

102.44 The news of what had happened during the Mayor’s visit was relayed to
Mr Hetherington by Commander Jerome, the police Gold, who told him that the Mayor
had been mobbed during his visit. Consequently, and as a result of further concerns about
civil unrest, Commander Jerome, as chairman of the strategic co-ordination group was
no longer willing to move from the emergency response phase to the recovery phase
on 16 June 2017,%2 since that would entail handing over management of the response
to RBKC alone.®*

102.45 Mr Bellamy attended the second cross-government ministerial meeting at 15.30 on
15 June 2017,%° which he said was the first time he had become aware that there was
unease about RBKC’s handling of the response.®®® Following the meeting, he returned
to City Hall, where he heard reports from a number of colleagues that RBKC was failing
in its response.®’ He was sufficiently concerned at its lack of progress to telephone
Mr Barradell at 17.39 to discuss what action could be taken to improve it.%%® It appears
that that call took place shortly after the telephone conference between Mr Barradell and
Mr Holgate at 17.00.

102.46 It was clear from Mr Bellamy’s evidence that his intervention in contacting Mr Barradell on
15 June 2017 following the second ministerial meeting had been generated by his worries
rather than a desire for the Gold arrangements to be set in motion. He said that at the time
he had not known enough about those arrangements to consider that possibility.®%

102.47 By the evening of 15 June 2017, the London Resilience Group, DCLG and City Hall had
all expressed significant concern about the response.’® The performance of RBKC and
London Resilience as a whole was under increasing scrutiny from both the government
and the Mayor’s office and the need for an improvement had become paramount. In that
context it is difficult to understand why there was further delay between the decision to
activate the Gold arrangements and the formal steps required to do so.
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The first request for mutual aid

102.48 The first formal request by RBKC for assistance from other local authorities was not made
until 17.03 on 15 June 2017.7°* It was prompted by an email sent by Gillian Maxwell on
behalf of the London Local Authority Coordination Centre to RBKC at 16.34 asking it to give
some serious thought to what assistance it was likely to need from other boroughs over
the next 24 to 48 hours.”%? (Mr Hetherington confirmed that he considered that request for
staff to have been the council’s first request for mutual aid.)’®* RBKC responded at 17.03
to say that it was likely to need liaison officers, rest centre managers, rest centre teams
and emergency planning staff and asked the London Local Authority Coordination Centre
to arrange that on its behalf.”% The request for assistance was sent to other boroughs at
17.54 on 15 June 2017.7% That was almost 36 hours after the last surviving occupant had
left the tower. We think that RBKC should have asked for assistance far sooner. The London
Local Authority Coordination Centre had been open and ready to help since 08.15 on
15 June 2017 in the expectation that the Gold arrangements would be activated or that
assistance would be requested and there is no reasonable explanation why its services
could not have been used a good deal earlier.”?®

The operation of the Gold Resolution

102.49 Mr Barradell told us that communications with Mr Holgate on 14 and 15 June 2017
were designed gently to encourage him to operate the Gold Resolution, although he
accepted that his approach had perhaps not been forceful enough.”®” We are satisfied
that Mr Barradell did not expressly raise with Mr Holgate the desirability of invoking the
Gold arrangements at any time before the meeting at 17.00 on 15 June 2017. In fact,
he did the opposite. When on 14 June 2017 Christopher Naylor, the duty Gold, asked
Mr Barradell if there was more he could be doing to support RBKC, Mr Barradell told
him that the operation of the Gold Resolution was a matter for Mr Holgate and that
unless RBKC’s position changed he should remain on standby.”®® John Barradell was right
in his understanding that only Mr Holgate as chief executive of RBKC could operate the
Gold Resolution, but that did not need to prevent senior figures in London Resilience
from giving him clear and firm advice of the need to seek assistance from other boroughs.
Mr Barradell accepted that he should have been more robust.”® As it was, an opportunity
to persuade Mr Holgate that RBKC needed help immediately was lost.

102.50 At 17.00 on 15 June 2017 a conference call was held between Mr Holgate, Mr Barradell and
Mr Sawyer to discuss Mr Sawyer’s fear that Mr Holgate and his senior management
team were not fully aware of the scale and complexity of the task facing RBKC.”*°

701 Emergency Response and Recovery, non-statutory guidance accompanying the Civil Contingencies Act 2004,
{CAB00004624/225}: Mutual aid is “An agreement between Category 1 and 2 responders and other organisations
not covered by the Act, within the same sector or across sectors and across boundaries, to provide assistance with
additional resource during an emergency”. RBKC did receive assistance from Westminster City Council and the
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham as part of the tri-borough agreement on 14 and 15 June 2017.
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Dissatisfaction with the response of RBKC was growing among senior members of
London Resilience and was being expressed in the media.”*! It reflected the fact that the
situation had not improved significantly during the day.”*?

102.51 The evidence about exactly when and how it was agreed that the Gold arrangements would
be put into operation is unclear. No minutes of the meeting were kept. Mr Holgate recalled
that he had made the decision during the conference call at 17.00.”** Ms Kelly referred
to a series of later calls, during which Mr Holgate had asked for Mr Barradell’s support
from the following day.”** Mr Barradell said that at no point during the call at 17.00 had
Mr Holgate asked for the Gold arrangements to be put into operation and that he had had
further conversations with Mr Holgate later on to encourage him to do so.”*

102.52 Despite the differences of recollection, the documents show that very soon after
the conference call at 17.00, Mr Holgate decided to operate the Gold Resolution.
At 18.39 Mr Hetherington recorded in his log a call from Mr Sawyer in which the reasons
for the decision were described as being the increasing complexity of the incident, the
recent request from RBKC for mutual aid and a number of other factors.”*®

The delay in formal activation

102.53 Although the decision to put the Gold arrangements into operation had been made in the
early evening of 15 June 2017, the formal steps required for that purpose were not taken
until the afternoon of 16 June 2017.”* The delay has never been satisfactorily explained.
Mr Hetherington told us that he was unsure what had caused it.

102.54 In an email sent at 22.04 on 15 June 2017, Mr Hetherington told his colleagues in the
London Resilience Group that the Gold arrangements were not likely to be activated before
13.00 the next day and that Mr Barradell would go to RBKC to see what he was taking on
before he activated the Gold arrangements.’*® Mr Hetherington suggested that that was
necessary because it was possible that the situation had already moved beyond that which
the Gold arrangements were designed for.”** He and Mr Barradell both described the
situation as a unique set of circumstances which were close to reaching the limits of what
those arrangements could respond to.”?°

102.55 Asthe evidence progressed it became clear that there was (and may still be) some
uncertainty in people’s minds about the effect of operating the Gold arrangements.
We described the Gold Resolution and the accompanying memorandum of understanding
in Chapter 101. It did not provide for London Gold to take control of the management
of the response, which remained in the hands of the chief executive of the borough
affected by the emergency. It was no doubt possible for the chief executive to delegate
to London Gold authority to act on behalf of the borough in certain respects, but that is
another matter.
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Part 10 | Chapter 102: The London-wide response

Mr Barradell assumed the position of London Gold during the early afternoon of 16 June
2017. Both Mr Sawyer and Mr Hetherington maintained that he had not taken over

the response; rather that he had supported Mr Holgate and RBKC in the provision of
humanitarian assistance.””! We agree with Mr Sawyer that the Gold resolution did not give
London Gold the power to take over the response to an incident.”?? Mr Hetherington said
that before the fire, phrases such as “intervention” and “taking over” had not been part
of the vocabulary of those who managed the London Gold arrangements; they had come
to be used only after the fire.”?* Mr Barradell’s evidence was to a similar effect. He told us
that London Gold stood by the borough and not in its shoes,’?* and rejected the suggestion
that he had taken over the response to the fire,’” because he had no authority to do so.”%
He said that at that stage Mr Holgate had still been in charge.”?’

It is important, in our view, that the individual boroughs and London Resilience as a whole
understands clearly the effect of the arrangements for co-operation in mounting an
effective response to an emergency, particularly one that affects two or more boroughs
concurrently. Whatever the terminology and niceties of the arrangements, however, it

is clear that the activation of the Gold Resolution led to significant additional resources
and greater experience being made available to RBKC, but not to a handover of control.

In the event, the government in the form of Dr Jo Farrar, director general for local
government and public services at DCLG, intervened during the afternoon of 16 June 2017
to bring about an agreement under which Mr Holgate ceded control of the response

to Mr Barradell.”?® From that moment Mr Holgate ceased to play any effective part in
managing the response; he resigned as chief executive of RBKC on 21 June 2017.7%° It is
important to note, however, that the substitution of Mr Barradell as leader of the response
did not reflect the working out of these complex arrangements. It represented nothing
more or less than a pragmatic response to a terrible emergency which required the co-
operation, or at least the acquiescence, of RBKC. It throws into sharp relief the absence

of any mechanism for vesting in one person control over the response to a major disaster
affecting more than one borough.

The London Gold arrangements for the provision of mutual aid finally came into effect at
14.00 on 16 June 2017,”° some 19 hours after the decision to operate them had been
made. Mr Hetherington did not think at the time that the delay had had any adverse effect
on the provision of emergency relief’*! and had seen no benefit in involving another chief
executive in the early stages of the incident, given that whoever had been appointed

would not have been familiar with the resources or capability of the borough or with

its residents.”?? However, we do not altogether agree with that assessment. Although

it is impossible to say what precise effect on the response the earlier operation of the
London Gold arrangements would have had, it seems likely that if RBKC had had the benefit
of Mr Barradell’s experience sooner, the response would have benefited from improved

721 Sawyer {Day278/149:20-24}; Hetherington {Day278/39:3-15}.

722 Sawyer {Day278/155:20}-{Day278/155:25}.

723 Hetherington {Day277/56:13-19}.

724 RBKC Module 4 Closing Submissions {RBK0O0068546/12} paragraph 34; Barradell {Day279/22:2-7}; Barradell
{Day279/22:22}-{Day279/23:12}; Barradell {Day279/19:22}-{Day279/23:12}.

725 Barradell {Day279/83:3-17}.

726 Barradell {Day279/112:1-6}.

727 Barradell {Day279/112:12-15}.

728 Holgate {RBK0O0035426/10} page 10, paragraph 51.

729 Farrar {CLGO0030414/16-17} pages 16-17, paragraphs 78-79; Barradell {Day279/113:13-25}; Barradell
{Day279/121:21}-{Day279/123:4)}.

730 Barradell {GOLO0000244/10} page 10, paragraph 39.

731 Hetherington {Day278/40:5 -20}.

732 Hetherington {Day277/198:12-19}.
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strategic oversight. The response was faltering and a greater sense of urgency would have
reinforced it. Instead, time was lost over the weekend of 17 and 18 June 2017 setting up
the structures and identifying the needs of those affected by the fire.

102.59 Mr Sawyer thought that the London Gold arrangements should have been activated during
the morning of 14 June 2017.7* Mr Kerry thought that they should have been activated
early in the morning of 14 June 2017.7** Mr Kerry may have been speaking with the benefit
of hindsight, but on any view the scale of the incident was very substantial, involving the
displacement of hundreds of people. As the day wore on it should have been increasingly
obvious to RBKC that it did not have the capacity, skills or training required to lead the
response on its own and should therefore have considered putting the London Gold
arrangements into operation that day.

The response of London Gold

102.60 By the time the Gold resolution was activated on the afternoon 16 June 2017, RBKC had
still not worked out what support it required.”> It had been unable to obtain accurate
information about the number of those affected by the tragedy or to assess their individual
needs. As a result, the Gold team spent a considerable amount of time assessing the
situation in order to determine what humanitarian assistance was required and organise it
appropriately.”3®

102.61 During the afternoon of 18 June 2017 Mr Barradell asked DCLG to send a community
expert to assist the response.”’ Hilary Patel was asked to act in that capacity and a
community engagement meeting was held on 20 June 2017.7%#

102.62 Later on 18 June 2017, a public statement was made by Ms Kelly, the deputy
London Gold,”®® on behalf of the newly established Grenfell Fire response team’*°
acknowledging that the initial response had simply not been good enough. Although many
would regard that as self-evident, it was an important public recognition of the deficiencies
in the response. The number of chief executives who by that time were assisting the
response with the aim of bringing about positive change was an indication of the scale and
complexity of the task. It also demonstrates why the Gold Resolution should have been
activated at an earlier stage. Despite the considerable efforts across local government
in London, it took a number of days for London Gold to steer the response in a more
effective direction.

733 Sawyer {Day278/153:4-7}.

734 Kerry {Day273/222:19}-{Day273/223:1}.

735 Sawyer {Day278/151:12-17}.

736 Harpley {GOLO0000441/4} page 4, paragraph 13.

737 LLAG log book (entry no.12) at 11.36 on 18 June 2017 {GOLO0001675/3}.

738 Patel {CLG10009793/10} page 10, paragraphs 35-36; Gregory {HOM00046125/3} page 3, paragraph 7; Email from
Rachael Wright-Turner on 21 June 2017 containing the notes of the Community Engagement meeting on 20 June
2017, {RBK00022888}. This is explored further at Chapter 106.

739 Email including the statement of Eleanor Kelly {CLGO0005448}.

740 Eleanor Kelly was also the Deputy Chair of the Local Authorities’ Panel. Kelly {GOL0O0000439/3} page 3,
paragraph 12.
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Chapter 103

The government’s response

103.1

103.2

103.3

103.4

103.5

103.6

Introduction

A description of the part played by the government in the response to the Grenfell Tower
fire must begin with a brief summary of the relevant legal and administrative arrangements
in place at the time.

The government is not a responder under the Civil Contingencies Act.”*! It is, however,
responsible for establishing the policy framework under which those who have a duty to
respond to emergencies in England and Wales operate.” The formulation of that policy is
the responsibility of the Cabinet Office, which, together with DCLG,’*® plays a non-statutory
oversight role.”*

The Civil Contingencies Secretariat

Within the Cabinet Office, the Civil Contingencies Secretariat leads the work on emergency
response and resilience. It is primarily a body that co-ordinates the work of others in the
planning, response and recovery phases. It does not have a direct operational role in
responding to emergencies.’®

The Civil Contingencies Secretariat is part of the National Security Secretariat. It reports
to Cabinet Office ministers and provides advice directly to the Prime Minister on matters
relating to civil contingencies.”*® At the time of the fire, Katharine Hammond was Director
of the Civil Contingencies Secretariat.

If an emergency occurs the Cabinet Office is responsible for notifying relevant government
departments and agencies, ensuring a department has been identified to lead the
response, providing staff to run the Cabinet Office Briefing Rooms (“COBR”) and any
associated crisis facilities as appropriate, initiating the supporting structures for a central
response and devising solutions to problems when necessary.”’

If COBR has been activated, the Civil Contingencies Secretariat, in consultation with the
lead government department, decides which elements of the supporting arrangements
should be activated and how they may best be used. It also provides secretariat support
and ensures that business is managed effectively 7*® The COBR arrangements and the role
of the lead government department role are explained below.

741 Civil Contingencies Act 2004.

742 Hammond {CAB00014764/3} page 3, paragraph 9.

743 Now called the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government.
744 Hammond {CABO0014764/6} page 6, paragraph 21.

75 Hammond {CAB00014764/9} page 9, paragraph 29.

76 Hammond {CAB00014764/10} page 10, paragraph 34.

747 ConOps {CAB00000026/19-20} para 2.26(e)-(j).

748 ConOps {CABO0000026/22} paragraph 3.4.
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The Prime Minister’s office

103.7 In consultation with the Prime Minister’s office (“No.10”) and the lead government
department, the Cabinet Office decides whether to set in motion the central response
mechanism,’* co-ordinating the activities of national, regional and local responders and
deciding which departments need to be represented at COBR meetings and how often
such meetings need to take place.”°

The Home Office

103.8 Responsibility for fire policy was transferred to the Home Office from DCLG on
1 April 2016.7°* In the case of a sudden major incident,”? such as the Grenfell Tower
fire, the Office for Security and Counter Terrorism, which was part of the Home Office,
provided support for the government in the first 24 to 48 hours in the form of managing
communications, providing information, briefing ministers for COBR meetings, monitoring
the situation and co-ordinating action across the Home Office.”?

103.9 The Home Office did not have an operational role in responding to any major fire.”*
Its main function was to support the independent fire services through the provision
of resources and to provide advice and information to ministers and civil servants.”®
However, it became the lead government department for the response in the period
immediately following the Grenfell Tower fire because of the prominence of the emergency
services and its responsibility for the fire and rescue services.”®

The Department for Communities and Local Government

103.10 The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) changed its name after
the fire to the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government.”” At the time of
the fire, Dame Melanie Dawes DCB was the Permanent Secretary.

103.11 The Resilience and Emergencies Division of DCLG (RED) was established in 2011.7°8
The director general for local government and public services at the time of the fire
was Dr Jo Farrar OBE, whose directorate included RED.”° Jillian Kay, director of local
government policy, was the director of RED; Katherine Richardson was the deputy
director.”®® There was a head of emergencies management,’®! five heads of resilience’®? and
resilience advisors who had responsibility for particular geographic areas and particular
types of risk.”®3

103.12 RED had two functions: one was to produce advice and plans in preparation for the
occurrence of identified risks; the other was to ensure effective communication between
Category 1 and Category 2 responders and the government if an emergency were to

749 ConOps {CABO0000026/19} paragraph 2.26(d).

750 ConOps {CABO0000026/37} paragraph 3.53.

751 {HOMO00050060/5}.

752 As opposed to a rising tide incident {HOMO00050060/8}.
753 Edwards {HOMO0O0050058/2} page 2, paragraph 6.1.

754 Lamberti {HOMO0046095/4} page 4, paragraph 14.

755 Lamberti {HOMO00046095/4} page 4, paragraph 14.

756 Edwards {HOMOO0050071/2-3} pages 2- 3, paragraph 9.
757 McManus {Day283/4:7-20}.

758 Dowdican {CLG00030419/1} page 1, paragraph 3.

7% Farrar {Day284/5:13-17}.

780 McManus {CLG10009725/4} page 4, paragraph 11.

761 Mason {CLG00030435/2} page 2, paragraph 5.

762 McManus {CLG10009725/4} page 4, paragraph 11.

783 Richardson {CLG00030412/6} page 6, paragraph 18.
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occur.”® Part of its responsibility was to co-ordinate planning and ensure that Category
1 responders had the support they needed.’®® In addition, RED was a standing member
of local resilience forums’®® and was required to have a comprehensive understanding
of their work.”®” That was a national responsibility. RED had offices in London, Leeds,
Birmingham and Bristol.”®®

103.13 As part of its planning and advisory function, RED participated in exercises in London

arranged by the London Resilience Forum. There was a small resilience advisor team

that worked with the London Resilience Forum, including a head of resilience.”®

The involvement of RED resilience advisors was intended to help the London Resilience
Forum understand the role of central government in the emergency response and to assist
it in revising and improving plans.

103.14 The London-wide plans, discussed earlier, were developed by working groups that included

representatives of Category 1 responders, including the London boroughs. RED assisted
the production of those plans primarily by sharing information.””° It was not the function of
RED resilience advisors to approve any particular plan.””

103.15 RED was not responsible for overseeing a local authority’s response to an emergency.’’?

Its function during the response phase, as set out in Emergency Response and Recovery,
was to take immediate steps to ensure that it could support the local response as
necessary.””? The guidance provided some indication of the form that that support should
take, such as the collection and sharing of information,’”* provision of strategic information
and, if necessary, telling the responders where they could get wider help and support.””

103.16 When an incident occurred RED duty officers were the initial point of contact between

DCLG, other organisations and the government generally. During a duty period, the duty
Head of Resilience and two officers were normally on call 24 hours a day.””® They were
expected to join strategic co-ordinating group meetings as government liaison officers
(GLO), to represent the government’’” and obtain relevant information to enable them to
provide briefings for ministers and senior officials.”’”® Any member of RED who undertook
the role of duty officer would be regarded as suitable to take on the role of GLO.””®
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Richardson {CLGO0030412/2} paragraph 6.

Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 2 {CABO0O007027/59} paragraph 2.153.

Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 2 {CABO0O007027/59} paragraphs 2.153-2.154.

Emergency Preparedness, Chapter 2 {CABO0007027/59} paragraph 2.154.

Richardson {CLGO0030412/6} page 6, paragraph 18.

Richardson {CLG0O0030412/4} page 4, paragraph 12.

McManus {Day283/25:20}-{Day283/26:9}.

McManus {Day283/26:13-22}.

Farrar {Day284/135:23-24}.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004624/154-55} paragraph 9.1.2.

Emergency Response and Recovery {CAB0O0004624/154-55} paragraph 9.1.2; McManus {CLG10009725/23}
paragraph 95; Farrar {Day284/8:2-4} the DCLG RED was not responsible for supporting the local authority response.
Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004624/154-55} paragraph 9.1.2; McManus {CLG10009725/23}
paragraph 95.

DCLG Emergency Response Plan, version 3.4, June 2017 {CLG00021013/6} paragraph 1.15.

McManus {CLG10009725/3} page 3, paragraph 7(b) and (c); McManus {CLG10009725/23} page 23, paragraph
95, except for incidents, such as terrorism, or the release of chemical, biological, radioactive or nuclear material,
for which the Home Office would deploy a GLO and the DCLG RED would form part of the Government Liaison
Team {CLG00021013/5} paragraph 1.13; {CAB0O0000026/39} paragraph 3.56; {CABO0O000026/51} paragraph 6.2(ii);
{CAB00004624/154} paragraph 9.1.2.

DCLG Emergency Response Plan, version 3.4, June 2017 {CLGO0005657/44}.

McManus {Day283/53:17-20}.

69



The Grenfell Tower Inquiry: Phase 2 Report

103.17 In London, there were two heads of resilience. They worked with the London Resilience

Forum and supported it with plans relating to London as a whole. They also took part in
training events and themselves provided training to Category 1 responders.’®°

103.18 If an incident occurred, the head of resilience would decide what degree of involvement

from RED might be required.’®! If the deputy director considered that the incident would
place significant pressure on RED’s resources, or if COBR had been activated, an emergency
notice would be sent out.”® That would inform the department, as well as other
departments and ministers across government, that an emergency response had been
triggered and that their own arrangements might need to be put into operation’®

103.19 The role of the lead government department was to organise other government

departments, to take the lead on any governmental group and to be the first point of
contact for government as a whole. It did not normally have any operational role.”3*

103.20 When the response reached the point at which the demands on the emergency services

were reducing, a decision would be made locally to transfer responsibility for the incident
from the strategic co-ordinating group to a recovery working group.’®

Responding to emergencies: the concept of operations (“ConOps”)

103.21 The government’s guidance on responding to emergencies was contained in a document

entitled Responding to Emergencies in the form of a concept of operations,’®® known
colloquially as “ConOps”.”®” ConOps restated the principle of subsidiarity and confirmed
that local responders were the basic building blocks of the response to an emergency in the
UK.’ It identified three broad types of emergency likely to require the direct involvement
of the government: level 1 significant emergencies, level 2 serious emergencies and level 3
catastrophic emergencies.’®

103.22 ConOps directed that a level 2 or level 3 emergency required the initiation of the

government’s crisis management facilities (i.e. COBR)”*° in order to enable the rapid
co-ordination of the government’s response and effective decision-making.”!

103.23 The Cabinet Office was responsible for deciding whether the central response mechanism

should be activated,’?? consulting colleagues, the lead government department and the
Prime Minister’s Office as necessary.”®® Although ConOps identified different levels of
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Dowdican {CLGO0030419/2-3} pages 2-3, paragraphs 9-10.

McManus {CLG10009725/23} page 23, paragraph 94.

DCLG Emergency Response Plan, version 3.4, June 2017 {CLGO0005657/11} paragraph 2.16; McManus
{CLG10009725/23} page 23, paragraph 94.

For instance, if they are a Lead Government Department, they may be required to release staff members to support
the RED Operations, McManus {CLG10009725/23} page 23, paragraph 94; DCLG Emergency Response Plan, version
3.4, June 2017 {CLGO0005657/11} paragraph 2.17.

Farrar {Day284/15:3-13}.

DCLG’s Emergency Response Plan {CLGO0005657/41}.

{CAB00000026} First published by Civil Contingencies Secretariat in 2010 and revised in April 2013.

Tallantire {CAB00014769/3} page 3, paragraph 10.

ConOps {CABO0000026/7} paragraph 1.7.

ConOps {CABO0000026/8-9} paragraph 1.8 sets out examples of each level and the type of direct central
government engagement typical for each {CABO0000026/68}.

ConOps {CABO0000026/11} paragraph 2.2.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/11} paragraph 2.2.

The terminology of “central government response mechanism” and “COBR” are used throughout ConOps in

some cases as equivalent terms: see ConOps {CABO0O000026/8-9} paragraph 1.8; ConOps {CABO0000026/11}
paragraph 2.2; ConOps {CAB00000026/19} paragraph 2.26(d); ConOps {CABO0000026/68}] and in others as distinct
alternatives: ConOps {CABO0000026/36} paragraphs 3.50-3.51, ConOps {CABO0000026/45} paragraph 4.2 iii.
ConOps {CABO0000026/19-20} para 2.26.
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emergency with the intention of helping users to determine the likely form of government
engagement, the decision was not taken in that way.”®* The important question was
whether to activate the government response mechanism.’”?® The phrase “COBR meeting”
appears to have been used in Whitehall at the time without distinguishing between
meetings taking place in the Cabinet Office Briefing Rooms and meetings taking place
elsewhere in accordance with the COBR procedure.

103.24 “COBR” was sometimes used as shorthand for a decision-making body of senior politicians,

civil servants and others convened in accordance with the COBR procedure. Such a
body was supported by a number of separate groups called “cells”’*® and was designed
to be flexible.”’

103.25 For all level 2 and level 3 emergencies, other than terrorist incidents, the senior decision-

making body was the Civil Contingencies Committee.’®® A situation cell was established to
ensure that there was a single, immediate, authoritative overview of the situation available
to decision-makers.”® The situation cell developed and maintained a common recognised
information picture (“CRIP”) consisting of information relating both to the incident and its
significant wider consequences and including the main developments and decisions.?

103.26 ConOps indicated that, if there were uncertainty over the direction of the government’s

response to an emergency or the effectiveness of the local response in England and Wales,
the Cabinet Office would convene a meeting (if appropriate in COBR)®*! to assess the
situation and advise ministers as necessary.8? It recommended that, in cases of doubt, it
was generally better to activate the central response, even if it were subsequently stood
down.®% ConOps advised that in practice, the level of government engagement may change
over time (both up and down) as the demands of the emergency changed.?*

103.27 In the event of a catastrophic or serious emergency in England, the Prime Minister, the

Home Secretary or other senior ministers nominated by the Prime Minister, would direct
the central government response from COBR. In cases of doubt, the Home Secretary would
at least initially, assume the chair in COBR.5%

Lead government departments

103.28 If an emergency occurred, the Cabinet Office was responsible for notifying relevant

departments and agencies and ensuring that a lead government department
was appointed.8%®
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Hammond {Day280/163:2-3}.

Hammond {Day280/164:1-9}. See also Hammond {Day280/155:8-10}.

It is not obvious that this referred to people rather than places, but it is the former. Para 2.26 of ConOps refers to
the Cabinet Office’s role in initiating the supporting structures for the central response such as the situation cell,
the secretariat, and policy support and provide staff for the activation of those support mechanisms.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/21} paragraph 3.2.

A Cabinet Office construct bringing together ministers and officials from the key departments and agencies
involved in the response and wider impact management along with other organisations as appropriate, see ConOps
{CAB0O0000026/23} paragraph 3.7.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/23-24} paragraph 3.9.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/24} paragraph 3.10.

The ConOps guidance did not make it clear whether the use of “COBR” here referred to activation of central
government’s crisis management facilities or a meeting held in the physical location of the Cabinet Office
Briefing Room:s.

ConOps {CABO0000026/45} paragraph 4.2iii.

ConOps {CABO0000026/37} paragraph 3.52.

ConOps {CABO0000026/9} paragraph 1.10.

ConOps {CABO0000026/45} paragraph 4.2iv.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/19-20} paragraph 2.26(e)-(j); Hammond {CAB00014764/12} page 12, paragraph 38.
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103.29

103.30

103.31

103.32

103.33

The lead government department normally took responsibility for assessing the situation,
ensuring that its ministers and other relevant ministers were briefed, and providing support
as necessary to local responders. Individual departments remained responsible for their
particular policy areas.®”’

At the time of the Grenfell Tower fire the Cabinet Office maintained a list of departments’
responsibilities for planning, response, and recovery from emergencies dated March 2009
which was intended to make clear in advance which department would lead on main
potential challenges.t®® The document included a reference to an emergency involving a
fire. As the Home Office was responsible for fire and rescue services, it was the logical lead
government department in the case of the Grenfell Tower fire.8% DCLG was the department
assigned for the recovery phase of an incident of that kind, which was likely to engage
local authority responsibilities. DCLG was the lead government department for matters
involving local authorities.?'° Dame Melanie Dawes did not think that the appointment of
a lead government department occurred automatically and therefore put her department
forward to undertake that role on the morning of 14 June 2017.8!* She did not recall the
Home Office asking the DCLG to be the recovery partner.

In paragraphs 2.16 to 2.18, ConOps envisaged that different government departments
might lead on the response and recovery phases, although it recognised that in such
a case they would need to work together closely from the outset to ensure a smooth
handover of responsibilities at the appropriate time and the integration of those two
different activities.®*?

The response phase

The response phase encompasses the decisions and actions taken to deal with the
immediate effects of an emergency, to protect life, contain and mitigate the effects of the
emergency and create the conditions for a return to normality. It comprises two separate
but closely related and often overlapping challenges: crisis management and consequence
management.® Typically this phase lasts for a matter of hours or days.8 It usually
precedes the recovery phase.

In paragraph 2.16, ConOps set out the role of the lead government department for the
response phase, which it undertook in consultation with other government departments
and with support from the Cabinet Office as necessary, if COBR had been activated. The
responsibilities were extensive, including producing a handling plan as soon as possible,
acting as a focal point for communication between the government and strategic co-
ordinating groups in the affected area, ensuring that responders and affected communities
had access to the resources they needed to manage the emergency and ensuring that
recovery is borne in mind throughout and that arrangements were in place to ensure a
smooth transition to the recovery phase.?!® The guidance was silent on whether the lead
government department for response was expected to fulfil the same role where COBR had
not been activated.

807 ConOps {CABO0000026/13} paragraph 2.8; ConOps {CABO0000026/27} paragraph 3.24.

808 {HOMOO0013085}.

809 Hammond {Day280/166:11-12}; Dawes {Day285/32:5}-{Day285/33:4}.

810 Hammond {Day280/170:2-6}.

811 Dawes {Day285/20:5}-{Day285/21:2}.

812 ConOps {CABO0000026/16} paragraph 2.17.

813 ConOps {CABO0000026/6-7} paragraph 1.5 and ConOps {CABO0O000026/27} paragraphs 3.22-3.23.
814 Emergency Response and Recovery {CABO0004519/10} paragraph 1.3.2.

815 ConOps {CABO0000026/15-16} paragraph 2.16.
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The recovery phase

103.34 The recovery phase is defined as the process of rebuilding, restoring and rehabilitating

the community following an emergency.?*® It formally starts once the situation has been
stabilised. However, preparation for the recovery phase should be considered alongside
crisis and consequence management in the early stages of a response.®!’

103.35 According to ConOps, in order to ensure that all departments and agencies were aware of

the arrangements for handover from the response to recovery phase and its implications,
leadership should formally be handed over from the lead government department for
response to the lead government department for recovery.?® The timing of the formal
handover from response to recovery was to be agreed between the two departments

in consultation with the Cabinet Office. In some circumstances (e.g. flooding across a
wide area), it is possible (and sometimes vital) for response and recovery activity to be
undertaken at the same time.®*®

103.36 The role of lead government department for the recovery phase included acting as the

focal point for communications between the government and the recovery co-ordinating
group at local level, together with many of the responsibilities of the lead government
department for the response phase.??

103.37 ConOps suggested that it was the activation of COBR that triggered responsibilities,

particularly for the Cabinet Office and the lead government department for response.
However, Ms Hammond told us that the Civil Contingencies Secretariat’s responsibilities
arose in relation to any ministerial meeting convened to deal with a civil emergency,
whether or not it was treated as a COBR meeting, and that the formal activation of COBR
did not make a difference in practice.??! The difference between what the guidance

says and how things work in practice is unsatisfactory, given that the Civil Contingencies
Secretariat is the author of ConOps, operates COBR and provides introductory training for
civil servants in relation to COBR.8*

Government training

103.38 The Civil Contingencies Secretariat provided training and support to local responders for a

fee®” through the Emergency Planning College, which was operated by SERCO on behalf of
the Cabinet Office. The courses®”* were not mandatory for government departments nor
for Category 1 or 2 responders.8?®

103.39 The number of Emergency Planning College training courses undertaken by a responder is

at best a crude measure of their level of training and expertise. Apart from anything else,
it does not take into account the existing qualifications of staff or training that has been
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ConOps {CABO0000026/7} paragraph 1.6.

ConOps {CABO0000026/7} paragraph 1.6.

ConOps {CABO0000026/43} paragraph 3.74.

ConOps {CABO0000026/43} paragraph 3.76; Hammond {Day281/86:19}-{Day281/87:1}.

ConOps {CAB0O0000026/16-17} paragraph 2.18.

Hammond {Day280/165:7-17}; {Day280/171:20}-{Day280/172:25}. Later in Ms Hammond’s evidence, she told us that
there would never be a formal activation of the COBR procedure {Day280/174:24}-(Day280/175:12}.

MacFarlane {CAB00014794/7} page 7, paragraph 23, provided by Robert MacFarlane’s team within the CCS.
EPC 2017 Training Course Programme {CAB00014795}. For example, in 2017, the cost per attendee for a 2-day
training on ‘Planning for Mass Fatalities’ was £835 plus VAT.

Titles included “Strategic emergency and crisis management”, “Emergency Control Centre Operations”, “Chief
Executives: your role in civil protection”, and “Webinar: planning for needs of vulnerable adults in emergencies”
{CAB00014792} Cat 1 Responders, column C, rows 40, 52, 130 and 185.

MacFarlane {CABO0014794/4-5} pages 4-5, paragraphs 14, 19.
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undertaken with another supplier.2?® However, in the three and a half years before the
Grenfell Tower fire the difference in the number of courses purchased by Westminster City
Council (88)%7 and RBKC (3) is stark. Unlike Westminster, RBKC had taken no courses in
civil protection.®?

103.40 There was no system within the Civil Contingencies Secretariat for monitoring training

or notifying responders that were not undertaking a minimum level of training that they
should be doing more.®? As a result, central government was not aware of shortfalls in the
training of local responders.

103.41 Inthe three and a half years before the Grenfell Tower fire, there were also significant

differences between central government departments in the number of delegates
attending Emergency Planning College training courses. Only four delegates from each of
DCLG®® and the Home Office attended,®*! as against 94 from the Cabinet Office.®3? The Civil
Contingencies Secretariat had a relatively high turnover of staff,?* all of whom attended
the Emergency Planning College as part of the normal induction process,®* but it was not
part of its function to monitor training undertaken by other government departments

and it did not know how many courses were expected to have been undertaken by the
departments that would regularly be deputed to act as lead government department for
response or recovery.8

103.42 The Civil Contingencies Secretariat itself also provided introductory training for civil

servants whose roles were likely to require them to work with COBR.#¢ Ms Hammond did
not think that training was mandatory for those with a direct role in COBR, but it was
expected that they would undertake it.®*’ It is not clear whether there was an expectation
that ministers would receive training or an equivalent briefing.

103.43 RED conducted its own training led by Gill McManus, its acting head of London Resilience®®

and Lynne Dowdican. It included induction training, revision exercises and discussions
following RED responses to reflect on what had been learnt.®® The department

also held RED training days, ran a mentoring programme and held training sessions

in team meetings.?*® Most RED team members took part in the Multi-Agency Gold

Incident Command course led by the College of Policing.®*! However, no training was
provided specifically for duty officers.®*> Ms McManus accepted that that was inadequate®*?
and RED has now introduced a specific training programme for duty officers .8
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{Day280/149:18}-{Day280/150:2}.

{CAB00014792} Cat 1 Responders, Row 51, columns F, G, Hand I.

{CAB00014792} Cat 1 Responders, Row 317, columns F, G, H and I.

Hammond {Day280/150:3-10}.

{CAB00014793} Row 119, columns E, F, G and H.

{CAB00014793} Row 202, columns E, F, G and H.

{CAB00014793} Row 7, columns E, F, G and H.

Hammond {Day280/146:1-2}.

Hammond {Day280/147:8-9}.

Hammond {Day280/145:2-12}.

MacFarlane {CAB00014794/7} page 7, paragraph 23.

Hammond {Day280/151:5-7}.

Ms McManus had been temporarily promoted to head of resilience for the London area from within Robert Mason’s
team. Mason {CLG00030435/6} page 6, paragraph 16. She confirmed that she had not received any specific training
before her appointment as a head of resilience {Day283/42:16-20}.

McManus {Day283/35:11-15}; Dowdican {CLGO0030419/2} page 2, paragraph 9.

Dowdican {CLGO0030419/2} page 2, paragraph 9.

Richardson {CLG00030412/15} page 15, paragraph 48.

Welch {CLG00030737/3} page 3, paragraph 14; McManus {Day283/46:9-10} and {Day283/47:3-6}.
McManus {Day283/47:3-8}

McManus {Day283/46:19-21}.
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103.44 RED reserves,®* who can be called upon by the department in an emergency response, had

access to some training, but it was not mandatory®*® and apparently it was not unusual for
a reserve to have received no training.2*’ Given the role the reserves may be called upon to
play in response to an emergency, we consider that to be unsatisfactory.

103.45 Resilience advisors in RED took part in training exercises arranged by the London Resilience

Forum that acted out various situations to check emergency preparedness, to help

the London Resilience Forum partners to understand the role of the government in

an emergency response and to assist them with revising and improving their plans.8®

They included the major exercise known as exercise Unified Response that took place from
29 February to 4 March 20168 and has been referred to earlier. The most recent resilience
exercise involving local responders and the government before the Grenfell Tower fire had
taken place on 17 May 2017.%°

103.46 In October 2015, RED had issued a learning strategy®* which drew attention to the lack of

structured monitoring of the lessons learnt from exercises and emergencies it had been
involved in and the failure to link those lessons to training requirements.?>? The strategy
also identified a lack of focus on training in the rest of the department.®>* Ms McManus told
us that since the Grenfell Tower fire DCLG has taken a much more professional and
structured approach to training which is being developed further.®*

The government’s understanding of responders’ capability

103.47 From time to time the Civil Contingencies Secretariat organised a survey of the capability of

local responders to respond to emergencies of various kinds. The results were collated in a
national Resilience Capability Survey. Before the Grenfell Tower fire the Civil Contingencies
Secretariat used the Resilience Capabilities Survey to help identify potential gaps in
capability.®>> A fresh survey had been carried out in the spring of 2017 but the results

had not been analysed by the time of the Grenfell Tower fire and therefore the version
currently in use was the 2014 survey.®*® Participation in the 2014 survey had not been
compulsory and 29% of Category 1 and 2 responders had not taken part.2” Moreover, it
had been based entirely on self-assessment by responders with no external verification of
the results.®® Responses to the survey were processed and aggregated by a third party;
the Civil Contingencies Secretariat received only a high-level report based on aggregated
data®*® and was therefore unable to examine the responses of individual Category 1 and

845

846
847

848
849
850
851

852

853

854

855

856

857

858
859

There were 51 RED reserves at the time of the Grenfell Tower fire, Richardson {CLG00030412/7} page 7,
paragraph 22.

Richardson {CLGO0030827/5} page 5, paragraph 9b.

Doug Taylor, resilience advisor, had not received any RED reserve training. McManus
{Day283/124:20}-{Day283/125:3}.

Welch {CLGO0030737/4} page 4, paragraph 15.

McManus {CLG00030739/2} page 2, paragraph 8.

Dowdican {CLGO0030419/2} page 2, paragraph 7.

Resilience and Emergencies Division Training, Exercising and Organisational Learning Strategy 2015 — 2018,
version 0.3, 2015 {CLG0O0030780}.

Resilience and Emergencies Division Training, Exercising and Organisational Learning Strategy 2015 — 2018,
version 0.3, 2015 {CLGO0030780/4} paragraph 3.2.

Resilience and Emergencies Division Training, Exercising and Organisational Learning Strategy 2015 — 2018,
version 0.3, 2015 {CLGO0030780/4} paragraph 3.3.

McManus {Day283/38:3-7}.

Hammond {CAB00014764/6} page 6, paragraph 21.

Hargreaves {CABO0014871/4} page 4, paragraph 13; 2014 Resilience Capabilities Survey: Highlight Report
{CABO0000094}.

2014 Resilience Capabilities Survey: Highlight Report {CABO0000094/3}.

Workstream 3 of the National Security Capabilities Review {CABO0007083/4}.

Hargreaves {CABO0014871/5} page 5, paragraph 14.
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Category 2 responders.®° Before the Grenfell Tower fire the capability of RBKC to respond
to an emergency had not caused concern, either as a result of the survey or as a result of
any information reaching the government from other sources.?®* Central government thus
had no means of effectively predicting the effectiveness of a local responder.

The days immediately following the fire

103.48 Over the course of the seven days following the Grenfell Tower fire the government itself

was still in a state of flux following the general election held on 8 June 2017.5%% It was
already having to respond to a number of significant emergencies, including terrorist
attacks at Manchester Arena and London Bridge, and on 19 June 2017 a further terrorist
attack took place outside the Finsbury Park mosque.®¢3

103.49 The National Security Secretariat watchkeepers (a small team of officials within the

Civil Contingencies Secretariat who continuously monitor events) became aware of
the Grenfell Tower fire at about 01.30 on 14 June 2017. The duty officer then notified
Katharine Hammond, the senior civil servant on duty, of the fire at just after 03.00.8%

103.50 The Civil Contingencies Secretariat assumed that the fire was a major incident and that a

meeting of a strategic co-ordinating group of local responders would be called.?®® The duty
officer contacted DCLG RED so that it could provide a GLO to attend the meeting on behalf
of the government.®% Denise Welch, resilience advisor and RED duty officer that night,®’
received the call at about 03.30.8% Ms Welch called Gill McManus,®* who was acting

for the first time that night as duty head of resilience,®’° and then called David Norris,
Home Office fire duty officer,®’* at about 03.45.8”2 Mr Norris became aware of the fire

only at that point.#”? Ms Welch followed up her call with an email at 04.13%7* and at

04.29 Mr Norris sent the information to various members of the Home Office staff.?’
Given the Home Office’s role in fire and rescue services,®’® we are surprised that it was
unaware of the Grenfell Tower fire until it had been notified by DCLG RED.#”” RED also
contacted the London Resilience Group, which confirmed that a major incident had been
declared and that a strategic co-ordinating group meeting would take place at about 05.00.
Ms McManus told us that it was unusual for RED not to have heard about an incident
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Hargreaves {CAB0O0014871/5} page 5, paragraph 14.

Workstream 3 of the National Security Capabilities Review {CABO0007083/4}.

Held on Thursday 8 June 2017 {CAB00014768/1} paragraph 1.

That attack occurred in Finsbury Park, London, England, on 19 June 2017. Email at 10.46, 19.06.17 {CABO0005309}
and Kay {CLGO0030430/15} page 15, paragraph 62.

Hammond {CAB00014764/13} page 13, paragraph 42.

Hammond {Day280/176:19}-{Day280/177:14}.

Hammond {Day280/177:11-14}. We note that ConOps indicated that the GLO would normally be from the lead
government department, ConOps {CABO0000026/39} paragraph 3.56.

Welch {CLG00030737/1} page 1, paragraph 1; Welch {CLGO0030737/2-3} pages 2-3, paragraph 11.

Welch {CLGO0030737/4} page 4, paragraph 16; McManus {CLG10009725/5} page 5, paragraph 15.

Welch {CLGO0030737/4} page 4, paragraph 17.

McManus {CLG10009725/5} page 5, paragraph 15.

Welch {CLG00030737/4} page 4, paragraph 17.

McManus {CLG10009725/7} page 7, paragraph 23.

Welch {CLGO0030737/4} page 4, paragraph 17.

Email at 04.13 on 14 June 2017 {CLGO0008000/4}; Welch {CLGO0030737/4} page 4, paragraph 17.

Email at 04.29 on 14 June 2017 {CLGO0O008000/3-4}.

Hurd {HOM00046080/1} page 1, paragraph 4.

McManus {CLG10009725/7} page 7, paragraph 23; McManus {Day283/49:14}-{Day283/50:3}.
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of this magnitude directly from the London Resilience Group.®”® Meanwhile, at 03.49,
Ms Hammond sent an email to Stuart Wainwright, head of the Readiness and Response
team, to notify him that the duty team was taking action.®”®

103.51 At 04.44, on Ms Hammond’s instructions, the duty officer sent a situation report

to No.10,%° the National Security Adviser, Mark Sedwill, and the Deputy National
Security Adviser, Paddy McGuinness.®! At 06.17, Alastair Whitehead, private secretary

at No.10 with responsibility for the Home Office, sent an email to the Prime Minister
informing her of a major fire at Grenfell Tower. He described the entire block as ablaze,
with some reports suggesting that residents were still trapped inside. The Prime Minister
confirmed receipt of the email at 08.14 .88

103.52 The Home Office assumed the role of lead government department for the response

phase in view of its responsibility for the fire and rescue services.®®* As part of that role the
Home Office prepared situation reports in the days following the fire until 19 June 2017.84
Dame Melanie Dawes contacted Dr Jo Farrar on the morning of 14 June 2017, indicating
that she thought that DCLG would be designated the lead government department for the
recovery phase. However, she told us that it would not automatically be asked to do so in
relation to an incident of that kind and that she had no recollection of the Home Office
asking DCLG to take on that role or talking to DCLG as the recovery partner.t

The government’s role in the strategic co-ordinating group

103.53 In her capacity as GLO Ms Welch joined the first strategic co-ordinating group meeting,

which took place at 05.00, by telephone.®® The GLO was not expected to attend the
scene of an emergency®’ but was expected to attend the strategic command centre

or special operations room at which the strategic co-ordinating group was based.®#
However, Ms McManus thought that it would be more effective for Ms Welch to join
the meeting remotely,® so she did not ask her to go to the strategic command centre®®
and she did not do s0.%! In fact, no GLO was sent to the strategic command centre on
the morning of 14 June 2017.8%2 The presence of a GLO at an early stage of the response
would have helped RED understand what was going on and what was needed and would
have reinforced its effectiveness as a link between the strategic co-ordinating group and
the government.®%
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McManus {Day283/51:10-18}.

Hammond {CAB00014764/13} page 13, paragraph 44.

Emails at 06.17 and 08.14, 14.06.17 {CABO0005650}.

Hammond {CAB00014764/13} page 13, paragraph 44; amongst those copied into the 04:44, 14.06.17 email were
DCLG RED and OSCT Operational Support in the Home Office {CABO0000337/5-6}.

{CAB00005650}.

Hurd {Day282/115:14}-{Day282/116:2}; Hurd {HOMO00046080/1} page 1, paragraph 4.

Known as Sit Reps and dated 14, 15, 16, 17 and 19 June 2017 {HOM00046089}; Hurd {HOM00046080/6} page 6,
paragraph 21; ConOps {CABO0000026/15} paragraph 2.16(ii).

Dawes {Day285/20:16}-{Day285/21:2}.

Hammond {CAB00014764/14} page 14, paragraph 45.

McManus {CLG10009725/23} page 23, paragraph 95.

Emergency plan {CLGO0005657/40-41}; McManus {Day283/55:8-17}; {Day283/56:14}-{Day283/58:7}.

McManus {Day283/55:21}-{Day 283/56:9}.

McManus {CLG10009725/7} page 7, paragraph 25; emails at 04.40 and 04.55 on 14 June 2017 {CLG00030443/1}.
McManus {Day283/61:24}-{Day283/62:18}.

McManus {Day283/89:1-11}.

Richardson {CLG00030412/28} page 28, paragraph 105; McManus {Day283/61:9-23}; McManus {Day283/58:7-12};
Module 4 Closing statement on behalf of the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities
{CLG00036423/2} paragraph 4b.
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Dissemination of reports

103.54 On the morning of 14 June 2017, RED was not providing timely reports about the

prevailing situation from the strategic co-ordinating group meetings.®* Ms Welch produced
a summary of the meeting at 05.00,%%> which she sent to colleagues at RED and to

the Civil Contingencies Secretariat Control email address at 06.16.8°° However, the

Civil Contingencies Secretariat Control did not send it on to Mr Wainwright until

07.13,%%7 by which time the second meeting held at 06.30 had already started.®®

At that stage, no decision had been made about the need for national support,®” as

Mr Wainwright considered that the Civil Contingencies Secretariat would be better able to
make that decision after the meeting.?®

103.55 Mr Wainwright did not receive a summary of the 06.30 meeting until 08.40.%°* A summary

of the next strategic co-ordinating group meeting held at 08.30 was not sent to RED

until 10.41°°? and was not sent on to the Civil Contingencies Secretariat until 11.10.9%
DCLG considered it unusual®® that the Civil Contingencies Secretariat asked it to join the
next meeting of the strategic co-ordinating group at 14.00,°% but, in view of the repeated
delays in sharing information that morning, we find it unsurprising. In our view the failure
to share information from the strategic co-ordinating group promptly undermined at a
critical stage the government’s understanding of what was going on.

Assessment that support was not needed

103.56 The focus of the emails sent by DCLG in the early hours of 14 June 2017 was on the

department’s responsibilities for building regulations and housing, not on the local
authority’s ability to deal with an incident the size of the fire.”® Ms McManus told us that
the information coming through at that time indicated that RBKC was coping well and
that other boroughs were providing assistance.?”” She told us that, in the absence of a
request for support, RED would not normally contact a local authority in the middle of an
emergency response.’®
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Readout of 05.00 SCG meeting {CABO0000157/2}; readout of 06.30 SCG meeting {CAB00010263/1-2}; readout of
08.30 SCG meeting {CABO0008475/2}.

{CAB00000157/2-3}.

Email at 06.16 on 14 June 2017 {CABO0000157/2}. The OSCT Operation Support within the Home Office circulated
to the CCS Control and others a situation report at 05:56 on 14 June 2017, which included reference to, but not a
summary of, the 05:00 SCG meeting {HOM00046089/1-3}.

Email at 07.13 on 14 June 2017 {CABO0000157/2}; Hammond {Day280/181:23}-{Day280/182:1}.

Both the DCLG RED and the Home Office joined the 06:30 SCG by telephone: email at 07:27 on