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London Assembly Fire, Resilience and Emergency Planning Committee 
13 October 2020 

 

Item 5 - The Cladding Crisis and its Impact on Londoners – Panel 2 
 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  We now come on to the second section of our meeting this morning.  Our 

guests for the second panel, which is on cladding remediation and External Wall Survey (EWS) 1 forms, are 

Andy Roe [London Fire Commissioner]; Megan Life [Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority 

(GLA)]; Gary Strong, Fire Safety Lead at the Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors (RICS); and 

John Baguley, Tangible Assets Valuation Director [RICS].   

 

I would like to start by asking Megan if she can give us an update on the number of London residential 

buildings that have been remediated, how many social and how many private sector? 

 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  Yes, I am happy to.  Thank you for 

having me.  I am the Head of Building Safety here at the GLA.  My team’s core responsibility is to deliver the 

cladding remediation funds for London buildings.  It is worth saying that my team has much less to do with 

buildings that are outside of the cladding remediation funds.  In the private sector, roughly half of the affected 

buildings are being funded by the developer, insurance or warranties rather than coming through the funds.   

 

In London - I will use the Government’s latest figures that were released for the period up to the end of August 

[2020] - there are 65 buildings that are applying to the cladding remediation funds under the social sector 

aluminium composite material (ACM) programme and, of those, we have just seven buildings that are yet to 

start onsite.  In the private sector, including the buildings outside of the fund, there are 144 buildings that 

have unsafe ACM cladding in total and 59 of those are yet to start onsite.  I believe 19 have completed the 

works in London. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  OK.  How many buildings will have remediation completed by the end of the 

year, do you think, and how many will remain un-remediated in both sectors? 

 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  It is quite difficult for me to predict 

that.  We are working really intensively with building owners, those under the funds.  I suspect under the social 

sector fund there might be five or fewer that do not start before Christmas.  Under the private sector fund - 

bearing in mind I cannot make any kind of informed prediction for the private sector buildings outside of the 

funding programme - for those inside the funding programme, of the 59 that my team are working with to get 

cladding remediation funding, there might be quite a large number that have not started onsite before 

Christmas.  Potentially up to half will not have started onsite by that point. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  OK, thanks.  Those are the ones we know about, the tall ones, but we do not 

know how many buildings under 18 metres need remediating.  Because we do not know that, we do not know 

the scale of buildings that pose a fire risk to Londoners.  What could your team do to collect information from 

the [London Fire] Brigade, the RICS and others to try to start a register of buildings under 18 metres that are in 

need of remediation? 

 



 

 
 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  Thanks, Chair.  That is a really good 

question.  Certainly, the Mayor has been pushing repeatedly for more focus on buildings under 18 metres.  You 

are absolutely correct in saying that we do not know the scale of the problem below 18 metres for unsafe 

ACM. 

 

The primary responsibility for collecting data on affected buildings sits with local authorities.  The way that 

local authorities went about the ACM data collection is that they initially made a list of all buildings over 18 

metres in their borough.  That literally involved driving around and finding tall buildings and then using their 

own records and Land Registry records to contact the building owners to try to determine what materials are 

on the outsides of those buildings.  That is a very intensive process.  It takes a lot of resources to be chasing 

freeholders for information that they may or may not have and then, where there were still outstanding 

question marks over the safety of the external wall structure, to get those materials tested. 

 

I wanted to put in context what the data collection involves and why it is so important that that is done at a 

borough level by local authorities who have experience and knowledge of their own local areas.  The first task 

for local authorities was to collect information on [buildings] over 18 metres with ACM.  There are still a few 

outstanding buildings, it is worth highlighting, but in single digits.  That work has predominantly been done for 

a long time and certainly, when we opened the social and the private sector ACM funding programmes, we had 

a comprehensive list of the buildings we were expecting to apply. 

 

Since then, the Government has - rightly - turned its attention to buildings over 18 metres with non-ACM 

cladding, doing all the non-ACM stuff, trying to work out what is safe and what is unsafe.  That exercise is 

outstanding and so we do not have a comprehensive picture of all of the non-ACM unsafe material over 18 

metres.  The Government has had to repeatedly extend the deadline for local authorities to get back on that 

because, as you would expect, the number of buildings is really vast, particularly for a couple of boroughs like 

Tower Hamlets and Greenwich that have very high numbers of tall buildings.  That exercise is ongoing. 

 

I understand that the question you are asking is about below 18 metres and over 11.  I would like to caution 

that the number of buildings in that space is tenfold greater than what local authorities have dealt with up till 

now.  It would be a huge undertaking to start that data collection exercise.  The GLA has not up until this point 

undertaken any data collection exercise of its own and is not staffed in order to do that, whereas local 

authorities certainly do have staff in place who have done the data collection up till now, have considerable 

expertise on it and would know how to carry it out.  The Government has given them some funding for staff to 

support that work as well. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Can you collate what the local authorities have done into a London picture? 

 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  At the moment, what happens is 

local authorities report to the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) with their 

data collection so that the Government has a nationwide picture.  What we have asked for in the past and what 

has now been given is that the Government, through its monthly data release, publishes a London breakdown 

of those figures.  You will have seen that we get that for London now and so the focus would probably be on 

trying to make that happen for non-ACM buildings and for [buildings] under 18 metres if that was something 

that we really wanted to happen. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Are local authorities looking at non-ACM over 18 metres and at 11 to 18 

metres in all cases?  Are they doing that? 

 



 

 
 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  All local authorities are in the midst 

of a non-ACM over 18 metres data collection exercise.  As far as I am aware, no one has been instructed or has 

started data collection for 11 to 18 [metres] on any materials. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  OK.  Andy [Roe], do you want to comment on that? 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  Yes, thank you, Chair.  Thank you, Megan [Life].  Megan has 

highlighted perhaps the scale of the problem in London.  Perhaps I might take my answer back a step. 

 

What the second phase of the Grenfell Inquiry is revealing is that whilst the initial focus from the fire was on 

high-rise residential cladding ACM, this is a far deeper-seated problem that speaks to the competency of 

construction, renovation and inspection over probably a 15- to 20-year period.  Therefore, what we see is an 

emerging picture of increased risk across all types of building in London.  To put that in context, the data we 

have received from MHCLG is currently - and this is at the start of this process - in excess of 72,000 premises 

have been identified that they consider may fall within higher-risk categories and that they may consider 

designating as being within the scope of the new Building Safety Regulator.  That includes care homes, 

sheltered housing blocks, hospitals and other buildings where the vulnerability of the residents is a crucial 

factor.  They are pulling from a range of data sets to get to that estimate currently, like some of the stuff 

Megan has talked about, and also just records of where those buildings exist. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Is that 72,000 nationwide or London? 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  That is London.  There are 72,000 in London and that is a starting 

point.  With a similar sort of caveat as Megan has placed, that is a starting point.  I would suggest that the 

problem in London is in excess of that. 

 

I welcome the fact that Megan has quite rightly pointed to the fact that whilst there is an understandable 

focus on ACM-clad buildings, this is a far wider problem, whether it is high-pressure laminates or whatever it is.  

If I look at the fire in Worcester Park that I was in command of a year after Grenfell, that was entirely due to 

problems with internal compartmentation and a poor standard of construction.  In what was a very high-value 

low-rise residential block, 23 flats burnt to the ground in approximately 11 minutes once the fire had taken 

hold. 

 

The answer is that, fairly, all parties are working together.  That includes us, colleagues in the GLA such as 

Megan, colleagues in MHCLG and across local authorities to try to gather together an accurate data centre.  

That is going to take time and it is going to change as we begin to understand the scale of this problem and as 

we begin to understand elements beyond cladding relevant to inspection and construction that are beginning 

to emerge from what I found to be very disturbing testimony in the second phase of the [Grenfell] Inquiry. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Thanks for that.  It is clear that it is going to take a while just to collate the 

data about how many buildings are affected never mind getting to remediation.  We are looking at an awfully 

long time and an awful lot of money by the look of it. 

 

Gary Strong wanted to come in as well. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Hello, Chair.  I wanted to 

comment about that earlier discussion.  I do not know if you noticed but Housing Minister [the Rt Hon] 

Chris Pincher MP confirmed in a written Parliamentary question on Friday that the Government has started a 



 

 
 

pilot data collection to assess cladding types of 11- to 18-metre buildings and they reckon there is close to 

85,000 blocks in that category.  This is across England only.  I do not know what the breakdown is for London 

but I thought that might be useful to you just to see the scale of the number of properties that we are dealing 

with here in the 11- to 18-metre category. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  If we have 72,000 in London, there cannot be that many elsewhere.  That 

must be a significant underestimation, I should think. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  It might be, yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Thank you.  Assembly Member Cooper? 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Thank you.  In fact, I want to address all of my questions to John [Baguley] and to Gary 

[Strong] from RICS.  The first one is about how homeowners can find out if their building has potentially 

dangerous cladding.  What obligations sit with building owners and estate agents to raise these issues with 

potential buyers or indeed with existing leaseholders? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Should I start off on that?  

I will bring in my colleague who is the Valuation Director for RICS. 

 

As per the MHCLG consolidated advice note, which was published back in January this year, all building owners 

have an obligation to check the cladding on the outsides of their properties.  Advice Note 14, which preceded 

that, was dealing with buildings over 18 metres, but subsequent fires that have occurred such as the Bolton 

Cube fire, for example, which was below 18 metres, drove the changed wording in the consolidated advice 

note.  There is an obligation upon building owners to check the outsides of their properties, which is why we 

have an issue with having so few assessors who can undertake this work and the problems of professional 

indemnity insurance for them.  It is a massive problem. 

 

I would say also that it is not just about cladding.  We have always said holistically that fire safety is about 

other issues such as Andy [Roe] mentioned just now about compartmentation.  The feedback we are getting 

on a daily basis from fire risk assessors is that compartmentation is really the bigger problem.  There are so 

many buildings out there, particularly those I would say built in the last 10 to 20 years, where the standards of 

construction and standards of inspection have been so poor that compartmentation is terrible.  I heard of one 

yesterday, for example, where fire risk assessors turned down a brand-new development of six blocks and 

refused to sign it off because the compartmentation was so bad.  This is the Pandora’s box that we have 

opened.  It is not just about the cladding.  It is about lots of other fire safety issues as well. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Yes, we are pretty aware of that.  We did a report some years ago now on the Lakanal 

House fire and of course compartmentation was one of the issues there.  We are very well aware that that was 

one of the problems at Grenfell and we have looked at that in this Committee on a number of occasions.  We 

are not just looking at cladding on the outside.  That was just the focus of my specific question today.  Did 

John want to come in and add something in addition or was that a sufficient answer from the both of you? 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  I will 

come in, if that is OK.  The heart of the problem is why the EWS1 came about from across the industry, which 

is the lack of available information about whether there is an issue with the wall system.  In terms of the 

mortgage valuation, which is really what we are talking about here for the EWS1, that has long been able to 

rely on building regulations as confirmation that the building is satisfactory.  That credibility is no longer in 



 

 
 

place certainly for the wall system.  Currently and before the EWS1, there was not anything that anybody could 

turn to confirm whether the wall system was as built and whether it was free from combustible materials.  What 

the EWS1 has done is to provide a process to be able to clarify what the wall system is, but there are capacity 

issues and other problems which I am sure you have heard of. 

 

To turn to your question of whether there is anything that is out there for consumers, for buyers, for sellers, 

for lenders, for estate agents, for conveyancers and anybody else in the food chain to look at to know whether 

there is a problem or not, there is not that documentation.  The current fire risk assessment does not include 

the wall system.  Building regulation approval is no longer the compliance document that lenders and valuers 

can use as part of their valuation journey.  The overall problem is the visibility of the buildings, the visibility of 

the extent of the problem, the transparency in the amount of works needed and therefore how that affects 

value and lending and a buyer’s decision to buy. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  When I said there is an obligation, we agreed that there is one that sits with building 

owners to inspect, but is there any obligation on estate agents to raise these issues about lack of 

documentation and lack of information about buildings between 11 and 18 metres?  Should they be raising 

those issues with potential buyers?  I know the old expression is caveat emptor, but it is possible that there are 

still members of the public who are not familiar with the intricacies of all of this.  Should estate agents be 

drawing these things to potential buyer, shared owner or leaseholder attention? 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Look 

at the Consumer Protection [from Unfair Trading] Regulations (CPRs).  They talk about some material factors 

that affect the buying decision.  Would the existence of a defective wall system affect the buyer’s decision?  

Does it become a material factor in that journey?  That is the answer that the estate agents would need to say 

to themselves.  Are they compliant with CPRs and with disclosing or not disclosing? 

 

To get back to the point, which is about what information they can disclose other than pointing out the 

building has a wall system, that documentation other than the EWS1 does not exist. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Presumably, any of those comments that you have just made about estate agents and 

something that is material and relevant would also apply to any housing associations that do their own 

marketing of their shared ownership properties. 

 

Can I ask you then about the revisions to the EWS1 form and the process in terms of the revision?  The 

Housing, Communities and Local Government Select Committee recommended that the form and the processes 

be revised to address the problems that we have just been talking about this morning with leaseholders 

themselves and also now we are covering off with you again.  Do you agree that this should be done and what 

input are you having into that process of change, if any is now actually happening? 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  The 

basic problem here - and you have heard the scale of it from the other speakers - is the volume of buildings 

which have defective wall systems.  Given the lack of credibility with building regulations in this context, there 

still needs to be a retrospective process of checking buildings to give transparency to parties involved in buying 

and lending.  Yes, we are working through EWS1 and have held a number of roundtables to see whether the 

process can be tweaked, but ultimately the actual core requirement still remains, that until we have visibility of 

the buildings affected and the extent of the works needed, then there will be a question mark around whether 

the works are needed and therefore are we in value affected territory.  Ultimately a process still needs to exist 

to check the wall system and the EWS1 is a process which allows that to happen.  We are reviewing the form.  



 

 
 

We are seeing where the stakeholders concerned are, but ultimately you still need to have something 

somewhere which retrospectively checks the buildings within the UK where there is a wall system and then we 

can start to sort of highlight where the works are needed. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Do you think that the EWS1 forms are being used in the way that they were originally 

intended? 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Very 

good question.  The process was developed when we brought industry together for the post-18 metre 

buildings and that is where Government guidance sat at the time.  You will see within the form itself it has 

18 metres or specific concerns and that was to deal with the sort of slightly sub-18 metre buildings.  The 

question really needs to be thrown back on to the consolidated advice notes.  The emergence of the 

consolidated advice notes in January [2020] brought in very much a sub-18 metre question.  Is the EWS being 

used where it should not be?  The answer is it is being used where there has been a notified risk to buildings.  

Its purpose was 18 metres plus in the first place, but we do have the consolidated advice notes out there now, 

which gives a very clear marker in the sand that sub-18 metre buildings do need to be checked as well.  The 

EWS1 being the only available process to check the wall system, it is being used at sub-18 metre point as well. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Should it be used for the buildings that are under 18 metres?  Do you think it is 

appropriate?  I do not know, I just throw that out there to you. 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  It is 

appropriate to have the buildings checked; it is appropriate that buyers and lenders are fully aware of whether 

there are significant cost-affecting works coming down the track.  To go back to the actual core question here, 

whether buildings need to be retrospectively checked and how we deliver that, then yes, the EWS is being used 

as a process to make sure that buyers are fully informed of the facts before they enter into a buying decision 

and then we have the (Several inaudible words) the safety of buildings. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  It seems to me as though it is being used because there is no alternative and even 

though it is now being used for something that it was not originally designed for, it is really the only way of 

assessing whether or not there is some sort of fire risk in a residential building with some sort of external 

features.  It is the only way of checking that exists at the moment? 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Yes. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  OK, so that is why it is being used.  I think both John and Gary have made a mention of 

the issue of who is actually a qualified professional who is able to undertake the EWS1 assessment.  I wondered 

if you could just set out for me what are the qualifications that somebody needs.  Perhaps you could also say 

how long it takes to get those qualifications because that obviously might affect how large that pool is and 

how quickly it can grow to address what is obviously now a large problem.  I do not know who would like to 

start on that one.  Gary maybe. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Yes, I will come in and 

answer on that.  I think when we were first looking at 18-metre plus buildings with combustible cladding, ACM 

and non-ACM, such as high pressure laminate (HPL) etc., what we were really pointing towards was chartered 

fire engineers to undertake these external wall assessments because they were really the people that you 

should go to for this.  The trouble is the pool of experts that are qualified through the Institution of Fire 

Engineers (IFE) is very small, there are circa 300 or so, and the availability and affordability of professional 



 

 
 

indemnity insurance was also restricting that number as well further because the professional indemnity (PI) 

market has hardened.  Then with the consolidated advice note dropping down below 18 metres and a 

requirement to assess buildings below 18 metres, the number of assessors has increased dramatically that are 

required. 

 

What we have been asked to do by MHCLG is to devise a training programme - IFE has as well - to upskill 

chartered building surveyors like myself with a fire safety background to increase the pool of experts who can 

do this work rapidly.  That programme is underway right now, which we are hoping to launch before Christmas, 

IFE I think is going to be next year, so that we can have a pool of experts that can rapidly scale up and 

undertake these assessments.  We think that is essential, but obviously the professional indemnity insurance 

situation is still one of the barriers to people being able to do this work.  If individuals and their firms cannot 

get professional indemnity insurance, we are still going to have a problem. 

 

We are also very conscious obviously of the Fire Safety Bill, which is whizzing through Parliament more or less 

unopposed and is going to come in place in March [2021] next year, we are told, and that will introduce -- 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  I am going to come on to the Building Safety Bill in a minute.  You were just talking 

about a pool of currently 300.  You have obviously been talking to MHCLG about expanding that pool and 

doing the training.  Once that is complete and you have then scaled up, we are talking going from 300 to how 

many? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  At the moment, there is 

only a handful of RICS members who are doing this.  We have been set a target of 2,000 trained chartered 

building surveyors to do this.  I do not know what the IFE numbers are.  You would have to talk to it about that 

specifically, but obviously it is a much smaller professional body than us.  I suspect that its numbers are not 

going to be anywhere near the scale of ours. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  So the aim is 2,000, which would be much better than 300, but obviously there is a 

concern that there is not that number of people coming through.  Even if there were, you are still saying that 

the restrictions on the indemnity insurance are still going to restrict the whole 2,000 cohort coming into play as 

quickly as we need them, frankly. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Yes.  I think that is where 

we are putting pressure on Government through MHCLG to try and tackle the professional indemnity insurance 

market in particular, because it does need Government intervention with this.  None of us can fix this on our 

own.  This needs Government intervention. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Any positive noises from Government, indications from it at all about freeing up the 

indemnity insurance market? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  I know it is in detailed 

discussions.  I know the Minister [of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government], Lord Greenhalgh, 

is in detailed discussions on a weekly basis with the insurers, so more than that I cannot really say.  I do not 

know, but it would be worth talking to it about it. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Or indeed following up with a letter to both the IFE and possibly to Lord Greenhalgh, if 

he is able to give us an indication of how successful or how quickly that is going to be able to go forward.  Is 

there any flexibility, do you think, for any part of this inspection to be undertaken by somebody other than a 



 

 
 

chartered fire safety inspector or is it absolutely critical at this point that we go through this process of training 

and getting the proper professional indemnity insurance sorted out?  I am not sure whether we should have 

any flexibility, given it might end up with problems again. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  I think we would be very 

cautious about this.  We always make representations about the quality of fire risk assessors and the fact that 

there are multiple different schemes that exist out there and the competence of individuals is the big issue, I 

think.  Having fully qualified, fully trained assessors for EWS, we are talking life safety here.  It has to be the 

gold standard we have to strive for and I would be really concerned about ordinary building inspectors walking 

off the street and thinking they can do this because it is a very complex issue. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  No, absolutely.  I just thought I would throw that in as a question.  Obviously, it is very 

difficult for the people who are trapped in the buildings, so speeding it up has its attractions, but I think it is 

pretty clear that you think that that would be a mistake, which on balance I probably do as well. 

 

Finally, you have just mentioned the Government doing work over the indemnity insurance issue.  What other 

urgent action do you think the Government should take to address the current problems?  Is there anything 

else that it could be doing to help push this forward?  Because I do not know whether you heard all the 

testimony that we had this morning, but people are trapped, people cannot move, people cannot re-mortgage, 

their fixed-rate mortgage is dying a death and then they are being put on to variable rate and it is costing 

them more, £50 or £100 a month more.  We are talking really difficult situations, people who are overcrowded 

who are looking to move somewhere else because they have had another baby.  It is really urgent.  Is there 

anything else that the Government can do? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  It is, and I think we have 

every sympathy with that.  John’s inbox and my inbox fills up on a daily basis with individuals who are 

contacting us and telling us about their terrible circumstances, where they are trapped, which we have every 

sympathy with them about this.  But I think we said to Government that the £1.6 billion fund, which looks as if 

it might be inadequate for the buildings over 18 metres, it needs to do something here by stepping in and 

offering a fund to remediate those buildings which are a life safety issue below 18 metres as well, because 

otherwise we are going to be arguing about this for the next decade.  I think some of these buildings are 

dangerous and people are trapped in dangerous buildings while they are having discussions with their lenders 

and valuers etc.  The issue is one of life safety.  Without Government intervention, I think this is going to be a 

decade-long problem, which is not going to go away easily.  We do need urgent Government intervention on 

this. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  I would fully agree because it is a national issue.  I think to end this cladding mess that 

we are in and some of the other issues that make buildings unsafe in terms of fire safety, we really do need a 

national approach on this.  Thank you, Chair, that is the end of my questions. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Before I bring [Dr] Alison [Moore AM] in on the legislation, could I ask you a 

couple of questions?  You said you want to upgrade people who are chartered building surveyors to be able to 

undertake this work.  How long does it take to become a chartered building surveyor in the first place? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Chair, we have currently 

16,500 chartered building surveyors in the UK, so there is no small number here.  It is not a question of how 

long it takes to qualify, I think.  You commonly would do a three-year degree plus two years of structured 

Assessment of Professional Competence (APC) training, so it is usually five years plus.  On average, it is more 



 

 
 

like six to seven years, but we have no shortage of chartered building surveyors.  It is just the question of 

enticing more of them, if you like, to get involved in fire safety.  I think the issue we have found is that people 

are running scared of it because they cannot get professional indemnity insurance cover.  If there is a fix in the 

market for that, that would rapidly help induce people to help on this issue, because it is a cladding crisis and 

we need more people as soon as possible to help carry out these assessments. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  My experience is that chartered building surveyors seem to be pretty busy 

already, having just tried to engage one to do a building survey for me, but that is another story.  On the 

insurance side, it seems to me that the Government ought to be looking at being the insurer of last resort.  It 

has done that in terms of buildings for people who are affected by flood risk and it seems to me it ought to do 

a similar thing for people affected by fire risk in these circumstances, both in terms of insuring the building and 

also providing professional indemnity insurance if you cannot get it any other way. 

 

I was just going to ask Andy though about the IFE, which is a different route, I guess.  How long does it take to 

qualify as a fire engineer, Andy [Roe]?  I presume a lot of your officers have probably done that. 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  We have an in-house scheme.  We have actually got a small fire 

engineering team, as you know.  Actually, we have only got two chartered fire engineers, and we are one of 

the best equipped fire services in the country.  There are others on the training programme.  Paul Jennings is 

here, who is my Head of Fire Safety.  I think he can confirm this, but I think it is a four or five-year programme 

to qualify as a chartered fire engineer.  Paul, perhaps you could offer some detail.  

 

Paul Jennings (Assistant Commissioner for Fire Safety, London Fire Brigade):  Yes.  A fire engineer, as 

you say, Andy, it is a four-year process, but the chartered fire engineer would take longer than that for them to 

complete, so you are looking at more like six, seven years, as Gary [Strong] said, for his own building surveyors. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  OK, so there is no quick fix to getting people qualified.  We have seen the 

Metropolitan Police Service (MPS), for example, trying to get people qualified as detectives through a short-

circuiting process, not having to go and be trained as full constables and so forth.  There is no way of short-

circuiting this process just by doing that? 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  We do not believe so, because actually the complexity of what is 

required needs a real background in understanding the basic principles of not just fire safety but building 

engineering, different aspects of construction.  This is a complex built environment issue and I do not think 

there is a quick route to qualifying people who have the competency to look beneath the skin of buildings.  I 

would like to just come back to the point.  We are talking about a cladding crisis.  From my point of view, as 

the professional lead of the largest fire and rescue service in the country, this is not a cladding crisis, this is a 

building competency, regulation, inspection crisis.  It goes beyond cladding. 

 

Léonie Cooper AM:  Hear hear. 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  I think we need to constantly remind all relevant stakeholders 

about that, because I think it is very easy to focus on the cladding aspect of this, but as well-respected 

colleagues such as Gary [Strong] and John [Baguley] have referred to, this goes well beyond the external skin 

of the building.  Having listened to the first part of the Committee today, I absolutely feel the distress of the 

people who have sat in front of you, but I am afraid there is a very basic life safety issue here and we do need 

to emphasise that.  Therefore, there must be a process in place to provide some assurance to those who wish 

to purchase or live in a building that it has been either competently maintained or competently constructed in 



 

 
 

the first place and there is no easy answer to do that.  It absolutely does require Government intervention, 

because I am afraid I do not think the industry is going to find the answer on its own, nor does it have the 

capacity to, I would suggest. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  I was just going to ask Gary [Strong] or Andy [Roe], do any universities offer 

degrees in fire safety engineering? 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  They do.  There are a number of universities that do.  Actually, 

because of the scale of the problem, I would imagine this is an area that will see growth in terms of job 

opportunities, but again, the underlying problem that Gary and John have pointed to is that you need to be 

indemnified to do this work because you are taking decisions that affect the life safety of those residents.  If 

you get this wrong in some small part - and it might only need a small part to cause the beginnings of a 

complete building failure, as we have seen on more than one occasion - then I am afraid you do need the 

insurance to underpin that activity.  I do not think it is just about the fact that this is a sector which, in a 

perverse way, you could see as growth in terms of opportunity for the industry.  It has to be underpinned by a 

level of assurance that I think only central Government in the end, working alongside it, to insure it is going to 

be able to give. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Yes.  We have got to get the people in the first place and it seems to me the 

Government ought to be doing a bit more maybe to promote university degrees in fire safety engineering and 

perhaps help fund some of those degrees, like they do for other in-demand subjects that we know that it will 

help people with.  Megan [Life] has got her hand up. 

 

Megan Life (Head of Building Safety, Greater London Authority):  Hello.  I just wanted to make two 

brief points, firstly on the indemnity issue.  I just wanted to hammer home how big a deal this is at the 

moment.  On the cladding remediation funds, particularly the private one, we have a few projects waiting to be 

approved for funding where not a single member of the professional team - not the architect, not the main 

contractor, not the cladding subcontractor, not the approved inspector, not the fire engineer - no one has any 

indemnity cover or they have got general indemnity cover but it has got an exclusion in it for any works related 

to cladding.  So this is definitely a systemic problem and we are seeing that situation on more and more 

projects going forward, so I certainly agree it needs much more concerted Government attention. 

 

The second point I was going to make was around competency.  We talk a lot about competency in the 

construction sector.  From my perspective, where my team deals with building owners all the time, there is a 

big point about the competence of people managing these buildings, not just on a day-to-day basis, though 

how they manage safety on a day-to-day basis is certainly a concern, but also in them being a client for major 

refurbishment and construction works.  One thing that we find particularly on cladding remediation is that the 

building owners do not really know what to look for and do not really know how to be clienting these projects 

in an appropriate way.  We find that sometimes they will procure firms that have no experience in cladding 

remediation before and at the stage at which we are kind of trying to approve funding, we have to go back to 

them and get them to rework their project team because they have not procured the right people to do the 

right tasks. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Thank you.  John had his hand up as well, so I will call on John, but before I 

do that, I am just going to ask you, John [Baguley] or Gary [Strong], I think you said we have got about 300 

qualified engineers.  How many of those do have indemnity insurance?  John. 

 



 

 
 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  The 

honest answer is we do not know, unless Gary [Strong] does.  It is a very hard market, very, very difficult for 

fire safety.  It kind of brings in the point that Megan was making: it is also very difficult across not just fire 

safety personnel, it is around the valuation space, it is around areas touching anything fire safety-related.  I 

think in terms of the managing agents, in their defence maybe it is that actually this is such a new area that 

there is such little expertise out there.  Who do they turn to?  Actually, managing agents are routinely having 

fire exclusions on their own professional indemnity as well, which is making it very, very difficult.  Gary, I do 

not know whether you have any stats on how many fire engineers do not have professional indemnity.  I would 

have thought they are facing a hard market there. 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  Yes, I think anecdotally we 

are receiving evidence almost on a weekly basis of fire engineering practices that are having real, real 

difficulties about renewing their indemnity cover.  We have seen up to tenfold increases in their premiums; we 

have seen limits on indemnity; tenfold increases in their excesses just to be able to continue trading with no 

claims history at all.  I would suspect actually the 300 figure that has been widely quoted in the press is 

actually a lot lower than that in reality, as some people are finding it really, really difficult to operate in this 

hard market. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Yes.  It sounds to me the only way this can be resolved is for the Government 

to step in and be insurer of last resort, otherwise it is just going to go on and on and on.  Anyway, [Dr] Alison 

[Moore] is now going to come in and talk about the legislation going through Parliament. 

 

Dr Alison Moore AM:  Thank you, Chair.  This is obviously a critical area, particularly in the light of the 

Government drive to accelerate building and regeneration projects across the country obviously, but in London 

in particular.  It is a real issue around a whole range of buildings and that issue about competence in building, 

both in cladding and construction, is an area of big concern to me and to all of us, obviously, particularly given 

that acceleration in building.  To Gary and to John particularly a couple of questions.  Do you believe that the 

Building Safety Bill will deliver a system that will ensure leaseholders can be assured that their building is safe?  

That is not just about cladding, obviously, it is about that whole element of construction.  Are there any 

additional measures that you think should be included? 

 

Gary Strong (Fire Safety Lead, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  It is a good question, [Dr] 

Alison [Moore].  I think the Building Safety Bill, which obviously is in pre-legislation scrutiny right now - and all 

of us have probably made comments back to the Committee in terms of that scrutiny - I think our concern is 

that it is focusing, and for probably good reasons right now because of capacity on high-risk buildings, on 

18 metres or whatever that definition might be.  It is not actually defined in the Building Safety Bill, but yes, 

high-risk buildings will have the oversight of the Building Safety Regulator.  The intention of MHCLG is, it 

says, to introduce it across all buildings eventually, but I think that is going to take time because of the 

capacity issues in the marketplace.  The reality is this may be a decade away until we actually get the Building 

Safety Regulator up and running through the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) looking at all buildings.  Yes, 

certainly high-rise buildings will be the focus to begin with, but my concern is really that the building stock 

which is not classed as high-risk or high-rise, and that is where we are seeing, as we have discussed earlier, the 

issues which are currently existing, not just in cladding, but in compartmentation and everything else. 

 

Dame Judith Hackitt [Government adviser on the Building Safety Regulator] made some good 

recommendations about competence, and she chairs the Industry Safety Steering Group (ISSG), and we were in 

front of her just recently talking about this, with the Raising the Bar report, which was just released last 

Monday about competence across all actors in the construction industry.  Industry itself has to really up its 



 

 
 

game, I think, and particularly around construction and supervision so that gaming the system, as she calls it, 

does not take place, so that we are building buildings which are fit for the future and fit for purpose.  But of 

course, that does not deal with the problems where we have got existing buildings which have not been 

constructed properly and that is what we are flushing out now as we are starting to do more intrusive surveys 

of buildings.  This is a long-scale problem and I think it is almost a bit like the New Zealand leaky buildings 

scandal, which went on for decades.  We are in the same situation, I think, over here in the UK.  It is a massive 

concern to us. 

 

John Baguley (Tangible Assets Valuation Director, Royal Institution for Chartered Surveyors):  

Nothing to add to Gary [Strong] there, just the challenge is the legacy housing stock.  That is really where the 

industry is wrestling and trying to do what it can to provide a solution. It does need that centralised approach 

to this.  The elephant in the room still remains.  Even if you solve capacity and competence, you still have the 

payment of the remediation.  Ultimately, until buildings are remediated, then we will still be having the same 

conversation. 

 

Dr Alison Moore AM:  The message is that some of that remediation is not just about cladding, it is about 

wall structure.  That is the concern that I have particularly and that comes up again in retrofitting of buildings, 

the conversion of office buildings into residential accommodation and of course the remediation of buildings 

where you are going in and upgrading gas or electric supply in the context of compartmentation are all areas 

that I am particularly concerned about, but thank you both for that.  We will obviously be watching that 

carefully. 

 

Finally from me for Andy Roe, do you believe the Building Safety Bill will provide sufficient safeguards to 

prevent another combustible cladding scandal? 

 

Andy Roe (London Fire Commissioner):  I think we have got a pragmatic view of this.  While we understand 

some of the concerns highlighted to the first part of this Committee, we think actually this enabling legislation 

is probably the best chance in a generation to form guidance through the detail that will come in the 

secondary legislation, so we see it as enabling legislation.  Obviously, we have a dedicated Bill team, many of 

whom will be listening to this Committee today, and they are working pretty much on a daily basis to submit 

evidence to the relevant Houses, the Select Committee consultation.  We think the draft law goes a long way 

towards meeting the kind of policy objective of a robust regime, but if you view it both in isolation and then 

together with the Fire Safety Bill, there are a number of matters that require further thought.  We are both 

lobbying hard and working together with colleagues in Government to make sure that secondary guidance and 

legislation is well informed. 

 

The way I put this is that for me, it was interesting to hear Gary talk about starting with high-rise buildings.  

Despite the fact that widening the scope of it brings its own challenges, we are very clear that we think this 

legislation needs to take the widest possible approach to the built environment.  We welcome the regulator.  

The reason for that is maybe a bit of history.  If you look at the Henderson’s department store fire in Liverpool 

in 1960, in which 11 people died, that led to the Government passing the 1963 Office, Shops and Railway 

Premises Act.  The 1961 Factories Act was brought in following a fire at Eastwood Mills in Keighley in which 

eight people died and was extended in 1971 to include hotels, following the 1965 Boxing Day fire at the Rose 

and Crown Hotel in Saffron Walden, in which 11 people died.  The Fire Safety and Safety of Places of Sport Act 

in 1987 was enacted following the horrific fire at Bradford City and the [Fire Precautions] (Sub-surface Railway 

Stations) [England] Regulations were brought in following the King’s Cross fire, which of course many of my 

colleagues who I served with early in my career had attended. 

 



 

 
 

The point of perhaps explaining that history is it points to what happens when you keep the scope of 

legislation too narrow.  They dealt with fires in similar types of premises and locations rather than looking at 

fire safety in the round.  What we are urging Government to do is to keep the scope of this and its 

implementation as wide as possible because we all fail if the legislative response to the Grenfell Tower fire - 

which is of course the greatest loss of life since the Second World War in a single act in this country - only 

deals with fire safety in high-rise buildings and not the wider built environment.  I would say positive, yes, as 

enabling legislation, but it needs to be wide in its scope and Government need to listen to us and other expert 

stakeholders in how that secondary guidance is then written and applied. 

 

Dr Alison Moore AM:  That is really helpful, thank you, Andy [Roe].  It is about the basic principles of good 

construction rather than how you cut corners, so it feels to me like that is a really critical part of it.  Thank you, 

Chair. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM (Chair):  Thank you to our second panel.  In particular, can I thank Megan [Life], Gary 

[Strong] and John [Baguley]?  Andy [Roe] is staying on with us for the last session of the morning.  Thank you 

for your help today.  If you would like to follow the rest of the proceedings, you are welcome to do so, but we 

are now moving on to panel 3, so if the rest of our panel for panel 3 would like to join us, if they have not 

already, we can move on to that. 
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