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1 Introduction 
On 2 December 2024, the Home Office released its response1 to the Emergency Evacuation 
Information Sharing plus (EEIS+) consultation2, two years after the consultation held 
between 18 May and 21 August 2022.  

The Government’s response contains 14 key conclusions poised to guide future policy and 
operational strategies. This document analyses Conclusions 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, offering 
insights into their impact on stakeholders and aligning them with overarching strategic 
objectives. 

1.1 Grenfell Tower Inquiry (GTI) Phase 1 Recommendation 

On the conclusion of Phase 1 of the Grenfell Tower Inquiry (GTI), the following 
recommendation was made: 

Recommendation 33.22(e): 

"The owner and manager of every high-rise residential building be required by law to prepare 
personal emergency evacuation plans for all residents whose ability to self-evacuate may be 
compromised (such as persons with reduced mobility or cognition)." 

1.2 Background 

The government’s initial consultation on Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs)3, 
which ran from 20 July 2021 to 12 October 2021, sought public and stakeholder feedback on 
proposals to implement recommendations from the Grenfell Tower Inquiry Phase 1. 

Subsequently, the Home Office developed a package of measures to deliver against these 
recommendations and put them out to consultation in the Emergency Evacuation 
Information Sharing Plus consultation. The consultation sought views on proposals for: 

• RPs to identify and engage with mobility impaired residents in higher risk buildings 
(that is, those with simultaneous evacuation strategies in place), offering them a 
Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessment (PcFRA) and considering with them what 
interventions might be reasonable to put in place to mitigate against the risks 
identified in the PcFRA; 

• RPs to then, in cases where there are remaining issues that prevent the resident’s 
evacuation, to make the resident’s details available to the local Fire and Rescue 
Service (FRS) who would factor this information into their operational response in 
the event of a fire and potentially carry out an emergency evacuation. 

 
1 Government Response to EEIS+ Consultation: Government response: Emergency Evacuation Information Sharing Plus (EEIS+) 
consultation (accessible) - GOV.UK  
2 Emergency Evacuation Information Sharing Plus Consultation: EEIS consultation document - GOV.UK  
3 PEEP Consultation: Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans in high-rise residential buildings (accessible version) - GOV.UK 
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2 Analysis of Conclusions 

2.1 Conclusion 3 

“There is no evidence that RPs have been able to broadly implement workplace-type PEEPs 
that are practical, proportionate or safe, in a way that allows a person to evacuate a building 

unassisted in a residential setting.” 

While the consultation refers to the situation in 2022, the claim that there is no evidence to 
substantiate the implementation of safe, proportionate, or workplace-type PEEPs is difficult 
to align with the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea's (RBKC) response4  to the EEIS+ 
consultation, which states:   

“We fully support the recommendations set out in the Public Inquiry’s Phase 1 report 
and have taken steps to implement measures that meet those recommendations.  

To date, we have written to all residents in blocks with a storey height of 11 metres or 
greater, as well as those who live in blocks in which we have changed the evacuation 
strategy from ‘stay put’ to ‘simultaneous evacuation’, to ask whether they want or need 
a PEEP. Letters have been sent to residents in all of those blocks, which has included 
5,734 homes this year. We will continue to write on an annual basis to residents to 
encourage residents to self-identify their vulnerability where appropriate.  

Further, we have sent out fire safety leaflets to all residents to inform them how they 
can get in touch with us to arrange a person-centred fire risk assessment and PEEP. This 
also covers residents in blocks below 11 metres in height, which we feel is appropriate, 
as it allows us to offer the same service to all residents, regardless of the height of the 
building in which they live. We have also updated our fire safety information for 
disabled people. In future, we will write to all residents each year regarding PEEPs.” 

2.1.1 Public Sector 

Since 2022, numerous public sector organisations have been developing PEEPS: 

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea Council (RBKC) Response to GTI Phase 2 Report5 

“Support for vulnerable residents – We have increased the proportion of tenants for 
whom we hold vulnerability data from less than nine per cent to nearly 70 per cent; 
completed over 800 Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessments (PCFRAs) and developed over 
400 Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs). All safety information is recorded by 
the Fire, Health and Safety Team and stored in Secure Information Boxes for use by 
emergency services. All Council tenants and leaseholders have received a booklet 

 
4 RBKC EIIS+ Response: https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/1uogi7orrv3g75g8grr3i/PEEPs-consultation-
response.pdf?rlkey=3j6y1a2ewz4gxzhoobp9f9y6x&st=msdwp19i&dl=0  
5 RBKC Response to the GTI Phase 2 Report: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/grenfell-response-and-recovery/grenfell-tower-inquiry  
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explaining the evacuation procedure that applies to their block. The booklet is available 
in 10 other languages.” 

Lambeth Council 

The results of a Freedom of Information Request (FOI) by The Guardian6 identifies that the 
Council had developed 2,529 PEEPS since 2017 and that these are up to date for those with 
short term conditions such as lower limb injuries, late-stage pregnancies as well as those 
with long term vulnerabilities and with oxygen.  

Southwark Council 

Southwark Council has enrolled over 160 managers on the Triple Solutions training 
programme prior to implementing PEEPs across their property portfolio. 

East Suffolk Council 

East Suffolk Council has been implementing Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs) 
across their property portfolio for the past two years, following training with Triple A 
Solutions.  

Additional Public Sector Organisations 

The following public sector organisations are taking proactive measures to ensure that 
vulnerable residents have personalised evacuation plans, identified by a Google search: 

Thanet Council 

Stevenage Borough Council 

LB Hammersmith & Fulham  

Croydon Council  

Brent Council 

Stevenage Borough Council 

Barnet London Borough Council 

Central Bedfordshire Council 

LB Waltham & Forest 

Portsmouth City Council 

Merton Council 

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 

Southampton City Council 

Lancaster City Council 

Hammersmith & Fulham Council 

Epping Forest District Council 

2.1.2 Housing Associations 

A google search has also identified the following housing associations: 

One Housing 

The Riverside Group 

Westward Housing 

Alpha Housing Services  

 
6 Guardian FOI Requests: https://www.theguardian.com/society/article/2024/sep/01/evacuation-plans-vulnerable-london-
dangerous-postcode-lottery-grenfell%20https://www.theguardian.com/society/article/2024/sep/01/evacuation-plans-
vulnerable-london-dangerous-postcode-lottery-grenfell  
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Sovereign Network Group 

Metropolitan Thames Valley 

Origin Housing 

Southlake Housing 

Sutton Housing Partnership 

Gateway Housing Association 

Islington & Shoreditch Housing 

Cornerstone Housing 

Zebra Housing 

Shepherd’s Bush Housing Association 

Red Kite Community Housing 

Tower Hamlets Community Housing 

Shepherds Bush Housing Association 

Platform Housing Group 

Gateway Housing Association 

Solihull Community Housing 

PA Housing 

Karbon Housing 

Red Kite Housing Services 

2.2 Conclusion 5 

“The scope of Residential PEEPs will go beyond that of the consultation. Regulations will 
mandate Residential PEEPs for all high-rise residential buildings and for residential buildings 

between 11 metres and 18 metres with simultaneous evacuation strategies in place.” 

GTI Recommendation 33.22(e) is not restricted exclusively to structures employing a 
simultaneous evacuation method. Consequently, limiting the execution of Residential PEEPs 
to structures ranging from 11 to 18 meters in height, alongside simultaneous evacuation 
measures, is inconsistent with this advice.  

The recommendation promotes a holistic strategy that includes all residential buildings, 
regardless of the evacuation method, to protect at-risk residents during emergencies. A 
disabled resident unable to evacuate from imminent danger in any residential structure, 
such as during a fire in their flat, faces the same risk as a disabled resident in a building 
employing a simultaneous evacuation method. 

2.2.1 Expansion of regulation to buildings of all heights 

A disabled resident unable to evacuate from the second level of an 8-metre structure faces 
the same risk as a resident in an 18-metre building. The building's height does not reduce 
the potential risk for those with mobility impairments or other vulnerabilities in an 
emergency. Both residents would encounter considerable hazards if adequate evacuation 
protocols, such as PEEPs, are not implemented to facilitate their safe egress from the 
building.  

Consequently, it is challenging to comprehend the reasoning for imposing the forthcoming 
laws only on residential structures employing a simultaneous evacuation technique, 
particularly in light of the current legislative stipulations outlined in the Fire Safety Order 
(FSO). 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The FSO mandates RPs to guarantee the safety of all relevant persons within a building, 
including vulnerable people such as those with disabilities or mobility impairments, 
irrespective of the evacuation strategy implemented. The legislative stipulations do not 
distinguish between structures employing simultaneous evacuation techniques and those 
utilising alternative evacuation arrangements. The emphasis is on safeguarding all residents, 
which entails offering customised evacuation plans such as PEEPs for individuals requiring 
assistance.  

Limiting the Residential PEEPs to buildings employing a simultaneous evacuation approach 
appears incongruent with the overarching legal responsibilities to safeguard vulnerable 
populations. It establishes a safety gap for residents in structures with varying evacuation 
procedures, when PEEPs and additional safety measures are equally essential.  

2.2.2 Commentary Text: High Costs 

The comments assert the following regarding the expenses associated with extending the 
mandate to encompass all structures:  

“While the PEEPs related Grenfell Tower Inquiry recommendations were specific to high-
rise residential buildings, there have been some calls for the scope to be expanded to all 
residential premises. The consultation Impact Assessment shows the potential for high 
costs if the mandated requirement was extended beyond high-rise buildings, and costs 
would significantly increase if all 1.7 million multi-occupied residential buildings covered 
under the FSO were in scope. At this stage, the additional costs are considered to be 
disproportionate. As with other new requirements in fire safety legislation, the impact of 
the Regulations will be monitored, which will allow consideration of whether there is a 
proportionate case to extend coverage to certain other classes of building in the future.” 

However, page 11 of the Government's PEEPs Consultation Impact Assessment7 (8th June 
2021) delineates the expenses related to the development of a PEEP as follows: 

Gross hourly wage of a Responsible Person (RP):  £20.68 

NFCC estimate of time to develop a PEEP:  2 hours 

Total cost to develop a PEEP:    £41.36 

Applying these costs to the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea/TMO (RBKC/TMO) for 
the development of PEEPs for the 37 disabled residents of Grenfell Tower, the total direct 
costs would have amounted to: 

Total direct cost to develop a PEEP:   £1,530 

Service charge cost per month/flat:   £12.75 

It is challenging to comprehend how these costs could be deemed disproportionate in light 
of these figures, particularly given the developing a PEEP is relatively inexpensive and could 

 
7 Government's PEEPs Consultation Impact Assessment Impact Assessment: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/60bf2b04e90e07438ee57424/PEEPs_consultation_IA.pdf  
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impove the safety of vulnerable residents during emergencies. In comparison to the 
potential risk to life if proper evacuation plans are not in place, the cost per resident is 
modest. 

2.3 Conclusion 7 

“There are a wide range of well-practised measures by which RPs already identify and 
engage with their vulnerable residents which can be used to encourage them to participate 

in the Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessment process. We will therefore mandate RPs to 
undertake reasonable steps to identify vulnerable residents and take a ‘reasonable 

endeavours’ approach to follow through with that identification if contact is not easily 
established, while leaving the final decision on whether to come forward with the residents 

themselves.” 

The approach of this conclusion does not align with the FSO or the Equality Act 20108 as 
neither stipulates a legal obligation for individuals to self-identify to obtain legal protection. 

According to the FSO, the RP (e.g., building owner or manager) is accountable for 
implementing fire safety measures for all relevant persons, including those with disabilities. 
The objective is to evaluate threats and implement sufficient safety protocols for all 
occupants of the building, especially for individuals requiring extra assistance, such as PEEPs. 
This requirement is independent of individuals voluntarily disclosing their status. 

The Equality Act 2010 mandates that individuals with protected characteristics, including 
disability, must not experience discrimination. The Act also requires that appropriate 
adjustments be implemented to guarantee that individuals with disabilities are not 
disadvantaged relative to those without disabilities. This obligation is not contingent upon 
an individual's self-identification; the duty to ensure fair access to safety and services is a 
legal requirement for all providers. 

Consequently, it is incompatible with both the FSO and the Equality Act 2010 to propose that 
safeguards should be contingent upon individual self-identification. The legislation 
establishes an inclusive framework that inherently addresses the requirements of vulnerable 
individuals, guaranteeing appropriate protection without the necessity of disclosing their 
disability status. 

2.3.1 Fire Risk Assessment: Means of Escape for Disabled People 

The Fire Risk Assessment: Means of Escape for Disabled People9 guidance has been available 
on the Home Office website since 2007. This document provides detailed advice on how to 
assess and ensure safe evacuation for disabled people in the event of a fire, emphasizing the 
importance of considering the needs of vulnerable residents when planning fire safety 
measures. 

 
8 Equality Act 2010: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents  
9 Fire Risk Assessment: Means of Escape for Disabled People: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5ec5401ee90e0754d1dedf20/9446_Means_of_Escape_v2_.pdf  
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While the guideline predominantly addresses the workplace, Section 1.1 – Legal Overview 
clearly delineates the legal responsibility for enforcing the criteria for means of escape for 
individuals with disabilities in buildings governed by the FSO:  

“The Fire and Rescue Service’s role in fire evacuation is that of ensuring that the means 
of escape in case of fire and associated fire safety measures provided for all people who 
may be in a building are both adequate and reasonable, taking into account the 
circumstances of each particular case. Under current fire safety legislation it is the 
responsibility of the person(s) having responsibility for the building to provide a fire 
safety risk assessment that includes an emergency evacuation plan for all people likely 
to be in the premises, including disabled people, and how that plan will be implemented. 

Such an evacuation plan should not rely upon the intervention of the Fire and Rescue 
Service to make it work. In the case of multi-occupancy buildings, responsibility may rest 
with a number of persons for each occupying organisation and with the owners of the 
building. It is important that they co-operate and co-ordinate evacuation plans with 
each other. This could present a particular problem in multi-occupancy buildings when 
the different escape plans and strategies need to be co-ordinated from a central point. 

The Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (DDA) does not make any change to these 
requirements: it underpins the current fire safety legislation in England and Wales – the 
Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 – by requiring that employers or 
organisations providing services to the public take responsibility for ensuring that all 
people, including disabled people, can leave the building they control safely in the event 
of a fire. 

Where an employer or a service provider does not make provision for the safe 
evacuation of disabled people from its premises, this may be viewed as discrimination. It 
may also constitute a failure to comply with the requirements of the fire safety 
legislation mentioned above.” 

It is therefore difficult to comprehend how any regulation could be drafted in a manner that 
seeks to justify the exclusion of disabled resident who have not self-identified. Such an 
approach would fundamentally undermine the principles of both the FSO and the Equality 
Act 2010. 

The FSO places the responsibility on the RP to assess risks and implement fire safety 
measures for all relevant persons, regardless of whether those individuals have self-
identified as disabled or vulnerable. This legal obligation ensures that everyone, including 
those with disabilities, are protected without requiring individuals to come forward to 
disclose their needs. 

Similarly, the Equality Act 2010 mandates that disabled people should not face 
discrimination and that reasonable adjustments must be made to accommodate their needs. 
Excluding those who have not self-identified effectively denies them equitable protection, 
which is at odds with the Act's core purpose of ensuring fairness and preventing 
disadvantage for individuals with protected characteristics. 
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Drafting a regulation that excludes disabled individuals who have not self-identified would 
not only fail to meet the legal standards of these existing frameworks but would also risk 
creating a discriminatory and inequitable system. It would place the burden of safety on the 
individuals most vulnerable to harm, rather than on the entities legally responsible for their 
protection. Such an exclusionary approach would be indefensible from both a legal and 
ethical perspective. 

2.4 Conclusion 8 

“The Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessment process offers a well-established route for RPs to 
identify fire risks to vulnerable residents, and to identify potential mitigations that are 

practical, proportionate and safe. We will mandate the Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessment 
process in Regulation, while allowing RPs the flexibility to continue with existing processes as 

appropriate and adapted for their local circumstances and resident populations.” 

It is essential to acknowledge that the difference between a PcFRA and a PEEP resides in 
their objectives, scope, and usage.  

The distinction between a PcFRA and a PEEP is substantial, and combining the two may 
result in misconceptions and inadequate fire safety planning. Each plays a specific function, 
and comprehending their distinctions is crucial for executing efficient fire safety protocols. 

2.4.1 Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessments (PcFRAs): 

Scope: Focuses on identifying and mitigating fire risks specific to an individual's living 
environment. 

Purpose: Ensures the safety of vulnerable individuals by reducing fire risks in their personal 
surroundings, such as adjusting for smoking habits, electrical safety, or mobility aids that 
could contribute to fire hazards. 

Setting: Typically applies to individuals in their homes, particularly in social housing, 
supported living, or care settings. 

Content: Involves assessing:  

• Fire hazards specific to the individual. 
• Behaviours or conditions that increase fire risk. 
• Interventions to reduce risk (e.g., installing smoke alarms, providing fire blankets, 

removing hazards). 

Outcome: Aims to prevent fire incidents by tailoring fire safety measures to the person's 
environment and needs. 

2.4.2 Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs): 

Scope: Focuses on how an individual will safely evacuate from a building. 

Purpose: Ensures that an effective, tailored evacuation strategy is in place for individuals 
who may face barriers to escaping unaided due to disability, age, or mobility issues. 
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Setting: Applies to buildings with multiple occupants, such as high-rise residential buildings, 
workplaces, or care facilities. 

Content: Involves planning:  
• How the individual will be alerted to an emergency. 
• The route and method of evacuation. 
• Any required assistance or equipment (e.g., evacuation chairs, buddy systems). 

Outcome: Aims to ensure safe and timely evacuation during an emergency. 

2.4.3 Conflating the Two is Unhelpful: 

Different Objectives: PcFRAs focus on reducing fire risks in an individual’s environment, while 
PEEPs ensure individuals can evacuate safely during an emergency. Conflating them risks 
undermining the distinct and critical objectives of each. 

Implementation Challenges: Mixing the concepts could lead to incomplete risk management, 
such as focusing only on reducing fire risks without addressing evacuation needs, or vice versa. 

Clarity in Responsibility: RPs need clear guidelines on when to conduct a PcFRA versus when to 
implement a PEEP. Confusion can lead to gaps in fire safety compliance. 

However, while distinct, PcFRAs and PEEPs can complement each other: 

A PcFRA can identify fire risks that might impact the effectiveness of a PEEP. 

A PEEP ensures that individuals are not only protected from fire risks but also have a clear, 
actionable plan for evacuation in case of an emergency. 

By maintaining clarity between the two, organisations can deliver more effective and 
comprehensive fire safety for all individuals. 

2.5 Conclusion 9 

“The use of volunteers to support evacuation, e.g. neighbours or family, should be considered 
as part of the Person-Centred Fire Risk Assessment, and it would be for the resident to source 

and get their agreement to help.” 

The Home Office's acknowledgement that family or neighbours can support a disabled 
individual is positive. Nonetheless, as addressed in the preceding section, the amalgamation 
of PEEPs and PcFRAs is counterproductive. 

The FSO does not explicitly mandate that assistance with fire safety procedures, including 
evacuation, be offered by an employee. Article 18 of the Order merely emphasises the 
necessity for those aiding in the execution of preventative and protective measures to 
possess competence, characterised by adequate training, experience, knowledge, or other 
attributes requisite for fulfilling these duties effectively. 

An effectively structured emergency plan that includes voluntary, trained support is both 
pragmatic and legally valid. Nevertheless, families and neighbours are improbable to execute 
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effective measures unless they have received training and are equipped with the 
appropriate tools. 

2.5.1 Commentary Text:  

“Residential PEEPs need to allow for these informal, resident-determined arrangements, and 
Article 50 guidance will encourage residents to consider whether they are able to and wish to 

source volunteers to support their evacuation under element (d) of the PcFRA process 
(‘implementation of reasonable and proportionate measures’) above.” 

Safeguarding concerns relating to disabled residents identifying "buddies" to assist them in 
emergencies are critical to ensure that the PEEP process is safe, ethical, and equitable. While 
the buddy system can be an effective part of emergency planning, it introduces potential 
risks, particularly regarding safeguarding, consent, and accountability. 

Inappropriate Pairings: 

• Disabled residents might feel pressured to identify a buddy from their neighbours or 
acquaintances, leading to pairings that are not based on trust, competence, or 
willingness. 

• Without proper vetting or training, there is a risk of assigning individuals who may 
not be suitable or capable of providing effective support. 

Risk of Exploitation or Abuse: 

• Buddies may gain access to the disabled resident's private spaces or personal 
information, which could be misused. 

• There is a potential risk of power imbalances or dependency, making the disabled 
resident vulnerable to exploitation or abuse. 

Consent and Autonomy: 

• Disabled residents may feel compelled to nominate a buddy, even if they are 
uncomfortable doing so, which undermines their autonomy. 

• Similarly, potential buddies may feel obligated to agree to the role, even if they lack 
the willingness or capacity to assist effectively. 

Privacy Concerns: 

• Sharing details about a disabled resident’s condition or specific needs with a buddy 
could breach privacy or confidentiality, especially if not handled sensitively or 
securely. 

Safeguarding Measures to Address Concerns 

Voluntary Participation: 

• Both disabled residents and buddies must participate voluntarily, without pressure 
or obligation. 
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• Clear, informed consent should be obtained from both parties. 

Training and Vetting: 

• Buddies must undergo proper training to ensure they understand their role and 
responsibilities, including the safe use of evacuation aids. 

• Background checks or safeguarding training may be necessary, especially in settings 
where vulnerable individuals are involved. 

Clear Role Definition: 

• Define the buddy’s role and ensure it is practical, safe, and within their capabilities. 

• Buddies should not be expected to perform tasks that require specialist skills or 
place them at personal risk. 

Professional Oversight: 

• The RP under the FSO should oversee the buddy system to ensure it aligns with 
broader fire safety and safeguarding policies. 

• Formal documentation and regular reviews of PEEPs should be conducted. 

Privacy and Confidentiality: 

• Limit the information shared with buddies to what is strictly necessary for their role. 

• Ensure all parties understand and respect privacy protocols. 

The buddy system will improve evacuation planning for impaired residents, however, it must 
be executed with stringent controls to mitigate risks of exploitation, ineptitude, or privacy 
violations. RPs must emphasise consent, training, and supervision, guaranteeing that the 
system is secure, respectful, and efficient for all participants. 

2.6 Conclusion 10 

“The RP and resident will discuss which measures, identified through the Person-Centred Fire 
Risk Assessment, can be implemented. The FSO approach that the RP is ultimately 

responsible and that the decision on which measures will be implemented remains with 
them, excepting that in the general case a resident will make the decision whether or not to 
implement a measure within their flat which it has been determined is for them to pay for.” 

Requiring disabled people without disposable cash to pay for fire safety mitigations presents 
practical, ethical, and legal issues. Such an approach risks preventing the RP from fulfilling 
their FSO requirements to mitigate or eliminate life safety threats for the individual and 
others in the building. 
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2.6.1 Key Issues: 

Practical Concerns 

The principal obligation for guaranteeing fire safety and eliminating life safety threats lies 
with the Responsible Party, usually the building owner or manager. The FSO requires that 
the RP implement steps to mitigate or eliminate fire hazards for all residents, including 
individuals with disabilities, in fulfilment of their obligation to ensure the safety of all 
pertinent individuals. If the RP cannot execute mitigation measures for disabled residents 
because to insufficient disposable resources or a reluctance to invest in necessary 
adaptations, the safety of these people may be jeopardised.  

This would place the RP in an untenable situation, as they may be unable to fulfil their duty 
to ensure a safe workplace for everybody, thereby subjecting them to legal repercussions. 
The absence of available finances further hinders the effective execution of suitable fire 
safety protocols, including Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs) or assisted escape 
apparatus for those unable to evacuate independently. In the absence of financial assistance 
from the service provider, disabled residents may be at considerable risk during a fire 
incident.  

Ethical Concerns 

From an ethical perspective, requiring individuals, especially those with disabilities, to 
finance their own fire protection contravenes ideals of equity and fairness. Individuals with 
disabilities, who often encounter considerable social and financial obstacles, should not be 
subjected to circumstances where their safety relies on their capacity to finance life-saving 
equipment or services.  

The Equality Act 2010 safeguards individuals with disabilities from discrimination, therefore 
imposing charges for reasonable adjustments is likely to be perceived as discriminatory. 
Moreover, such methods may sustain a dual system of safety, wherein disabled residents 
receive disparate treatment relative to non-disabled individuals, who would be safeguarded 
without incurring extra financial obligations. 

Legal Concerns: 

The FSO and the Equality Act 2010 establish explicit obligations on landlords, property 
owners, and other accountable entities to prevent discrimination against disabled 
individuals. The FSO mandates the protection of all pertinent individuals, including those 
with disabilities, in the event of a fire, and assigns the obligation for executing safety 
measures to the RP. If the RP cannot guarantee the availability of necessary safety 
equipment because to financial limitations encountered by disabled residents, this may lead 
to legal disputes.  

Disabled individuals unable to afford necessary accommodations may be compelled to 
reside in hazardous conditions, resulting in possible allegations of non-compliance with the 
FSO and violations of their rights under the Equality Act. The legal ramifications for the RP 
may encompass litigation, fines, or potentially criminal prosecution if fire safety issues are 
inadequately addressed. 
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Mandating that disabled residents incur the expenses of safety mitigations is neither 
pragmatic nor equitable, especially when financial constraints hinder effective risk 
mitigation. The RP must adopt a proactive and inclusive strategy to mitigate dangers, 
utilising available resources, funds, and legal frameworks to guarantee the safety of all 
people without discrimination. This not only guarantees adherence to fire safety and 
equality regulations but also fosters a more ethical and equitable perspective on building 
safety. 

In conclusion, the need to mitigate fire safety concerns should not be placed onto vulnerable 
disabled individuals who lack the financial means for essential precautions. The RP shall 
guarantee the implementation of all safety measures, irrespective of the resident's financial 
circumstances, to adhere to fire safety regulations and avert discriminatory practices. The 
inability to comply jeopardises the safety of disabled residents and subjects the responsible 
party to considerable legal and ethical dilemmas. 

2.7 Conclusion 11 

“Home Office will set out in Article 50 guidance that costs to implement measures will usually 
be charged to the individual where they are the only beneficiary, across all leaseholders in 

the building (where appropriate and where leases allow), or by the Responsible Person 
themselves paying for measures. Article 50 guidance will also explain how leaseholders can 

challenge costs they deem unreasonable.” 

The Equality Act 2010 explicitly delineates the obligations for service providers, individuals 
performing public tasks, and associations as follows: 

• to take reasonable steps to avoid any substantial disadvantage that a provision, 
criterion or practice creates for disabled people (s.20(3)). 

• to take reasonable steps to avoid any substantial disadvantage that a physical 
feature creates for disabled people, or adopt a reasonable alternative (s.20(4)), and 

• to provide an auxiliary aid where not doing so puts disabled people at a substantial 
disadvantage (s.20(5)). 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC)10 have confirmed that assisted escape 
devices could be seen by the courts as a reasonable adjustment under the Equality Act 2010. 
This highlights the legal obligation for RPs to ensure such devices are provided without 
charging disabled residents. However, this creates complex challenges for both RPs and 
disabled individuals, particularly when social dynamics such as hate crimes and resident 
group opposition come into play. 

 

 
10 EHRC: Homepage | EHRC 
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2.7.1 Local Government Association (LGA) EEIS+ Response11 

Attention is also drawn to the statements made in the LGA EEIS+ Response: 

“Our view is that RPs should have an obligation to ensure that those who are unable to 
self-evacuate can do so in buildings with a simultaneous evacuation strategy. 

We go further and say that social landlords are in law under an obligation already to 
consider what reasonable adjustments can be made to ensure those residents who, 
because of disability, cannot self-evacuate, can do so in buildings with a stay put 
evacuation strategy (in such buildings the advice to residents is to leave the building if 
the fire is in their flat or threatens them). Part 3 of the Equality Act 2010 imposes an 
anticipatory duty on councils and housing associations in relation to allocation of 
tenancies and the management of let properties: see Nur & Ors, R (On the Application 
Of) v Birmingham City Council [2021] EWHC 1138 (Admin) (04 May 2020) (Nur). This 
means that they are under an anticipatory duty to consider the requirements of their 
disabled residents without those residents having to ask.” 

And 

“Treating disabled residents differently in buildings of different height is likely to be 
unsustainable in the face of legal challenge under equality law. Height should not be a 
decisive factor in deciding whether a building should be mandated to enact EEIS - rather 
all buildings should be included. 

If we do not mandate EEIS+ in buildings with stay-put policies, this legislation represents 
a step backwards in terms of regulation of the built environment. Given that PEEPs were 
previously a requirement in social housing but would not be replaced with EEIS under 
these proposals in this category of building, disabled residents would be left with less 
legal protection than before.” 

2.7.2 Key Issues: 

Legal Framework: 

• The Equality Act 2010 prohibits charging disabled individuals for reasonable 
adjustments, including assisted escape devices, as this would constitute unlawful 
discrimination. 

• The FSO requires RPs to ensure the safety of all relevant persons, which includes 
providing adequate evacuation measures for disabled residents. 

Social Barriers: 

• Many disabled residents experience hate crimes or prejudice, making them reluctant 
to request accommodations like assisted escape devices. 

 
11 LGA EEIS+ Response: LGA EEIS+ Consultation Response | Local Government Association 
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• Resident groups or individuals opposed to the installation or funding of such devices 
may escalate tensions, leaving disabled residents further marginalized. 

Challenges for the RP: 

• RPs are legally obligated to provide reasonable adjustments but may face resistance 
from residents who perceive these measures as unfair. 

• Balancing these competing demands places the RP in an "impossible position," 
where fulfilling legal obligations risks social conflict and reputational damage. 

Safety Risks: 

• Delayed or avoided implementation of assisted escape measures due to these 
barriers exposes disabled residents to heightened risks during emergencies, 
undermining the RP's fire safety duties. 

• Unresolved tensions can also erode trust, discouraging open communication. 

2.8 Conclusion 13 

“In the event of a fire, the FRS will fight the fire, and undertake the evacuation and rescue of 
vulnerable residents. To support FRSs in carrying out these emergency evacuations, we will 

require, in Regulation, specific information on all vulnerable residents in in-scope buildings to 
be made available by RPs to their local FRS. This will be supported by Article 50 guidance.” 

Placing the Duty of Care for the safe evacuation of all residents unable to escape a high-rise 
residential building onto firefighters is neither practical nor legally feasible under the current 
legislative framework (please refer to Section 3: Legislative Conflicts).  According to the 
Office for National Statistics (ONS), approximately 22% of the UK population is living with a 
disability, which includes a wide range of conditions that could impact mobility, sight, 
hearing, or cognitive function.  This does not include those with temporary impairments who 
may also be unable to evacuate unassisted. 

Respiratory Disease  

Mental Health  

Deaf/hard hearing  

Diabetes 

Living with Cancer  

Heart Disease 

Stroke Survivors  

Dementia 

Epilepsy  

Parkinson’s Disease  

12 million 

11 million/yr 

11 million 

3.9 million 

3 million 

2.3 million 

1.3 million 

920,000 

600,000 

145,000 

Mobility Issues  

Arthritis or similar  

Neurodiverse  

Dyslexia  

Osteoporosis  

Sight loss  

Morbidly Obese  

Wheelchair Users  

Hip/knee ops /yr  

Spinal Injury  

11 million 

10 million 

10.3 million 

6.3 million 

3 million 

2.5/3 million 

1.4 million 

1.2 million 

160,000 

50,000 
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The number of disabled residents in higher-risk buildings (such as high-rise residential 
buildings) can vary depending on various factors, including the location, size of the building, 
and the demographics of the residents.  

2.8.1 Evacuation versus Rescue 

Evacuation and rescue both pertain to the extraction of individuals from hazardous 
circumstances, although they carry distinct connotations, particularly for those with 
disabilities.  

Evacuation 

Evacuation refers to the planned movement of individuals from a dangerous or potentially 
dangerous location (such as a building during a fire, flood, or other emergencies) to a safer 
area. In the context of disabled people, evacuation generally means: 

• Assisting individuals to move to safety in an orderly, coordinated manner, typically 
using established escape routes and procedures. 

• Providing additional help to individuals with disabilities, who may face challenges in 
moving themselves without assistance (e.g., mobility impairments, cognitive 
disabilities, or sensory impairments). 

• Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPs) are developed for disabled residents 
in high-rise buildings to help them evacuate in the event of a fire or other 
emergencies. 

In short, evacuation involves helping individuals evacuate with support, if needed, rather 
than removing them from a hazardous area by force or under duress. 

Rescue 

Rescue, on the other hand, refers to the active and often urgent intervention to remove 
individuals from imminent danger, especially when they cannot evacuate themselves due to 
severe impairments or other critical conditions. In the context of disabled people, a rescue 
may be necessary when: 

• The individual cannot evacuate on their own, even with assistance, due to the 
nature of their disability (e.g., a person who is immobile, unconscious, or unable to 
navigate through the building due to severe mobility issues or other impairments). 

• Emergency personnel (such as firefighters or paramedics) must intervene directly to 
physically remove or carry the person to safety. 

• Rescue typically involves more immediate, high-risk actions compared to evacuation, 
as the individual may be trapped, unresponsive, or unable to reach safety without 
external help. 

In summary, while evacuation is a broader process that includes helping disabled individuals 
escape with the proper assistance or equipment, rescue involves more urgent, direct 
intervention by emergency responders to save individuals who cannot evacuate 
independently. 
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2.8.2 Firefighter Response Timescales 

The research report titled "The Fire Risks of Purpose-Built Blocks of Flats"12 by the University 
of Leeds and Phil Murphy (June 2021) highlights several significant findings about fire risks in 
high-rise buildings, especially concerning evacuation challenges and the need for PEEPs for 
disabled residents. 

The study found that purpose-built flats, especially high-rise buildings, face an increased risk 
of delays in firefighting responses compared to other types of dwellings. High-rise flats are 
more likely to experience firefighting delays, with a six-fold increase in delays compared to 
houses. This delay significantly impacts the likelihood of fatalities or injuries. Furthermore, 
fires in flats often see more extensive fire spread before firefighting begins, indicating 
possible compartmentation failure, which further jeopardizes the safety of residents. 

  

 

2.8.3 Challenges facing firefighters required to evacuate every disabled resident 

Firefighters encounter many obstacles when evacuating persons utilising assisted escape 
devices, particularly if the equipment has been acquired by the residents independently.  

These obstacles arise from practical, safety, logistical, and legal factors.  

Lack of Familiarity with the Devices 

• Training Gaps: Firefighters will not be familiar with the specific assisted escape 
devices that residents have purchased. Without proper training on how to use these 
devices, such as evacuation chairs, there could be delays in evacuating residents, 
and improper use could result in injury. 

• Different Models and Designs: Assisted escape devices come in various models, 
each with different features, weights, and operating procedures. Firefighters may 

 
12 Fire Risks of Purpose-Built Blocks of Flats Research Report: https://www.bafsa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-
manager/2021/07/Fire-Risks-of-Purpose-Built-Blocks-of-Flats-An-exploration-of-Official-Fire-Incident-Data-in-England.pdf  
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not be trained on every type of device residents might have, leading to confusion or 
improper use in an emergency. 

Access to the Devices During an Emergency 

• Storage Locations: Assisted escape devices must be easily accessible in the event of 
an emergency, but residents may store them in places that are not easily reachable, 
especially if the devices are bulky or heavy. In a high-pressure emergency situation, 
fire crews may have difficulty locating or retrieving the devices in time. 

• Improper Positioning: If the escape devices are stored in a room that is hard to 
access or blocked by debris, firefighters may struggle to retrieve them quickly, 
delaying the evacuation process. 

Time Constraints in Emergencies 

• Time Sensitivity: During a fire or other emergency, time is critical. Evacuations need 
to be carried out quickly to ensure the safety of residents. If firefighters are not 
familiar with how to use the assisted escape devices or if the devices are difficult to 
operate, it can slow down the evacuation process and put residents at greater risk. 

• Additional Evacuation Time: Evacuating residents with mobility impairments or 
other disabilities generally takes longer, especially when assisted escape devices are 
involved. This is exacerbated when firefighters need to assess and understand how 
to use unfamiliar devices under time pressure. 

Compatibility with Building Infrastructure 

• Building Design Constraints: Many assisted escape devices, such as evacuation 
chairs, require sufficient space, such as wide corridors and staircases, to be 
effectively used. Buildings with narrow or obstructed hallways, steep staircases, or 
insufficiently designed escape routes can make it difficult to evacuate individuals 
using these devices unless they have been tested. 

• Lifts vs. Stairs: In multi-story buildings, if the device requires evacuation by stairs, 
the layout and design of stairwells become critical. Some buildings may not have 
suitable stairwells or enough space for an assisted escape device purchased by a 
resident, making it challenging for firefighters to evacuate the disabled resident 
effectively. 

Lack of Standardisation 

• Inconsistent Devices: If residents purchase different types of assisted escape 
devices, there may be inconsistency in design and functionality, leading to confusion 
for firefighters. Standardisation of devices across a building would make evacuation 
procedures more streamlined and effective. 

• No Uniform Process: In buildings where residents are using different personal 
escape devices, it becomes difficult to implement a uniform evacuation procedure. 
Firefighters may need to adapt to each device and its unique characteristics, causing 
delays or errors during evacuation. 
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Health and Safety Concerns 

• Injury Risk for Firefighters: Assisted escape devices, such as evacuation chairs, are 
often heavy and difficult to manoeuvre, especially if they are not used regularly or 
correctly. Firefighters may risk injury if they are required to transport residents using 
these devices, particularly in stressful or chaotic situations. 

• Physical Demands: Some devices, such as devices for bariatric individuals, require 
multiple firefighters to safely evacuate the resident. This places additional strain on 
emergency responders, who may already be dealing with other tasks in a high-
pressure, dangerous environment. 

Legal and Liability Issues 

• Responsibility for Devices: If a resident acquires personal assisted escape devices, it may lead 
to ambiguity or disputes concerning accountability for their proper operation. Building 
owners or fire and rescue services may incur legal obligation in instances of equipment 
malfunction or improper usage. Online-purchased devices may not be suitable for the 
individual user or the environment, and there is frequently an absence of adequate training 
for the operators, exacerbating the risks. 

• Legal Compliance: Fire and rescue services are required to follow strict protocols for 
evacuating individuals and using non-standard or unapproved devices might present 
legal and insurance challenges, especially if they are not certified for emergency use. 

• Potential Disputes: If a resident's escape device is damaged or improperly used 
during an emergency, there could be disputes regarding the responsibilities of the 
property owners, fire services, or the resident, leading to potential legal 
complications. 

Vulnerabilities in Emergency Response 

• Inadequate Communication: In an emergency, it is essential that firefighters have 
access to information about residents' specific needs, including whether they have 
assisted escape devices and how to use them. A lack of coordination or 
communication between building management, residents, and fire services can lead 
to delays in identifying who requires assistance and what devices need to be used. 

• Inadequate PEEP Implementation: If PEEPs are not in place or not properly 
communicated to fire crews, firefighters may not be aware of the specific needs of 
disabled residents, including the use of assisted escape devices. This lack of 
information can delay the evacuation process. 

Maintenance and Regular Checks 

• Device Maintenance: Assisted escape devices must be regularly checked and 
maintained to ensure they are functional during an emergency. If the resident has 
purchased the device themselves, they may not have the same maintenance 
standards or practices in place as those provided by building management, leading 
to malfunctioning devices when they are needed most. 
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• Wear and Tear: Over time, devices may become worn or damaged, especially if they 
are not used regularly. If a device is not in proper working condition when 
firefighters attempt to use it, the evacuation process may be delayed or 
compromised. 

2.8.4 National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) Premises Information Box Guidance13 

Section 1.8 of the National Fire Chiefs Council (NFCC) Premises Box Guidance Annex A 
delineates the requisite number of firefighters for the safe evacuation of disabled residents, 
categorised by various impairments and evacuation needs.  

The recommendation specifies the number of firefighters necessary for the evacuation of 
two groups of impaired residents. 

Category 1 (Red): Requires 3 or more firefighters and/or additional equipment for 
individuals with severe mobility impairments (e.g., bariatric persons, wheelchair users, 
individuals requiring stretchers or medical equipment). 

Category 2 (Amber): Requires 2 or fewer firefighters for individuals with less severe 
mobility impairments, such as those who are blind, partially sighted, have a hearing 
impairment, or have cognitive impairments. 

Application of the guidance to the 37 Disabled Residents of Grenfell Tower 

Assuming that the 37 disabled residents at Grenfell Tower fall into various categories based 
on their needs (some requiring Category 1 assistance, others in Category 2), the following is 
an estimate of the number of firefighters required for evacuation. 

Example Breakdown (Hypothetical): 

Assuming a rough estimate of: 

• 20 residents require Category 1 assistance (e.g., wheelchair users, bariatric 
individuals, those needing stretchers or medical equipment). 

• 17 residents require Category 2 assistance (e.g., those with less severe mobility 
impairments, cognitive impairments, or sensory impairments). 

Applying the guidance to the Grenfell Tower disabled residents: 

Category 1 Residents (20 people) 

• Each Category 1 resident would need 3 firefighters or more to assist with 
evacuation. 

• Therefore, for 20 residents in Category 1:  

o 3 firefighters per resident × 20 residents = 60 firefighters needed. 

 

 
13 NFCC Premises Box Guidance: https://www.fia.uk.com/news/fia-and-nfcc-s-new-code-of-practise-on-the-provision-of-
premises-information-boxes-pibs-in-residential-buildings.html  
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Category 2 Residents (17 people) 

• Each Category 2 resident would need 2 firefighters or fewer to assist with 
evacuation. 

• Therefore, for 17 residents in Category 2:  

o 2 firefighters per resident × 17 residents = 34 firefighters needed. 

Total Number of Firefighters Needed: 

• For 20 Category 1 residents, 60 firefighters are needed. 

• For 17 Category 2 residents, 34 firefighters are needed. 

• Total firefighters required for 37 disabled residents = 60 + 34 = 94 firefighters. 

The NFCC guidance for the number of firefighters required for evacuating disabled residents 
provides a framework for understanding the scale of resources needed to ensure safe 
evacuation. Based on the assumed breakdown of 37 disabled residents in Grenfell Tower, 
approximately 94 firefighters would be required to evacuate these residents safely. This 
underscores the significant challenges and resource demands associated with evacuating 
disabled residents from high-rise buildings in emergencies. 
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3 Legislative Conflicts 
If the conclusions are incorporated into a regulation, the following conflicts with primary 
legislation will need to be addressed: 

3.1 The Fire Services Act 200414 

3.1.1 Core Functions 

6 Fire safety 
(2) In making provision under subsection (1) a fire and rescue authority must in particular, to 
the extent that it considers it reasonable to do so, make arrangements for— 

(a) the provision of information, publicity and encouragement in respect of the steps to 
be taken to prevent fires and death or injury by fire; 

(b) the giving of advice, on request, about— 

(i) how to prevent fires and restrict their spread in buildings and other property; 
(ii) the means of escape from buildings and other property in case of fire. 

Potential amendment: 

(2) In making provision under subsection (1) a fire and rescue authority must in particular, to 
the extent that it considers it reasonable to do so, make arrangements for— 

(a) adequate numbers of operational firefighters to ensure the safe evacuation of 
every resident unable to evacuate unassisted residing in high-rise residential 
buildings; 

(b) training of all firefighters in the use of every available assisted escape device and 
in the safe transfer of all disabled residents in high-rise residential buildings into 
the appropriate assisted escape device; 

(c) the provision of information, publicity and encouragement in respect of the steps to 
be taken to prevent fires and death or injury by fire; 

(d) the giving of advice, on request, about— 

(i) how to prevent fires and restrict their spread in buildings and other property; 
(ii) the means of escape from buildings and other property in case of fire. 

 

 

 
14 Fire Services Act 2004: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/21/contents 
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3.2 Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 200515 

3.2.1 Article 14 Emergency routes and exits 

(2) The following requirements must be complied with in respect of premises where 
necessary (whether due to the features of the premises, the activity carried on there, any 
hazard present or any other relevant circumstances) in order to safeguard the safety of 
relevant persons—  

(b) in the event of danger, it must be possible for persons to evacuate the premises as 
quickly and as safely as possible; 

Potential amendment: 

(2) The following requirements must be complied with in respect of premises where 
necessary (whether due to the features of the premises, the activity carried on there, any 
hazard present or any other relevant circumstances) in order to safeguard the safety of 
relevant persons—  

(b) in the event of danger, it must be possible for all individuals to evacuate the 
premises as quickly and safely as possible, excluding residents in high-rise residential 
buildings who are unable to evacuate unassisted; 

3.2.2 Article 15 Procedures for serious and imminent danger and for danger areas 

15. (1) The responsible person must— 

(b) nominate a sufficient number of competent persons to implement those procedures 
in so far as they relate to the evacuation of relevant persons from the premises; and 

Potential amendment  

15. (1) The responsible person must— 

(b) nominate a sufficient number of competent persons to implement those procedures 
in so far as they relate to the evacuation of relevant persons from the premises 
excluding residents of high-rise residential buildings; and 

3.3 Equality Act 201016 

3.3.1 Article 13 Direct discrimination 
(1) A person (A) discriminates against another (B) if, because of a protected characteristic, 

A treats B less favourably than A treats or would treat others. 

 

 
15 Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/21/contents  
16 Equality Act 2010: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents  
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Potential amendment: 

(1) A person (A) discriminates against another (B) if, because of a protected characteristic, 
A treats B less favourably than A treats or would treat others excluding disabled 
residents of high-rise residential buildings. 

3.3.2 Article 20 Duty to make adjustments 
(3) The first requirement is a requirement, where a provision, criterion or practice of A's 

puts a disabled person at a substantial disadvantage in relation to a relevant matter in 
comparison with persons who are not disabled, to take such steps as it is reasonable to 
have to take to avoid the disadvantage excluding means of escape for disabled 
residents of high-rise buildings. 

(5) The third requirement is a requirement, where a disabled person would, but for the 
provision of an auxiliary aid, be put at a substantial disadvantage in relation to a 
relevant matter in comparison with persons who are not disabled, to take such steps as 
it is reasonable to have to take to provide the auxiliary aid. 

(7) A person (A) who is subject to a duty to make reasonable adjustments is not (subject to 
express provision to the contrary) entitled to require a disabled person, in relation to 
whom A is required to comply with the duty, to pay to any extent A's costs of complying 
with the duty. 

Potential amendment: 

(3) The first requirement is a requirement, where a provision, criterion or practice of A's 
puts a disabled person at a substantial disadvantage in relation to a relevant matter in 
comparison with persons who are not disabled, to take such steps as it is reasonable to 
have to take to avoid the disadvantage except for provisions related to the means of 
escape for disabled residents in high-rise residential buildings. 

(5) The third requirement is a requirement, where a disabled person would, but for the 
provision of an auxiliary aid, be put at a substantial disadvantage in relation to a 
relevant matter in comparison with persons who are not disabled, to take such steps as 
it is reasonable to have to take to provide the auxiliary aid except for the provision of 
assisted escape devices for disabled residents in high-rise residential buildings. 

(7) A person (A) who is subject to a duty to make reasonable adjustments is not (subject to 
express provision to the contrary) entitled to require a disabled person, in relation to 
whom A is required to comply with the duty, to pay to any extent A's costs of complying 
with the duty. An exception is that a disabled resident of a high-rise residential 
building who may be charged for the cost of an assisted escape device. 
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4 Final Conclusions 

In conclusion, the Government's response to the EEIS+ consultation reveals several conflicts 
with primary legislation. The analysis of firefighter involvement in evacuations highlights key 
challenges and contradictions in the practical implementation of fire safety measures for 
disabled residents. Although the EEIS+ response outlines a broad framework for enhancing 
fire safety in residential settings, it does not fully address the complexities of evacuating 
individuals with disabilities. While the guidance proposes various evacuation strategies, it 
overlooks the practical difficulties associated with firefighter-led evacuations, especially in 
high-rise buildings. 

From the NFCC (National Fire Chiefs Council) guidelines, the number of firefighters required 
to safely evacuate disabled individuals would be substantial, depending on the level of 
impairment. This is not realistic within the response times and resource constraints faced by 
FRS, especially in large-scale emergencies or when multiple floors are involved. For example, 
the need for up to 94 firefighters to evacuate 37 disabled residents (as outlined earlier) 
shows the scale of the resource challenges. 

Additionally, firefighters are often not trained or equipped to assist in evacuating residents 
in certain situations, such as those who rely on assisted escape devices. The role of 
firefighters should ideally focus on fire suppression and life-saving measures, not extensive 
evacuation assistance, especially for vulnerable individuals with mobility impairments. This 
highlights the gap between the ideal scenario and the practical reality, where the demand 
for firefighting resources may exceed availability, putting both residents and firefighters at 
risk. 

In summary, while PEEPs, PcFRAs and fire safety regulations are crucial, expecting 
firefighters to undertake full evacuations for disabled residents in certain settings is not 
always practical or safe. There is a need for alternative evacuation strategies tailored to the 
specific needs of residents with disabilities, such as assisted escape devices and voluntary 
support from neighbours or designated buddies. However, any such solutions must be 
balanced with safety considerations, ensuring that no disabled person is placed in an 
untenable or unsafe position during an emergency. 
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