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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 In October 2018, the Government announced that a programme of environmental 
checks would be carried out to investigate any risks to human health including from 
potential land contamination surrounding the Grenfell Tower as a result of the fire.  

 
1.2 The programme is being managed and overseen by the Multi-Agency Partnership 

(MAP), which is coordinated by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government (MHCLG).   MAP membership includes a number of organisations with 
relevant expertise including the Environment Agency and Public Health England, 
MHCLG and Kensington and Chelsea Council, and others, as required. 
   

1.3 MAP agreed to implement a program of soil checks and this is being carried out in 
two stages. The first stage has now been completed, with the results published in 
October 2019.  We are now looking to appoint an Environmental Consultant to carry 
out the second and final stage of this assessment. 
 

1.4 The procurement for Stage 2 was led by the Council because of its statutory duties 
regarding land contamination.  We followed a competitive tender process, carried 
out using the Homes England Framework.  One full tender submission was 
received from AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited (AECOM). This 
has been evaluated by MHCLG, the Environment Agency and the Council.  
Residents were also involved in evaluating the community engagement parts of the 
tender. 
 

1.5 AECOM’s submission was awarded a score of 90.34 out of 100 demonstrating its 
high quality.  It is therefore recommended that the contract is awarded to AECOM.  
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 The Leadership Team is asked to: 

 Award the Stage 2 of the Grenfell land contamination checks contract 
(“Detailed inspection comprising a Tier 2 and Tier 3 risk assessment into 
potential contaminated land around Grenfell Tower – Full Factual and 
Interpretative Report) to AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Ltd. 

 

3. REASONS FOR DECISION 

3.1 In October 2018, the Government announced that an additional programme of 
environmental checks would take place following the Grenfell Tower fire tragedy.  
This included assessing whether the fire has caused potential land contamination.  
An Environmental Consultant needs to be appointed to carry out the second stage 
of this soil investigation.  
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3.2 The appointment of AECOM will enable the programme of environmental checks 
to continue, providing further evidence and re-assurance to residents.  MAP will 
use the findings of Stage 2 to provide advice on any further action or remediation 
that is required to ensure there is no unacceptable risk to health. 

3.3 Because the Council has statutory responsibility for investigating land, under Part 
2A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, it has led the procurement process 
and has co-ordinated the evaluation. However, the decision about who to award 
the contract to is the combined responsibility of MHCLG, the Environment Agency 
and the Council, under the Government-led Multi Agency Partnership (MAP).  

3.4 Final tenders were due in January 2020 and only one consultant submitted a full 
tender. After a thorough evaluation of the tender submission, involving the above 
parties and residents who requested to be part of the process and scored the tender 
submission, it was unanimously decided to recommend that the contract should be 
awarded to them.  

3.5 The Leadership Team is therefore asked to approve this recommendation to enable 
Stage 2 to proceed.   

4. BACKGROUND  

4.1  In October 2018, the Government announced that an additional programme of 
environmental checks would be carried out in the vicinity of Grenfell Tower1. A 
Multi-Agency Partnership (MAP) was set up to oversee the delivery of this 
programme. 

 
4.2  Membership of MAP includes representatives from MHCLG, the EA, Public Health 

England (PHE), NHS England, the Food Standards Agency (FSA) and the Council.  
Other partners are invited to attend as issues arise.   

   
4.3 A Science Advisory Group (SAG)2 was set up during stage 1 and is chaired by the 

Government’s Chief Scientific Adviser specifically to provide scientific advice and 
recommendations to MAP. SAG is made up of independent experts in relevant 
scientific fields, and their recommendations and meeting minutes from throughout 
Stage 1 of the project were published online for transparency. To provide additional 
scientific scrutiny and assurance, MAP has also appointed a Suitably Qualified 
Person (SQP), who is an independent consultant and will oversee the work of the 
consultant appointed for Stage 2. The SQP, Dr Paul Nathanail, who worked on 
Stage 1 of the programme has been re-appointed to continue this role in Stage 2. 

 

                                            
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/further-environmental-checks-for-grenfell-site 
 
2 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/797360
/science_advisory_group_terms_of-reference_april_2019.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/further-environmental-checks-for-grenfell-site
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/797360/science_advisory_group_terms_of-reference_april_2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/797360/science_advisory_group_terms_of-reference_april_2019.pdf
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4.4 The environmental checks are being delivered in two stages, in accordance with 
the process for investigating potential contaminated land under part 2A of the 
Environmental Protection Act (EPA)1990.  The Contract for Stage 1 was awarded 
in December 2018 to the Environmental Consultants ‘AECOM’ through the ESPO 
Framework.  It was completed in 2019 with the full suite of reports published in 
October 2019, detailing the results of Stage 1 testing.  

 
4.5 Stage 1 was an exploratory investigation to understand what contaminants might 

be present in the soil and whether there might be any contaminant linkages – a 
means for the pollution to reach any receptors e.g. people or property.   
 Sampling was carried out in 21 areas within 1km of Grenfell Tower.  These areas 
were selected on the basis of a number of factors including the direction that the 
smoke plume travelled in, community feedback and practical accessibility.  A more 
detailed pilot study was also undertaken in one area (Waynflete Square), the 
purpose of this was to enable a Part 2A risk assessment to be developed as an 
example of how a more extensive investigation might be progressed in Stage 2.  

 
4.6 The level of chemicals found in Stage 1 were typical of those generally found in 

London and other urban areas.  However, some pollutants were detected above 
their recognised generic screening values, but they were not at high enough 
concentrations to be considered to cause an ‘unacceptable risk’ referred to under 
Part 2A of the EPA 1990. Public Health England did not consider there to be an 
elevated risk to anyone’s health from potential land contamination because of the 
Grenfell Tower fire.  The full 1 Stage report is available here. 

 
4.7 MAP has taken the decision to proceed with Stage 2 to provide further evidence 

and re-assurance. 
 
4.8 Stage 2 is a more detailed investigation and risk assessment, informed by the 

results and recommendations of Stage 1.  Stage 1 recommended that Stage 2 
includes testing soil for lead, PAHs, asbestos and dioxins and furans and dioxin-
like PCBs.  Testing produce grown in community kitchen gardens and allotments 
could potentially take place depending on levels of contamination found in the 
surrounding soil in these areas.  Sampling is currently proposed to take place in 35 
locations. This will enable a detailed health and environmental risk assessment to 
be undertaken.  

 
4.9  It is this Stage 2 of the investigation that is the subject of the contract being awarded 

in this report.  The procurement has been administered by the Council on behalf of 
MAP, through the Homes England Framework.  Stage 2 will be funded by MHCLG.  
The stages of procurement and process followed is outlined below.  

 
5. PROPOSAL AND ISSUES  

Procurement process 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/grenfell-environmental-checks-stage-1-report
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5.1 The invitation for expressions of interest for the Stage 2 contract was advertised on 
the Homes England Framework on 13th November 2019 for one week.  On the 20th 
November 2019, ten expressions of interest had been received.   

 
5.2  It was agreed, prior to the start, that if there were more than five expressions of 

interest, there would be a sifting phase to ensure that no more than five companies 
went through to the final stage.  On November 21st, the sifting phase was advertised 
and the ten consultancies who had submitted expressions of interest were given 
two weeks to submit responses to four questions (300 words max response to each 
question).  These questions were as follows and they were each worth five marks: 

 

 Give three relevant examples from the last six years of generic/ detailed risk 
assessments relating to human health completed within the context of Part 
2A of the Environment Protection Act 1990 (as amended in 2012).  

 

 Give three relevant examples from the last six years of generic/ detailed risk 
assessments relating to human health completed within the context of Part 
2A of the Environment Protection Act 1990 (as amended in 2012). 

 

 Describe the community engagement you undertook in relation to the 
examples given above.  

 

 Describe your company’s internal quality control/ quality assurance policies 
and processes as relevant to this project  

 

5.3 By the deadline of 5 December, out of the ten companies that had initially 
expressed an interest, only two responded with answers to the above questions.   

 
5.4  Representatives from the Environment Agency, MHCLG and the Council scored 

the answers to the above questions.  Residents who had expressed an interest in 
taking part in the procurement process also scored the question on community 
engagement.  Further information about this is included in section 7. To proceed, 
each consultancy had to score more than 3 out of 5 in each section. 

 
5.5 Both consultancies achieved high scores (15/20 and 16/20) and therefore passed 

the sift, and on 18th December 2019, they were both invited to submit a tender in 
response to the full specification. The deadline for responding was 24th January 
2020.  On the 24th January, one tender was received from the Environmental 
Consultancy ‘AECOM’.  The other company withdrew from the process but did not 
give a reason for doing so.  

 
Evaluation of the tender submission 

5.6 Although only one tender submission was received, we proceeded with the rigorous 
evaluation process which involved assessing the company’s tender against a 
number of technical requirements.   
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5.7 The contract specification is divided into two parts - ‘Technical specification’, which 
is broken down into five criteria, and contract ‘price’.  The technical side of the 
evaluation makes up 60% of the overall marks, cost makes up the remaining 40%.  
This split reflects the importance of technical quality and expertise and the fact that 
cost is not the driving factor in awarding the contract.   

 
5.8 The EA, MHCLG and RBKC reviewed the submission separately and awarded 

scores out of five against each of the criteria.  The five criteria that make up the 
technical specification are listed below.  Whilst each is scored out of five, a 
weighting factor (which is in brackets) is then applied to the score.  

 Experience and capability of the team providing the services (25) 

 Understanding of site specifics (15) 

 Methodology (35) 

 Community engagement (15) 

 Health and safety and CDM (10). 
 
5.9 Residents continued to play an important part in the evaluation (see section 7 for 

further information) and a small group reviewed and scored the section of the 
submission on community engagement and were able to ask further questions of 
the consultant.  This is summarised in section 7 below. 

 
5.10 On 7th February 2020, AECOM was invited to attend Kensington Town Hall to 

present their tender submission to the evaluation panel and to answer any follow-
up questions.  The event was divided into two parts.  The first focussed on the 
community engagement element of the tender. Residents attended that section and 
they had the opportunity to ask the consultants questions.  The consultants 
delivered a ten minute presentation and then a further 45 minutes was set aside as 
a Q&A session.  Residents then adjourned to another room with MHCLG to give 
their own assessment of AECOM’s presentation and responses on community 
engagement. 

 
5.11 In the second part of the evaluation session, AECOM delivered a 20-minute 

presentation to the evaluation panel consisting of MHCLG, EA and RBKC going 
through the remainder of the submission, followed by a 30-minute Q&A session. 

 
5.12 Following this evaluation day, the combined final evaluation scores of EA, MHCLG, 

the Council and residents’ community engagement score were compiled.  A 
minimum score of 3 in each category was required, which would therefore mean 
an overall minimum score of 66. The table below shows AECOM achieved a score 
of above 3 in each category and a total of 83.9 out of 100, considerably higher than 
the minimum score required.  

 
Table 1: Combined evaluation scores and summary of comments 
 

Criteria Average score 
(out of 5) 

Summary of comments 
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1   Experience and 
capability 

4.67 All issues addressed and some additional benefits 
included: senior staff allocated to this project many of 
whom sit National Committees and Advisory Panels. 
 

2   Site specifics 4.67 Demonstrated a clear understanding of what is 
involved and what they must deliver, in an area which 
has suffered significant trauma. 
    

3   Methodology 4 35 sites to be tested. Detailed site management plans 
proposed for each. Review of previous Stage 1 to be 
carried out along with new material produced since 
then. Provisional timetable and options for sampling 
shared. 
 

4   Community 
Engagement 

4 Understand importance of involving the community, 
drop in events, inviting residents to join them on site 
walkovers and sampling and ensuring that any results 
and maps produced can be understood and use of 
jargon is to be avoided. 
 

5   Health and Safety 
(H&S) and 
Construction Design 
and Management 
(CDM) 

4 Demonstrated a robust approach to H&S and CDM.  
Mental Health and well being also incorporated.  
Sufficiently senior staff assigned to project. 
 

 
 
Table 2: Weighted scores 
 

Criteria Total average 
score out of 5 

Weighting applied    Weighted score 

1   Experience 4.67 25 23 

2   Site specifics 4.67 15 13.9 

3   Methodology 4 35 28 

4   Community Engagement 4 15 12 

5   Health and Safety 4 10 8 

TOTAL  100 83.9 
 
 
5.13  As mentioned, technical quality makes up 60%.  Once the weighting has been 

applied this gives an overall technical score of 50.34. 
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5.14  Contract price accounts for the remaining 40% of the marks.  As there is only one 
tenderer, they are automatically the lowest bidder and therefore will score the 
maximum weighted score of 40.  

 
5.15 The price of the contract has been reviewed and given the complexity and high 

priority which has been attached to the work, the costs are deemed reasonable. 
 
5.17 This figure of 40 for the cost is then added to the score for technical quality (50.34 

+ 40) to produce a total overall weighted score of 90.34 (out of 100).   
 
5.18 This demonstrates that AECOM has submitted a high-quality bid which the 

evaluation panel were satisfied with. The Multi-Agency Partnership was updated 
on the decision made by the evaluation panel at a meeting on 17 February, and 
there were no objections to recommend the appointment of AECOM. 

 
6. OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS  

6.1 There are two options to consider:  

 Award the contract to AECOM or 

 Do not award the contract and go back out to tender.  

Awarding the contract to AECOM  

6.2 AECOM submitted a high-quality bid which showed a strong understanding in all 
areas of the specification for technical quality.   

6.3 AECOM is the consultancy that carried out Stage 1 and is proposing to use the 
same team for Stage 2.  Due to the challenging and sensitive nature of this project, 
this team is made up of senior, experienced technical staff working at AECOM. 
AECOM therefore already has a strong appreciation of the importance of this Stage 
2 investigation and excellent knowledge of the information gathered in Stage 1.  

6.4 During the presentation to the community, MHCLG, EA and RBKC, the AECOM 
Team also demonstrated its understanding of the importance of community 
engagement in this project, and desire to take the community with them during the 
sampling process and involve them in this.  This was reflected in the scores of the 
residents who scored the tender submission.  

Not awarding the contract to AECOM 

6.5 If this option is taken, the contract will need to go back out to tender.  This will lead 
to a significant delay in being able to commence the Stage 2 investigation, which 
we would not advise given the concerns of the community to understand any risk 
to health as soon as possible.   

 
6.6 It is also worth considering that we could not guarantee more companies would 

submit a tender if we were to go out again. 
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7. CONSULTATION AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

7.1 MHCLG is leading on community engagement throughout the programme. 

7.2 The procurement process has taken into account feedback gathered during the 
Stage 1 community events, attendance at community meetings and drop-in 
sessions, as well as from responses to our community updates and articles in North 
Ken News.  Residents told MHCLG they: 

 Wanted to be kept informed on the process  
 Wanted MAP to be open and transparent throughout  
 Felt an approved list of suppliers (also known as a ‘framework’) would enable 

several appropriately qualified independent specialists to bid. 
  

7.3 MHCLG also asked if residents would like to be involved in the procurement 
process for Stage 2.  It used a number of ways to communicate/promote the 
opportunity to become involved in the Stage 2 procurement process:  

 

 27 August 2019: Email and flier was sent to all community groups, 
including Grenfell United, Residents’ Associations and individuals on the 
environmental checks distribution list plus it was posted on ‘Nextdoor’. 

 29 August, 05 September, 17 October and 20 October: Drop in sessions 
held at Bay 20, the Curve and Kensington Leisure Centre. 

 September and October: articles appeared in North Ken News 

 20 September 2019 and 15 January 2020: Community updates – sent to 
all on the environmental checks distribution list and those who have 
contacted the environmental checks inbox plus posted on Nextdoor. 

 16 October 2019: Reminder email went out to residents (also sent 
separately to Lancs West) reminding them about the opportunity to be 
involved and that MHCLG would be at drop in events on 17 and 20 
October re the Stage 1 results. 

 
7.4 A number of residents put themselves forward and representatives of MHCLG 

and the Council met with interested residents in October, December and January 
to discuss how best to achieve this.  Initially five residents put themselves forward 
to discuss this, but two of them were unable to commit to attending meetings, so 
three residents progressed with these discussions. 

 
7.5 Following feedback from residents, the tender specification was drafted to ensure 

that community engagement was recognised and evaluated as a stand-alone 
element of both the sifting phase and final tender submission. Residents also 
contributed ideas to the community engagement activities for Stage 2, for example 
suggesting a publicised site walkover and an easy-to-understand version of the 
report, which are now included as requirements for deliverables.   
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7.6 Residents were able to review the specialists’ responses on community 
engagement during both the sifting phase and final tender submission and 
developed a series of questions for the specialist to respond to during a 
presentation, as part of the evaluation process.  This session included a question 
and answer session.  Five residents were present for this – two of the initial 
residents who had worked with MHCLG and the Council, plus three additional 
residents who were interested in getting involved in the process. 
 

7.7 During this session, residents asked AECOM for more community engagement 
than the proposed drop in events, as well as ensuring that the results would be 
easy to understand for the community.  For example, they said that they found 
the maps presented in Stage 1 difficult to interpret.  AECOM agreed to work with 
residents to improve future materials produced.  AECOM also said that it was 
willing to include more community engagement opportunities in the process, such 
as visits to schools and working with children on the testing to promote an interest 
in STEM subjects. This answered residents’ specific questions and concerns 
around this area. 
 

7.8 Another aspect residents were particularly concerned to discuss was a question 
about whether they could have an independent person with the required scientific 
expertise who they would recruit themselves to act on their behalf to challenge 
the work of the consultant.  Residents felt they were not sufficiently knowledgeable 
to be able to do this themselves and that this would help build trust in the process.   

  

7.9 There are already a number of scrutiny and assurance arrangements in place: 
 

 The Science Advisory Group (SAG) – independent group of scientific 
experts, established and chaired by the Government Chief Scientific Adviser 
who advises the Multi-Agency Partnership managing the programme 

 MHCLG and DEFRA Chief Scientific Advisors (CSAs) – day to day scientific 
advice and oversight of Stage 2 

 The National Quality Mark Suitably Qualified Person (SQP), Dr Paul 
Nathanail – responsible for checking the specialists work throughout Stage 1 
and Stage 2 and providing independent advice and assurance on the 
process and results 

 
7.10 However, MHCLG understands the reasons for residents wanting someone to 

carry out this role and since the evaluation day, has considered the request 
further.  For an independent advisor to serve the community, this person would 
need to be appointed by residents and government could not have involvement 
in the appointment or funding of the role.  They would also need to be 
appropriately qualified, preferably with experience and expertise in Part 2A 
investigations.  There would need to be community buy-in to the appointment from 
a cross section of residents.  MHCLG has now guided residents on where to look 
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for such a person but has said the works should not be delayed on account of 
this. 

  
7.11 After this Q&A session had concluded, residents were then invited to score the 

community engagement element of the submission. Two of the five residents who 
took part stayed to give a score, and they agreed on the score of 4 out of 5, based 
on the submission as well as the presentation they had received and AECOM’s 
responses to the Q&A. This score was then given to the evaluation panel to 
include within their review.  
 

7.12 At each stage (sifting and tender submission), the panel agreed with the scores 
put forward by the community for the community engagement element, ensuring 
that those residents’ opinions have been reflected in the recommendation to 
appoint AECOM.  

 
7.13 In line with all suggestions made by residents for increased community 

engagement, MHCLG will ensure that MAP and the contractor engage regularly 
and appropriately with the community throughout Stage 2 of the programme. 
 

 

 

8. TIMETABLE AND NEXT STEPS 

8.1 If the Leadership Team agrees to the appointment of AECOM, work will 
commence w/c 16 March 2020.  At this point, a fire toxicology literature review 
currently being undertaken by the University of Edinburgh and the University of 
Strathclyde on behalf of MHCLG will have been completed, and any 
recommendations from this review will feed into the contractor’s planning for 
Stage 2. 

8.2 AECOM intends to review and finalise plans for Stage 2 during months of March 
and April.  Site walkovers involving the community are likely to take place in April 
and sampling will then take place during May and June.  No sampling will take 
place during the week of the anniversary of the fire. 

8.3 If the timetable is not delayed, the results of the sampling work should be ready 
to be communicated to residents by the end of the year. 

 
9. HUMAN RESOURCES AND EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 

9.1 An Equalities Impact Assessment has been carried out and this will continue to 
be reviewed as the works progress. 

 

9.2 North Kensington has a very diverse population, with people from a wide range of 
ethnic backgrounds. It also has relatively high levels of deprivation, compared to 
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other areas of the borough and the country, and comparatively poor health 
outcomes. 

 
9.3 The Stage 2 investigation is part of the MAP-led environmental monitoring 

programme, which is designed to provide information, advice and reassurance to 
all residents living in North Kensington about the possible health impacts from the 
soils following the Grenfell Tower fire. This follows concerns expressed by 
residents within the local community. 

 
9.4 As part of the Stage 2 investigation, the appointed consultant and MHCLG has 

committed to proactively engaging with all residents, ensuring that all 
communications and community engagement initiatives are accessible to all 
residents and easy to understand and that a wide range of channels digital and 
print channels are used.  

 
9.5 Following feedback from residents during Stage 1, MHCLG will also work with 

residents to ensure that information is suitable for a lay audience and will increase 
the use of visual elements to help communicate the results.  Language and 
additional needs will also be addressed. In addition, MHCLG will ensure that any 
materials and community events are trauma informed through close working with 
CNWL and their trauma specialist.  

 
9.6 MHCLG has also committed to ensuring that community events are held in venues 

suitable for wheelchair users not only in accessing the venue but in being able to 
fully access all materials on display. 

 
9.7 These same principles will inform MAP's approach to disseminating findings and 

any updated public health advice following the conclusion on Stage 2.  
 

9.8 The findings of the Stage 2 investigation will be used to mitigate any potential 
risks and thereby improve health outcomes for all residents living in the area, 
including those with protected characteristics. It is therefore expected to have a 
positive equalities impact. 
 

10. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

10.1 The procurement process described in this report for the award of a consultancy 
contract using the Homes England Framework complies with the Council’s 
Contract Regulations. 

10.2 The environmental checks being delivered under the recommended contract is 
being carried out in accordance with the process for investigating potential land 
contamination under part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA)1990.      

11. FINANCIAL, PROPERTY, IT AND ANY OTHER RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS 
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11.1 As with Stage 1, Stage 2 will be paid for by MHCLG.  Kensington and Chelsea 
Council will initially pay the invoices submitted by the consultant but MHCLG has 
agreed to reimburse the Council for all costs incurred during Stage 2. 

11.2 It is not currently possible to know the full cost of Stage 2.  The tender submission 
has set out known costs and then options which may be required, depending on 
what results are found and based on those, what further investigations are 
needed. If all known costs and options were to be implemented, the contract value 
would be approximately £870,000. 

11.3 MHCLG will be responsible for approving all costs and requests for additional 
sampling and analysis and has already confirmed that it has the necessary funds 
available to cover the specification requirements. 

 
Stephen Brown 

Interim Director for Public Protection 
 

Local Government Act 1972 (as amended) – Background papers used in the 
preparation of this report 

[Note: Please list only those that are not already in the public domain, i.e. you do not need 
to include Government publications, previous public reports etc.] 

Contact officer(s):  

Rebecca Brown, Pollution Regulatory Manager, Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea, rebecca.brown@rbkc.gov.uk, 020 7341 5165. 

Mandatory clearance requirements for all Key and Executive Decision reports   

Cleared by Finance (officer’s initials) [insert] 

Cleared by Corporate Finance (officer’s initials)  FA 

Cleared by Director of Law (officer’s initials) AMJ 

Cleared by Communications KT 
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