
Ref:- London Fire Brigade. 

For the attention of the Council Leader and legal department. 

G.F.Burrows M.I.F.E. 
16 Pittsmead Avenue 
Hayes 
Kent 
BR27NL 
31 st December 2020 
0208289 1191 

I served in the London Fire Brigade for some 16 year. By my 6th year I had passed the following 
examinations. Leading firefighter written and practical, Sub. Officer written and practical, Station 
Officers, and both Graduate and Membership of the Institute of Fire Engineers. 

As a result of errors made by senior officers I initiated the grievance procedure which were both 
found in my favour and the offending officers informally instructed not to repeat their errors and to 
provide a full written reply to any legitimate question raised in writing. 

One of the officers concerned was later promoted to Area Commander of the area in which I was 
serving. This officer not only continued with his errors but increased them to such a manner that I 
submitted a number of memos that should have brought about a disciplinary investigation. On one 
occasion I was required to attend a meeting with lasted six and a half hours during which time I was 
repeatedly poked in the chest, showered in spittle, and pressed to retract my allegations (see 
document containing my allegations) With the abuse increasing the 14th request came from my 
solicitor. That letter named The area Commander, the Brigade's Investigation Officer, the chief 
personnel Officer and the Chief Officer. 

As the accused officers were Principal Officers, the Discipline Regulations, Part II Reg.5 (2), 
require that the allegations against principal officers shall be investigated by a uniformed officer 
from another Brigade. No investigation of those officers has been made. 

The officers named in my allegations took it upon themselves to determine that no investigation 
was necessary. They took it upon themselves to be judge in the case against themselves by 
determining that my allegations did not merit an investigation. Their QC however suggested that a 
new committee could be formed to make a decision instead. It should be noted that the Discipline 
Regulations give no such option. Those officers produced a document (FCD 1591) and placed it 
before the new committee of 3 at the end of an Urgency Committee meeting suggesting that the 
committee had an obligation to protect senior officers from unfounded allegations. The accused 
officers then proceeded to orchestrate a situation whereby they could dismiss me from the service. 

I was suspended but the charge against me was not made until some 11 months later. It is a matter 
of fact that the Chief Officer was summoned to explain to members the reason for this delay. 
Unfortunately this delay ruled me 'out of time' for an employment tribunal hearing .. 

When the case against me was heard at a Discipline hearing the details above were deemed 
inadmissible. The verbatim report of the meeting shows that the incident for which I was charged 
was caused by a failure to provide clarification of scurrilous remarks of me made in a letter on the 
orders of one ofthe officers named in my allegations. The cross examination of the Brigade's 
witnesses made clear the Brigade's flagrant breach of the Social Security Medical Evidence Act, the 
Discipline Regulations, the Equal Opportunity Act, the Health and Safety at work Act, and the 
Brigade's aide memoir for Investigating Officers. Despite this I was found guilty. 



A new Committee was fonned to hear the appeal hearing. At the end of the hearing I was infonned 
that I would be dismissed in the event that I did not resign by a given date. I did not resign as I felt 
that I had acted throughout in accordance with Regulations. 

The time that has passed since my dismissals has been spent trying to find an official body that has 
the power to bring about the Brigade's compliance with the laid down procedures. 

With the help of the Freedom oflnfonnation Act I have been successful in obtaining some of the 
documentation that they refused to provide to my MP. In addition I have been provided with a copy 
of my personal record file. In with the nonnal contents, perhaps inadvertently, I now have copies of 
some confidential memos, that show the Brigade in their true light. 

These include a memo from Mrs Buckle the clerk' to the Authority. The memo shows that she had 
become aware of a breach of the Local Government Act. In that the Disciplinary appeals committee 
had dismissed me from the service some 27 months before they were duly appointed and 
empowered to do so. They also show that several members of the Brigade's legal team were 
completely aware of the failure yet conspired to make it appear that they had fulfilled their 
obligations in regard to Local Government Act of 1972 schedule 12 para 41 (l) 

The legal team were happy to prevent the Employment tribunal hearing my case on the grounds of 
being more than 3-months too late whilst knowing, and ignoring, the appeals committee carrying 
out their decision to dismiss me some 27 months before being having the authority to do so. The 
Brigade's legal teams actions in this matter show a complete contempt for natural justice. Their 
failure to put things right shows total contempt for those that put their lived on the line to protect the 
people of London. 

The Brigade were willing to breach the Discipline Regulations them selves yet use those same 
Regulations to dispose oftheir accuser. The recent changes in the Discipline Regulations now make 
matters worse by allowing a Fire Authority to deal with allegations against principal officers 
internally. I enclose copies of some of the documents that validate my concerns. 

Throughout my service I complied with my obligations and paid for it with my dismissal. No Fire 
fighter should be made to choose between raising concerns and retaining their employment. 

I consider the documents enclosed show that the London Fire Brigade have failed to fulfil their 
commitments with regard to being an Equal Opportunity employer, their certification for ISO 9000 
and 9001, and their commitments as Lexcel Acreditation. 

Please make these documents available to the councillor that has been appointed to the Fire 
Authority. 

Yours sincerely, 

G.F.Burrows. 

Since being dismissed from the brigade I have provided a planning, building regulations and 
structural calculations service in addition to writing a short book. This book and/or the enclosed 
documents can be viewed or downloaded from my web site Bromleyplans.co.uk 



I submitted 13 reports that should have caused an investigation against 
one or more principal officers. 

The 14th one came from my solicitor. This page is part of that letter. 
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ese Regulations, any refe~ce to a Regulation shall be construed 
rence to a Regulation contained in these Regulations and a reference 

aragraph shall be construed as a reference to a paragraph in the same 88 
gulation. 

(4) In these Regulations, any reference to a chief officer shall include a 
reference to the deputy chief officer acting in the absence of the chief officer. 

(5) In these Regulations, any reference to a chief officer shall include a 
reference to an officer not below the rank of assistant chief officer to whom 
the chief officer's powers under the Regulations have been delegated by the 
chief officer. 

PART II 

INVESTIGATION OF OFFENCES 

Disciplinary offences 
4. A member of a fire brigade commits an offence against discipline 

(hereinafter in these Regulations referred to as "an offence") if he commits 
an offence set out in the discipline code contained in the Schedule hereto. 

nvestigation 
5.-( I} Where a report or allegation is received from which it appears that 

a member of a fire brigade ~ have committed an offence, the matter shall 
be referred to an officer nominated by the chief officer Of, in the case of a 
principal officer, by the fire authority (hereinafter in these Regulations referred 
to as "the investigating officer"), who _ cause it to be investigated. 

(2) The investigating officer sha be a unif<;>r .r of a rank not bel 
~JJ~S?LJ!l.-t.U~m . ub ·ec.t to invest) a.q and, in any event, not be ow 
rne-ran[wfiTCli, -in that member s nga e, comes next below the rank immedi­
ately below chief officer. 

, • .-1IIf/SJIl"': 
(3) For the purposes of paragraph (2) the post of deputy chief officer, where 

it exists in a brigade, shall be treated as a rank. 

Summary dismissal 
6.-.( I) Where from a preliminary investigation of the report or allegation, 

which shall include giving the member an opportunity to explain hiS conduct 
and hearing his explanation, if anx, the investigating officer is of the opinion 
that-

(a) commission of the offence by that member is established ;and 

(b) the offence is of so serious a nature as to be capable of being punished 
only by dismissal; and 

(c) that no furt,her investigation of the matter is called for, 

he shall report accordingly to the chief officer or, in the case of a principal 
officer, the fire authority, who may dismiss the member forthwith: 

Provided that no member may be dismissed under this Regulation unless 
he has been given the opportunity, either personally or through another member 
of a brigade, to explain his conduct to the chief officer or, as the case may be , 
the fire authority. 

.t:, o ../ 



With no response I enlisted the help of my MP to encourage the Bri­
gade to comply with the Discipline Regulations and pass my allegations 
to another Brigade for Investigation. 

The following are letters between the Brigade and my MP 



From: SIR JOHN HUNT, M.P. 

HOUSE OF COMMONS 

LONDON SWIA OAA 

~~i.t\.O 
Dear Mrs. Buckle, ... ' 

9th October, 1989 

Sir John, who is abroad until next week, is continuing to receive 
representations from his constituent, Mr. Graham Burrows of 
16 Pittsmead Avenue, Hayes about whom Sir John has previously written to you. 

Mr. Burrows now asserts that his allegations have been considered by the 
Urgency Committee but that he has been told that the minutes of this meeting 
are not available to the public. Sir John would be very grateful if you could 
clarify this point for him and also kindly let him have a copy of any minutes 
of your Authorities dealing with Mr. Burrow's case. 

Mrs. D.M. Buckle, 
Clerk to the Authority, 
LFCDA. , 
County Hall. 
London SEl 7PB 

Yours sincerely, 

Mrs. Brenda York 
Private Secretary 

J--tr>-Lc~k~v 
----·-··-···-7---------

(,0 d:.,~ "Uf t,-] t p'1 
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LFCDA 
LONDON ARE AND CIVIL DEFENCE AUTHORITY 

Sir John Hunt MP 
House of COl;llDlons 
London 

The County Hall 

London SE 1 7PB 

Clerk to the Authority 

Mrs D M Buck!e BSc(Soe)Lond 

Telephone 01-533 5131 
Room 200a 
My reference CL/DMa 

Fo'm~191 

SW'lA OAA 

Your refe('ence 
Date 3l October 1989 

Dear Sir John, 

Your Private Secretary wrote to me on 9 October 1989 regarding a request 
from your constituent, Mr Graham Burrows, to see the minutes of the 
meeting of the Authority's Urgency Committee which considered allegations 
made by Mr Burrows against principal officers of this Authority. 

I have ascertained from the officers in the Committee Secretariat, to 
whom any request for documents relating to the Authority's Committees 
would be directed, that no such request has, in fact, been made by Mr 
Burrows. 

However, as requested in Mrs York's letter of 9 October 1989, I enclose a 
copy of the minutes of the meeting of the Authority's Urgency Committee 
held on 16 August 1989 and would draw your attention to item 10 of those 
minutes. The report referred to in the minutes as FCD 1591 is not 
available to the public as it contains exempt information under paragraph 
1 of Part I of Schedule l2A of the Local Government Act 1972. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mrs D M Buckle 
Clerk to the Authority 



This is my statement given to the officer that suspended me. 

The letter is self explanatory and provides a background to the situa­
tion. 



STATEMENT. 

23rd April 1989 

Following the receipt of a letter from Mrs Buckle, clerk to the Authority, to my 

MP, I submitted a F.l0 dated 7th March 1989. 

This F.l0 referred to Mrs Buckles' description of my behaviour as 'strident and 

irrational'. I asked for the brigade to clarify these irrationalities or to 

withdraw them. 

In the absence of any action by the Brigade, on the 7th April 1989 I withdrew from 

operational duties and asked for an immediate interview with a senior officer so 

that the facets of my behaviour that are thought to be irrational could be 

identified and corrected or the remarks unreservedly withdrawn. 

My actions on 7th April 1989 were taken to comply with G.M.412 which requires me 

fulfil my responsibilities encompassed in the health and safety at work act. GM 

412 goes on to say that failure to comply with this instruction may result in 

disciplinary action being taken against the individual. 

The events of 7th April 1989 were brought about as a direct result of my MP's 

request for the brigade to properly inve~tigate the Principle officers that I have 

made allegations against and the letter that Mrs Buckle sent in reply. 

I must place on record that I am shocked that I am suspended from duty for 

fulfilling my obligations while this Brigades Investigating OffiQer replies to my 

request for principle officers to be investigated with the remark 'I do not intend 

to suspend any officers from duty'. 

I also object to the Brigade requiring me to 'cease correspondence' on the matter 

while they still refrain from implimenting regulation 5 of the Discipline 

regulations. 

L/FM G.F.Burrows. 

G.94332 K 

B29 New Cross. 

Q). ~~J~4 
2~·W-·~<=1. 



The Area Commander (one of those against whom I made the allega­
tions) appointed one of his officers to investigate my offence. 

The scope of his investigation was limited to 'did he ride or not ?' 

No scope was given for the investigating officer to consider matters 
contained in my statement. 



S'l'RICl'LY CDNFIDENl'IAL 

'R): BRIGADE INVESTIGATING OFFICER 

SUBJECTIVE REroRT 

PREAMBLE 

I was instructed to carry out a disciplinary inquiry on the 13th April 1989 as a 
result of a report submitted by A.C.O. Butler dated 7th April 1989. 

INl'RODUCTION: 

At approximately 0855 hours Leading Fireman Burrows repor:ted for duty at B29 New 
Cross and handed. a FlO to his Officer in Charge. The contents of which 
indicated that he would be reluctantly withdrawing from operational duties until 
such time as he had an interview with a Senior Officer and connnents concerning 
his behaviour were withdrawn or identified and. corrected. As a direct result of 
Leading Fireman Burrows action the PLm1p at B29 was taken off the run due to 
insufficient riders. 

OFFENCES: 

I have considered two possible offences: 

(a) Disobedience to orders 
(b) Conduct prejUdicial to discipline 

RESULTS OF ~UIRY: 

(a) '!he statement produced. by Leading Fireman Burrows after the serving of the 
Regulation 7 letter states quite clearly that he withdrew from operational 
duties on the 7th April 1989. 

(b) SUb O. Edwards the Officer in Charge at B29 New Cross on 7th April 1987 
confinns in his statement that Burrows was detailed to ride the PL at 0900 hours 
and also states following a telephone coJWersation with D.O. Fox that Burrows 
was requested to ride an appliance, on both occasions Burrows declined to ride. 
the statement of Fireman Ash also confinns that Burrows was on roll call and 
included"in the detailing of riders. 

(c) It is capable of proof that Burrows did not ride any appliance at B29 New 
Cross on 7th April 1989 despite the ordering at 0900 hours (roll call) and the 
subsequent request at approximately 1040 hours., 

DISCUSSION: 

(a) There are no conflict in evidence given by the witnesses. 

(b) The log bok entry for roll callan the 7th April 1989 is not helpful as it 
details the riders at 0900 hours with the Pump off the run and not as the riders 
were detailed, and then an amendment following Leading Fireman Burrows refusal 
to ride as detailed at roll call. 

(c) It is also necessary to bring to your attention the entry in the log book 
0850 hours on 7th April 1989. The entry reads Fireman Nicholls on duty in the 

TR/604/198 



WjR. '!here is no entry indicating that he relieved Fireman Beal the previous 
dutyman or any entry that the nominal rolls boards and B.A. tally amended if as 
I suspect Fire:nan Beal went off duty. 

CXlNCLUSION: 

Burrows failed to ride the PL the appliance he was detailed to ride at roll 
call. That is confinued by the statement of SUb. o. Edwards. Burrows also 
declined to ride when requested to ride at 1040 hours following instructions 
from D.O.Fox. 

I am of the opinion that the refusal to ride following detailing at roll call is 
the principal evidence that should be used to fonnulate charges. 'Ihe request to 
ride put to Burrows. at 1040 hours may have been more assistance if instead of 
requesting him to ride a direct order had been given to him. 

I would recommend that charges be proceeded against Burrows in that his conduct 
was prejudicial to discipline. I would further recommend that the matter of log 
bookings in the station log book be brought to the attention of A.C.O.· S.E.A. 
for him to take any action that he considers appropriate. 

C]). 
D. AlEXANDER 
T/D.O.! 

TR/604/198 



A number of conferences were held to consider what action should be 
taken in my case. 

Note 

The 3-officers were all named in my allegations. The note at the bottom 
of the page involves the forth officer named in my allegations. 



NOTE FOR FILE 

Leading Fireman Burrows, G.F., E29 B/W Disciplinary/Grievance Procedures 

Following receipt of further reports from LFm Burrows, it was decided to hold 
another case conference to discuss the way forward. This was held on 11th 
January 1989, attended by: 

Brigade Investigating Officer 
Authority Personnel Officer 
Area Commander South East 

ACO Harrington 
Mr I. Bone 
ACO Butler 

Since the decision to call a further conference, correspondence had been 
received from the Clerk to the Authority relating to correspondence from a 
Member of Parliament, Mr John Hunt, who has been consulted by Lfm Burrows and 
also correspondence from Lord Ferrers. 

The opportunity was taken to review the correspondence which has been 
received from Lfm Burrows and the respective actions regarding same. It was 
felt that to date appropriate action had been taken to deal with Lfm Burrows. 
There had been an earlier case conference and the way forward had been agreed 
at that time. His FlO dated 22.11.88, relates to a request for interview 
under the Grievance Procedure Brigade Order 201 which was now with the 
Authority Personnel Officer. The APO will shortly be returning from jury 
service and as he dealt \1ith the previous grievance will be addressing this 
matter. 

It would appear that the grievances registered by Lfm Burrows have either 
been dealt with or fall outside the Grievance Procedure; however, the APO 
will give that matter further consideration. There is also the possibility 
that the APO, should he consider it appropriate, may offer Lfm Burrows a 
counselling interview. 

It was agreed that the BIO would respond to the memorandum from the Clerk to 
the Authority indicating the action the Brigade had taken to date in dealing 
with Lfm Burrows and his problems in order that she might respond to the 
Member of Parliament. Together with that response will be forwarded a number 
of FlO's and the according responses from officers to those FlO's plus a copy 
of this note and a previous report follbwing an earlier case study. 

It was agreed by all concerned that once the response to the MP had been 
dealt with and the APO had held the counselling interview, if that offer was 
accepted, and the outcome known, that the Brigade would not be prepared to 
carryon with extensive correspondence with Lfm Burrows on this matter but 
rather to acknowledge his correspondence and indicate that we had nothing 
further to add. 

The BIO will keep the Chief Officer informed of progress in this matter. 

'!~~<'~~I L ./~ARRINGTYN 
Brigade Inv~stigating Officer 



This aide 'memoire' to enquiry officers sets out the rules relating to 
prejudicial involvement regarding enquiry officers. 



AIDE MEMOIRE FOR LOCAL ENQUIRY OFFICERS 30 

Definitions 
B.O. 4/4 - In this aide memoire as in Brigade Orders and other Instructions, 

words importing the masculine gender shall include females, unless 

the context makes it clear that this is not the case. 

Recorder - A person used by the Local Enquiry Officer to assist in writing 

the written record of interview. 

Witness - A person interviewed to provide fact or an expert witness. 

SUspect/Alleged 

Offender - A person whom the Local Enquiry Officer has reasonable grounds to 

suspect of having committed a disciplinary offence. 

B.I.O. The Brigade Investigating Officer 

L.E.O. Local Enquiry Officer 

PR(X)F 

It should be borne in mind by Local Enquiry Officers that the standard of 

proof necessary for the Fire Service hearings is the civil standard (i.e. on 

the balance of probabilities). In that: 

'The more serious the allegation sought to be proved, and the more dire 

the consequences to the defendant if proved, the more cogent and 

convincing would be the evidence the hearing required before finding 

against the defendant.' 

To this end Local Enquiry Officers must bear in mind the quality of the 
evidence they must obtain. 

PREJUDICIAL INVOLVEMENr 

}
' 

If on receipt of the initial reports or whilst conducting an enquiry, a Local 
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31 

I Nl'ERVIEWING 

The conduct of any interview depends on the requirements of the Interviewing 

Officer in relation to the infornation he is trying to obtain and with each 

type of interview there will be particular aspects which should be covered 
before, immediately prior to and at the commencement of the interview. 

There are two types of interview that can be carried out by a Local Enquiry 

officer: 

(a) An interview of a witness 

(b) An interview of a suspect. 

~ THE INrERVIEW: 

(i) Decide where to interview. 

Generally interviews will be conducted in the members own fire station 

but on occasions it nay be necessary to call the member into either his 

own Area headquarters, or even in another brigade's area to a fire 

station convenient to the member's home. This latter situation nay 

arise when the member is sick and living in another brigade area where 

it would not be convenient to order him to attend to a local venue. 

Where a member is sick consideration should be given to the specific 

sickness to ascertain whether it might be worsened, or claimed to be 

worsened, by travelling to andertake an interview or whether the member 

could be reasonably ordered to attend such an interview. Where the 

illness might be worsened no interview should be considered. Where the 

member can travel then the provision of transport nay be offered. Care 

must be exercised to ensure that a claim is not nade later for any 

aggravation of the illness or injury! An attempt nay be nade to 



The following documents were received, following my request for a copy 
of my PRF under the Freedom of Information Act. 

You will note the following dates. 

Disciplinary Appeals Committee 18th and 19th June 1991 

Dismissal from the Brigade 5th July 1991 

Date of letter to Employment Tribunal 18th August 1993 

Date internal memos and letters 
Between members of your legal team September 1993 

Date of meeting to sign minutes of 
the Disciplinary Appeals Committee 
giving authority for that committee 
to dismiss me. 

on or about 10th September 1993 

These documents show that the legal team were fully aware of 
the Brigades' failure to abide by the time limitation yet use 'time' excuse 
to prevent the Employment Tribunal hearing my case. 
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London Fire and Civil Defence Authority LONDON FIRE & C)V ;'L 

~IiNCE At.JTH()~lTY 

Note to : Bill Rose : ' . "E P ..... ,. '. ..... ,.) /'" '".' . .. I ; '. 1 

From : Cheryl Eustace 

Date ; 9 September 1993 Ext 6043 

DISCIPLINARY APPEALS COMMITTEE - MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 18 
AND 19 JUNE 1991 

You may recall that following a decision of the Disciplinary/Appeals Tribubal an appeal was 
subsequently heard by the Disciplinary Appeals Committee in June 1991 . 

Standing Orders require that the minutes of a Committee/ Sub-Committee shall be drawn 
up and signed at the same or next meeting of that body by the person presiding thereat. 
Since June 1991, the Disciplinary Appeals Committee has not had an occassion to meet 
and therefore the minutes have not been signed. Mrs Buckle is most anxious that these 
minutes are signed as soon as possible and as Mr Burrows, the appellant, has referred his 
case to an Industrial Tribunal the need for the minutes to be confirmed as a true record 
and duly signed has become urgent. 

The Committee, now called the Fire Service (Discipline) Regulations Appeals Committee, 
is unlikely to meet in the forseeable future and since June 1991 two of the members who 
attended the hearing are no longer members of the Authority, one of whom was the Chair. 

There appears to be two possible solutions either 

1. circulate copies of the minutes to those remaining members of the then 
Disciplinary Appeals Committee for their comments within a given timescale, assuming 
they can recall the meeting, and subject to any v;ews the minutes be signed at the next 
Authority meeting. This would not strictly speaking be in accordance with Standing Orders; 
or 

2. arrange a meeting of the now Fire Service (Discipline) Regulations Appeal 
Committee to agree and sign the minutes of June 1991 as well as the minutes of the 
meeting (or that day . ' 

As I don't recall any previous occassion when this situation occured, I would be grateful to 
receive your advice on the above or any alternative suggestions to resolve this matter. 



__ D;.: _L - -. ~ 
~-~ .... 

-~ ~~1t" --~ ~ .-:... 

~ ~ ~ ~1 -,J~ 1-

~.~; . . 

· .-



j " 

LONDON FIRE AND CIVIL DEFENCE AUTHORITY 

LEGAL BRANCH 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Cheryl Eustace - Clerk to the Fire Service (Discipline) 
Regulations Appeals Committee 

From: Bill Rose for Head of Legal Services 

Ref: CLLB/EAD/0188/WR 
Date: id September 1993 

Tel: 6097 

DISCIPLINARY APPEALS COMMITTEE - MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 
18 AND 19 JUNE 1991 

I refer to your note of 9 September . 

As to the question you raise I suggest the most prudent way to 
proceed is in accordance with your second suggestion, i.e call 
a meeting of the FS (D) RA Committee to sign the minutes. On a 
practical point I assume it would be possible to call such a 
meeting immediately before some other committee meeting at which 
a quorum of members of FS(O)RA committee would be attending. 

If this procedure is adopted not only would standing orders 
t¥~'" to be complied with but also the provisions of paras. 

[as applied to committee meetings by para. 44] and 44(2) 
of the Local Government Act 1972. The protection conferred by 
these provisions would also apply and, inter alia, the minutes 
could be received in evidence without further proof and the 
committee deemed to be duly constituted etc. 

I appreciate that some of the members who actually sat on the 
appeal may not still be members of the appeal committee, or 
Authority, and I do not think there is any reason your first 
suggestion should not be adopted in part as a preliminary. That 
is, that comments on the draft minutes be solicited from any 
current" members who actually attended the 1991 meeting before 
they are finalised and presented to committee for signature. 

I would mention that, although it is most unl ikely, it is 
conceivable that the notes taken at ' the 1991 meeting by you or 
your colleagues might themselves be needed for the purposes of 
the industrial tribunal hearing in addition to any signed 
minutes. 

Hope this is helpful. 

/? r./ / - - J ( l\ I,'; 
Bi 11 Rose iL 

\ 

for Head of LegaJ Services 
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LONDON FIRE AND CIVIL DEFENCE AUTHO RITY 

MEMORANDUM 

From: Tony Ellery To: Cheryl Eustace 
Clerk's Department 
Room 628, HH 

for Head of Legal Services 
Phone: 6091 
Reference: AE/ 
Date: 7 September 1993 

DISCIPLINARY APPEALS COMMITTEE - BURROWS 

I refer to your memo of 2 September and attached draft Minutes. I fear that 
you are stretching my powers of recall somewhat beyond their limits. I am 
unable to confirm much of the detail, although their general tenor, and 
advice which I gave, accord with what I can remember. However, the Minutes 
do not record the events immediately surrounding the disobedience to orders, 
whereas I do remember that those events were before the committee in some 
detail . Perhaps the explanation is that they were set out in the record of 
the Tribunal's hearing, which was itself before the Appeals Committee. That 
seems to be a likely explanation. 

One small point: I thought that Cllr Fitzgerald was present -
remembered his presence particularly because I knew him when 
Kensington and Chelsea. However, I might be confusing this 
disciplinary hearing which I attended. . 

S0J:~that I haven't been of much help. 

Tony Ellery 
for Head of Legal Services 

I would have 
I worked at 

with another 



LFCDA 
LONDON FIRE AND CIVIL DEFENCE AUTHORITY 

Regional Office of the Industrial 
Tribunals (London South) 
Montague Court 
101 London Road 
West Croydon 
CRO 2RE 

BY FAX NO. 081 649 9470 AND BY POST 

De?lr Sirs 

20 Albert Embankment 
London SE1 7SD 

Head of U}gal Services 
S.,J.F. Starli'1g LL B (Hons) 
Solicitor (Hons) 

Telephone 071-5876090 
Fax 071-587 6105 
Room 704 

Form 4070 

My reference eLLB / EIT /0022/ LW 
Your reference 

Date 18 August 1993 

RE: CASE NO: 40428/93 MR G. F. BURROWS -V- LFCDA 

I enclose the Authority's Notice of Appearance in respect of the 
above matter. 

The effective date of termination of the Applicant's employment 
was 5th July 1991. However, contrary to the requirements of 
section 67(2) of the Employment Protection (Consolidation) Act 
1978, he did not present his complaint to the Industrial Tribunal 
until 3rd August 1993. It follows that, prima facie, the tribunal 
has no jurisdiction to hear the matter as the application is 
nearly two years out of date. I therefore request that the 
tribunal arrange a preliminary hearing to consider this point. 

Your faithfully, 

s. ~ing 
Head of Legal Services 

t\ 0'" Tf) i3 £(:"D R c-
I -

MIN UTC.e;. '3 I (; "'-1l;"C\.l 

l~l" ~Er' 10)03 
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5. FIRE SERVICES (DISCIPLINE) REGULATIONS 1985 - HEARING OF A CHARGE 
AGAINST LEADING FIREMAN BURROWS (FCD 1826) 

Agreed that:-

(1) having considered the evidence submitted on behalf of the 
Brigade and on behalf of the accused, and on the balance of 
probabilities, Leading Fireman Burrows had failed to obey a 
lawful order without reasonable cause and the charge of 
Disobedience to Orders was therefore proved; 

(2) having heard and given due regard to evidence as to Leading 
Fireman Burrows' character, his record of service and 
representations made on his behalf by his representative the 
Tribunal considered that, in view of the gravity of the 
offence, in accordance with Regulation 11 (1) (b) of the Fire 
Services (Discipline) ~~gul.a-eTons""t9tt5";~,::,' _ Fireman Burrows 
be requ' x:.ee--q:::J;:e:s'f'gn"'fromtlle--T:6noon-ri:re--'B'l"i:gm _,~_. in 7 

0fc#ecft!ving written notification of the Tribunal'-
de~~fon; and ~~ 

()~~::e Chief Fire, Officer and Chief Executive be asked to attend '\\~ 
the meeting of the Disciplinary/Appeals Tribunal on Friday 9 
March 1990 at 10.00 am. to explain the reasons for delays 

'. between the date of an alleged offence-and the date of a charge 
~~ being laid, with particular re!ere~e to the case of Leading 

«~::man Burrows. (t1''A'ft1 #<If; I\.I~ 17"Ji "II'f'UV 
""',. 

Counel Adrian J A D Fitz erald re uested that h' 
eeorded i'rt'~ 

NB Under Reg~tion 13 of the Fire Services (Discipline) 
Regulations 1985, Leading Fireman Burrows is entitled to 
appeal against the decision to the Dit:ciplinary/Appeals 
Tribunal. Any such appeal will be heard by the 
Disciplinary/Appeals Committee. 

6. URGENT BUSINESS 

None 

Mrs C Eustace 
Clerk to the Tribunal 
CL/A/DA/7715 

9 March 1990 

71'4- A f'Q8t_ i ~ 'i!~ 

.,'111- 11 tHz-CUl. I C) ~O 



28 Local Government Act 1972 (c. 70) 
SCHEDULE J 2 - Meetings and Pmceedings oj Local Allthorities 

DoclImellt Gellerated: 2020- 10-12 
Changes to legislation: There are currently no known ollIs tanding e.ffeclsjor Ihe 
Local Government Act 1971. SCHEDULE 12. (See end oj DoclImenl jor details) 

Modifications etc. (not altering text) 
C50 Sch. 12 paras. 39-43 applied (12.11.2009 for specified purposes, 1.10.:20 lOin so far as not already in 

force) by r'-1aril1c' illld C(l il :i l<iI Acec;;,; l\ eI 2t)11') Ie 23 1, SS . 151( 7)(a), J;:''')( I )( c J(Li ) (with ss . 1 7~i.\) , 1:\5 ); 
S.I. 2010/2 IlJ 5, arl. :1 1 ~)( h ) 

C55 Sch. 12 paras. 40-44 applied (with modifications) (22.11.2012) by The !'" Iicc' ~llHI Crill'l l' 1' ~1Il L' 1" 

(l\pplic <l tioll n l' L,'cil ;\lIlhurit y 1-:Il<tctllll'lltS) H. cgul ;llioll .s 2 01 ~ (S. I. 2(1 I 2i 27.\.+ ), regs. 1(1), _'- (l , Seh. 

PI. 2 

C56 Sch. 12 paras. 40:44 applied (with modifications) (22 .11.2012) by The Pulin; ~lI1d Crime Pallc·ls 

(/\ppli eatiull ll r Luc, ti AUlhnrit y EIl ,lctlllcn lS) RCg lll <t ti ull s 201 2 IS. I. 201 21273'+) , regs. I( 1), 3-(1, Sdl. 

PI. .'\ 

C64 Sch. 12 paras. 39-43 applied (with modifications)(8.1.1996) by 19')5 c. x, ss . I (I ), .+.+, Srh. PI. II 

Sch. 12 paras. 39-44 applied (4.3.1996) by S. I I ')<)(i i2<i\ reg. N(9) 

C65 Sch. 12 paras. 39-44 applied (1.4.2009) by The Charter Trustees Reg ulati()n,; 200'l (S. I. Z(J09!467), regs . 

8(5),9(7) 

C66 Sch. 12 paras. 39-43 applied (12.11.2009 for certain purposes and otherwise prosp.) by f\·1arille Dnd 
Coastal Access Ac t 200'l (e 23 ), SS . 15 1(7)(a), 32.+ ( I )! c)(I) (with ss. 172 (3 ), I f;S ) 

C67 Sch. 12 para. 43 excluded by 1990 c. 8, s. 319ZB(3) (as inserted (6.9.2015 for specified purposes, 

5.5.2017 in so far as not already in force) by Planning (W,ll es ) Ac t 201 5 (ana w 4 ), SS. 39(1), 58(2)(b}( 4) 

(11 ); S.1. 201 71S46, art. 3(;] )) 

44 (1) Paragraphs 39 to 43 above (except paragraph 41(3» shall apply in relation to a 
committee of a local authority (including a joint committee) or a sub-committee of 
any such committee as they apply in relation to a local authority. 

(2) Until the contrary is proved, where a minute of any meeting of any such committee 
or sub-committee has been made and signed in accordance with paragraph 41 above 
as applied by this paragraph, the committee or sub-committee shall be deemed to 
have been duly constituted and to have had power to deal with the matters referred 
to in the minute, the meeting shall be deemed to have been duly convened and held 
and the members present at the meeting shall be deemed to have been duly qualified. 

Modifications etc. (not altering text) 
C55 Sch. 12 paras. 40-44 applied (with modifications) (22 .11.2012) by The Pol icc ,1lld Crime Panels 

(Appli c ltioll o r Loeal /\ ul horit v En ac lments) RcguL1li ons 201 2 (S .1. :' O I ~ !2734 ), regs . 111),3 -6, Sdl. 

PI. 2 

C56 Sch. 12 paras. 40-44 applied (with moditications) (22.11.2012) by The Poli ce and Crim e Panels 

(A pp lic:ltioJl of Local Authority En<lctlllCni:i.1 Rcgul;lIi ons 201 2 (S I ::> OI 2!2734), regs . Ill ), 3-6, Sell. 

PI. 3 

C68 Sch. 12 para. 44 excluded bv Edu cati on (N (, :') "\c t 19S6 t c. (, I . s Ir 41 : J ), ss. 2h('+ ), 66, Seh. 3 para. 15 
'f 

Sch. 12 paras. 39-44 applied (4.3.1996) by S. l. 19%.:' ('" reg. 8(9) 

Sch. 12 para. 44 exc,luded (t .lI.1996) by 19\)6 c 5h , 'S 159, "03(::», Se ll. 16 para. 15(2) 

Sch. 12 para . 44 excluded (1.11.1996) by I 'll)h c ~(" ss ·1 23, 5~;t ~), Srh .. :q PI. II para. 15(2) 

C69 Sch. 12 paras. 39-44 applied (1.4.2009) by The Ch:lrt cr Tlll sll' c'S Rcgu l,lllO Il S 20il 'l (S I :;'009/4(7), regs. 

~(5). 9(7) 

C70 Sch. 12 para. 44(2) modified (W.) (22.4.2020) by The LllCti .. \u tlw ri tlcs (Co ('()Il;l\ ir lls) (MCC llng,;) 

(\·Va k s) Regulat io ilS :;'020 (S .1. 11J .:' tt4 '+2), rcg< 1(3 1,2 2(2 ) 

45 Where more than one-third of the members of a local authority become disqualified 
at the same time, then, until the number of members in office is increased to not 
less than two-thirds of the whole number of members of the authority, the quorum 
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LONDON FIRE BRIGADE 

Mr G F Burrows 
16 Pittsmead Avenue 
Hayes 
Bromley 
BR27NL 

By 1 st Class Post 

Dear Mr Burrows 

-r-H~ BfC l G t)V ~C; ~e fLi 
'----_____ ~ ___ .~ ________ '_6.~ _______ 
,--------.----.-.--.----.-..... -------.--~.---.---

YOUR LETTERS DATED 27 NOVEMBER AND 10 DECEMBER 2020 

L, nciOfl F,r;> Sr ',+ Ie Ljeati'l.kl, '10' 
I'J'" u,)IOrl Stred .ondon ~= I lit I 

r ,)20 '35 ') 'lOC 
Of1don f 1'2 '~I.:' jl, 

The Loncion Fife ( omm,ss,oncr '5 t he 
f ire and r€scup lUthOllty fOf L'meitHl 

Date 23 December 2020 
Our Ref LEGAL/EIT/10370/YM 

Your Ref 

I have now had the opportunity to review the documents that were sent under cover of your letter 
dated 27 November 2020. I also confirm receipt of your letter dated 10 December 2020, in which you 
have provided further information in relation to your dismissal on 5 July 1991 . 

You have claimed in your letter dated 27 November 2020 that the Disciplinary Appeals Committee, 
(which met on 18-19 June 1991 to hear your appeal against the decision of the Disciplinary Appeals 
Tribunal), did not have the power to dismiss you . In support of your assertion, you have provided 
documentation which suggests that the minutes of the Disciplinary Appeals Committee were not 
signed until September 1993. 

You have also cited the following sections of the Local Government Act 1972 in support of your 
assertions in relation to the Disciplinary Appeals Committee ; 

Schedule 12 

Paragraph 41 (1) 

"Minutes of the proceedings of a meeting of a local authority shall ..... .... be drawn up and 
entered into a book kept for that purpose and shall be signed at the same or next [suitable] 
meeting of the authority by the person presiding thereat, and any minute purporting to be so 
signed shall be received in evidence without further proof' 

Paragraph 44(2) 

Until the contrary is proved, where a minute of any meeting of any such committee or sub-
committee has been made and signed in accordance with paragraph 41 above, .... ..... .. the 
committee or sub-committee shall be deemed to have been duly constituted and to have had 
power to deal with the matters referred to in the minute, the meeting shall be deemed to have 
been duly convened and held and the members present at the meeting shall be deemed to 
have been duly qualified 



Following the hearing on 18 and 19 June 1991, the Disciplinary Appeals Committee, upheld the 
decision of the Disciplinary Appeals Tribunal, and accordingly, you were required to resign by 5 July 
1991. You failed to comply with this requirement, and you were subsequently informed by letter dated 
31 July 1991 that your employment had been terminated with effect from 5 July 1991. 

With regard to the documents you have provided, even if it was the case that the minutes of the 
Disciplinary Appeals Committee were not signed until September 1993, this does not mean that the 
Disciplinary Appeals Committee did not have the power to determine your appeal on 18 and 19 June 
1991, as you have suggested. The provisions outlined above, state that if the minutes are produced 
and signed in accordance with section 41 (1), then in the event of a dispute, the Committee will be able 
to rely on the protection afforded by section 44(2), and it will not be necessary for the Committee to 
produce any further evidence. This does not mean that if the minutes were not signed in accordance 
section 41 (1), the Committee did not have power to make decisions - it means that in the event of a 
dispute, the local authority, (the LFC, or its predecessor in your case), may need to adduce additional 
evidence to demonstrate that the Disciplinary Appeals Committee was duly constituted, and had the 
requisite power to make decisions. 

In any event, as you have acknowledged, the minutes of the Disciplinary Appeals Committee were 
subsequently signed, and therefore the LFC would be able to rely on the protection afforded by 
section 44(2). 

I am aware that over the years, you have submitted extensive correspondence ralsmg matters 
concerning your dismissal, and it has previously been made clear to you that, given the amount of time 
that had elapsed since your dismissal, it was not possible to re-open the matters that you referred to. I 
am also aware that you have submitted Employment Tribunal claims, (the most recent in 2018), in 
which you have also complained about issues relating to your dismissal. I note that all of your claims 
were dismissed because the Employment Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to hear claims that have 
been brought so far outside of the statutory time limit of three months. I have consulted with General 
Counsel on this matter, and in the circumstances, our view is that the issues you have raised in your 
letters dated 27 November and 10 December 2020 should now be considered closed. Accordingly, 
any further correspondence received from you with regard to your employment by the LFB, or your 
dismissal will be filed, but no further response will be sent to you. 

I appreciate that this was not the response that you were hoping for, but I wish you well for the future. 

Yours faithfully 

Reply to Yvette McEntee 
Direct T 0208555 1200 x 30087 
E yvette.mcentee@london-fire.gov.uk 

To ensure prompt receipt please ensure any correspondence is addressed to the General Counsel's 
Department of the London Fire Commissioner 

The General Counsel's Department is Lexcel accredited 


