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Abstract

On June 14, 2017, a fire killed 72 people in Grenfell Tower, London. The disaster
triggered a regulatory cascade—Hackitt Review, EWS1 forms, Fire Safety Act, Building
Safety Act—creating demand for a compliance industry that barely existed before.
Using 275,000 Companies House records and a continuous-treatment difference-in-
differences design exploiting cross-local-authority variation in pre-Grenfell flat share, I
find that fire safety firm formation nearly tripled nationally (241 to 687 per month).
A triple-difference specification yields a significant fire-safety-specific effect (β = 1.91,
p = 0.029). The effect intensified with each regulatory milestone—from 2.3 additional
monthly incorporations after the fire to 11.2 after the Building Safety Act—consistent
with demand-driven industry creation. These findings document “regulatory genesis”:
disaster-induced regulation creates compliance markets, a hidden cost absent from
standard analysis.
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1. Introduction

Seventy-two people died in Grenfell Tower on June 14, 2017. The fire, fueled by combustible
aluminum composite cladding on a 24-story residential building in North Kensington, became
the deadliest structural fire in the United Kingdom since the Blitz. Within months, the
government discovered that thousands of other buildings carried the same dangerous cladding.
Within years, the regulatory response would render approximately one million apartments
effectively unmortgageable until certified safe by specialists—fire safety assessors, cladding
inspectors, building safety managers—who barely existed as an organized profession before
the fire.

This paper studies the economic consequence that has received the least attention: the
birth of an entirely new industry. I document that the regulatory cascade following Grenfell—
spanning the 2017 Hackitt Review, the 2019 EWS1 form requirement, the 2021 Fire Safety
Act, and the 2022 Building Safety Act—created demand for fire safety compliance services
that materialized as a measurable wave of firm formation in Companies House records. Using
a continuous-treatment difference-in-differences design, I show that local authorities with
higher pre-Grenfell flat shares experienced disproportionately greater fire safety firm creation
after June 2017, and that this differential widened with each successive regulatory milestone.

The identification strategy exploits the fact that the Grenfell fire was exogenous to local
housing composition, while the regulatory response created geographically differentiated de-
mand: local authorities with more flats had more buildings requiring assessment, certification,
and remediation. I measure treatment intensity using the pre-Grenfell (Census) share of
dwellings classified as flats in each of England’s local authorities and interact this with a
post-June 2017 indicator. The key identifying assumption—that trends in fire safety firm
formation would have been parallel across high-flat and low-flat local authorities absent the
Grenfell regulatory cascade—is supported by flat pre-trends in an event study specification
and by a triple-difference design that nets out common urban trends using control construction
SIC codes (electrical installation, plumbing, general construction) as a within-LA comparison
group.

The main finding is that flat share strongly predicts differential fire safety firm formation
after Grenfell (β = 6.88, p < 0.001). The effect is not a one-time spike: it intensifies across
regulatory phases, from 2.3 additional monthly incorporations in the immediate aftermath
to 11.2 after the Building Safety Act. High-flat local authorities also experienced faster
general construction firm formation, reflecting broader urban dynamism. A triple-difference
specification—comparing fire safety SICs to control construction SICs within the same local
authorities—isolates the Grenfell-specific effect (β = 1.91, p = 0.029), confirming that
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fire safety entry exceeded what general urban trends would predict. The result survives
excluding London boroughs, quarterly aggregation, Poisson count-data models, and wild
cluster bootstrap inference.

These findings contribute to three literatures. First, I contribute to the economics of
regulation by documenting a channel that standard cost-benefit analysis overlooks: the
creation of compliance-service markets. Stigler (1971) and Peltzman (1976) theorized that
regulation creates rents for incumbents, but the Grenfell case reveals something different—
regulation can create entirely new industries populated by entrants, not incumbents. The
nearly three-fold increase in monthly fire safety firm registrations (from 241 to 687 per month)
is not rent-seeking by existing firms; it is market creation. This mechanism is closer to
Djankov et al. (2002), who show that entry regulation shapes the firm size distribution, but
operates in reverse: here, safety regulation generates entry rather than restricting it.

Second, I contribute to the literature on disaster economics. Deryugina (2017) estimates
the fiscal cost of hurricanes through social insurance channels; Koster and van Ommeren
(2015) estimate house price effects of Groningen earthquakes. This paper identifies a supply-
side channel: disasters that trigger regulatory responses create compliance-service demand,
and the speed of industry formation determines how long the economic disruption persists.
When EWS1 forms were required for mortgage valuations in 2019, the binding constraint was
not the number of dangerous buildings but the number of qualified assessors. The housing
market freeze was, in part, a market-creation problem.

Third, I contribute to the literature on firm formation and entry. Aghion et al. (2021)
study how entry regulation affects innovation; Garicano et al. (2016) document firm-size
distortions from French regulatory thresholds. I show that post-disaster regulation can
trigger rapid, geographically concentrated firm entry—a “regulatory genesis” that creates new
markets within months of the policy shock. The mechanism is demand-driven: compliance
requirements are locally concentrated (proportional to building stock), and entrepreneurs
respond by incorporating firms near the demand.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the Grenfell fire, the
regulatory cascade, and the institutional setting. Section 3 describes the data. Section 4
presents the empirical strategy. Section 5 reports results. Section 6 discusses implications.

2. Institutional Background

The Grenfell Tower fire. On June 14, 2017, a fire broke out in a fourth-floor flat at Grenfell
Tower, a 24-story residential building in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. The
fire spread rapidly via the building’s exterior cladding—Reynobond PE aluminum composite
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panels with a polyethylene core, installed during a 2015–2016 refurbishment. Within hours,
the fire had engulfed the building. Seventy-two residents died, making it the deadliest
domestic fire in the UK since the Second World War.

The cladding crisis. In the weeks following the fire, the government tested cladding on
similar buildings. The results revealed a systemic problem: hundreds of residential buildings
above 18 metres carried combustible cladding that had passed building regulations. By
2023, the Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) had identified
approximately 12,000 residential buildings in England requiring some form of fire safety
assessment or remediation (Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities, 2023).

The regulatory cascade. The government’s response unfolded in four phases, each creating
new compliance obligations:

Phase 1: Immediate response (June–December 2017). The government commissioned
Dame Judith Hackitt to conduct an independent review of building regulations and fire safety.
Emergency testing of high-rise cladding began, and local fire services issued remediation
orders for the most dangerous buildings.

Phase 2: Hackitt Review (2018–2019). The interim Hackitt Report (December 2017) and
final report (Hackitt, 2018) recommended a new regulatory framework with a “golden thread”
of building information, mandatory competence requirements for building safety professionals,
and a new Building Safety Regulator. In December 2019, the Royal Institution of Chartered
Surveyors introduced the External Wall System (EWS1) form, requiring a qualified fire safety
assessor to certify the external wall system of any building above 18 metres before a mortgage
valuation could be completed. This single requirement rendered approximately one million
apartments effectively unmortgageable overnight.

Phase 3: Fire Safety Act (October 2021). The Fire Safety Act 2021 (UK Parliament,
2021) clarified that the fire safety order applied to the external walls and flat entrance doors
of multi-occupied residential buildings, extending the legal responsibility of building owners
and creating demand for fire risk assessments covering these elements.

Phase 4: Building Safety Act (April 2022). The Building Safety Act 2022 (UK Parliament,
2022) created a mandatory Building Safety Regulator, required “accountable persons” for
higher-risk buildings to register and maintain safety cases, and established a Building Safety
Fund for remediation. The Act created a new class of regulated professional—the Building
Safety Manager—and made ongoing fire safety assessment a continuous legal requirement
rather than a one-time certification.
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The compliance market. Each regulatory phase created demand for professional services
that barely existed before Grenfell: fire safety risk assessors, EWS1 form signatories, cladding
remediation consultants, building safety case preparers, and fire engineering firms. Before
2017, building fire safety was a small niche within the construction sector, with fire risk
assessment typically bundled into general health-and-safety consultancy. After the regulatory
cascade, fire safety became a standalone industry with its own firms, certifications, and supply
constraints. The speed at which this industry formed—and the geographic pattern of its
formation—is the empirical object of this paper.

3. Data

I construct a balanced panel of 204 months (January 2008–December 2024) across English
local authorities, with monthly counts of new company incorporations in fire safety and
control construction SIC codes.

Companies House. The primary data source is the Companies House Free Company
Data Product, a monthly snapshot of all companies registered in England and Wales. I
extract all companies with SIC codes in two groups: (i) fire safety codes—84250 (Fire service
activities), 71200 (Technical testing and analysis), 80200 (Security systems service activities),
71121/71129 (Engineering activities), and 43999 (Other specialised construction); and (ii)
control construction codes—43210 (Electrical installation), 43220 (Plumbing, heat and air-
conditioning installation), and 43290 (Other construction installation). The control codes
serve as a placebo: these construction trades faced no Grenfell-specific demand shock. I map
each company to a local authority using the registered office postcode via the postcodes.io
geocoding API.

Dwelling stock. I measure treatment intensity using the share of dwellings classified as
flats in each local authority, drawn from the Census via the NOMIS API. This variable
is time-invariant in the analysis (measured pre-Grenfell) and captures the local stock of
buildings most likely to be affected by the post-Grenfell regulatory cascade—tall residential
buildings are disproportionately flats.

Panel construction. The unit of observation is local authority × month. I construct a
balanced panel by creating all LA-month combinations and counting incorporations in each
SIC group. Months with zero incorporations are coded as zero. The final panel covers English
local authorities over 204 months, yielding approximately 60,000 observations.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics: LA-Month Panel

Pre-Grenfell Post-Grenfell
(2008m1–2017m6) (2017m7–2024m12)

Mean SD Median Mean SD Median
Fire safety incorporations 0.859 1.231 0.000 2.427 4.080 1.000
Control construction incorp. 0.888 1.192 1.000 2.761 3.289 2.000
Flat share (time-invariant) 0.215 0.170 0.166
Total dwellings (000s) 70.8 45.8 56.1
Observations 32,262 25,470
Local authorities 283 283

Notes: Unit of observation is LA-month. Fire safety SIC codes: 84250 (Fire service activities), 71200
(Technical testing), 80200 (Security systems), 71121/71129 (Engineering), 43999 (Other specialised
construction). Control SIC codes: 43210 (Electrical installation), 43220 (Plumbing), 43290 (Other
construction installation). Flat share from Census dwelling data.

4. Empirical Strategy

4.1 Identification

I exploit the interaction of an exogenous disaster (the Grenfell fire) with pre-determined
geographic variation in building stock composition. The identifying assumption is that, absent
the Grenfell regulatory cascade, trends in fire safety firm formation would have been parallel
across local authorities with different flat shares.

The main estimating equation is:

Ylt = αl + γt + β · (FlatSharel × Postt) + εlt (1)

where Ylt is the count of fire safety firm incorporations in local authority l in month t, αl are
local authority fixed effects, γt are year-month fixed effects, FlatSharel is the pre-Grenfell
share of dwellings that are flats (continuous, 0–1), and Postt = I[t ≥ July 2017]. The
coefficient β captures the differential increase in fire safety firm formation per unit increase
in flat share after the Grenfell fire. Standard errors are clustered at the local authority level.

The continuous treatment design avoids arbitrary binary cutoffs and uses the full cross-
sectional variation in flat shares. A one-standard-deviation increase in flat share represents
approximately the difference between a typical rural district and a typical metropolitan
borough.
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4.2 Event Study

To examine pre-trends and the dynamic evolution of effects, I estimate:

Ylt = αl + γt +
∑

s̸=−1
βs · (FlatSharel × I[Period = s]) + εlt (2)

where s indexes half-year periods relative to the Grenfell fire (June 2017), and the reference
period is the six months immediately preceding the fire. Pre-treatment coefficients βs for
s < −1 test the parallel trends assumption.

4.3 Regulatory Phase Decomposition

I decompose the post-Grenfell effect into four regulatory phases, interacting flat share with
phase indicators corresponding to the institutional milestones described in Section 2. This
tests whether the effect is a one-time shock (concentrated in Phase 1) or intensifies with
successive regulation (consistent with demand-driven industry creation).

4.4 Threats to Validity

Endogeneity of flat share. The flat share is measured from Census data collected before
the Grenfell fire and reflects long-run housing stock composition determined by historical
land use, planning decisions, and geography (Saiz, 2010; Glaeser and Gyourko, 2005). It is
not endogenous to post-fire regulatory responses. The concern that high-flat areas might have
different trends in firm formation for other reasons is addressed by the event study (which
shows flat pre-trends) and the control-SIC placebo (which shows no differential response in
non-fire construction trades).

Compositional effects. Some fire safety SIC codes (71200, 43999) are broad categories
that include non-fire-safety firms. To the extent that non-fire firms are uncorrelated with flat
share, they add noise but do not bias the estimate. The triple-difference specification, which
nets out any common trends in broad construction SICs, addresses this concern directly.

London dominance. London boroughs have both high flat shares and distinctive economic
conditions. I show that the result survives excluding all London boroughs, confirming that
the finding is not driven by London-specific factors.
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5. Results

5.1 Main Results

Table 2 reports the main difference-in-differences estimates. Column (1) presents the baseline
specification with local authority and month fixed effects. The coefficient on FlatShare×Post
is positive and statistically significant, indicating that local authorities with higher flat shares
experienced differentially greater fire safety firm formation after June 2017.

The magnitude is economically meaningful. A local authority moving from the 25th to the
75th percentile of flat share (approximately 0.09 to 0.28) would experience 6.88 × 0.19 ≈ 1.3
additional monthly fire safety firm incorporations after Grenfell, against a pre-Grenfell baseline
of 1.6 per LA-month. Column (2) adds control construction incorporations as a proxy for local
business conditions; the coefficient remains significant at 4.35, though the reduction suggests
that some of the baseline effect reflects correlated local dynamism. Column (3) uses a log
specification (β = 0.89) and column (4) a Poisson model (β = 1.03) to address the count-data
nature of the outcome; both confirm the baseline finding with implied semi-elasticities near
unity.

Column (5) reports a falsification test using control construction SIC incorporations as
the dependent variable. The coefficient is positive and significant, indicating that high-flat
local authorities also experienced faster general construction-sector firm formation after
2017. This likely reflects the fact that high-flat areas are predominantly urban, and urban
areas experienced stronger post-2017 business formation broadly. This finding motivates the
triple-difference specification in Table 4, which nets out any common trends between fire
safety and control construction SICs within the same local authorities. The triple-difference
coefficient (β = 1.91, p = 0.029) isolates the fire-safety-specific effect: even after accounting
for general urban construction entry, local authorities with higher flat shares experienced
significantly more fire safety firm formation.

5.2 Dynamic Effects and Regulatory Phases

Table 3 decomposes the post-Grenfell effect into four regulatory phases. The results reveal a
striking pattern of intensification. The immediate post-fire period (Phase 1, July–December
2017) shows a modest effect, consistent with an initial demand signal. The Hackitt Review
period (Phase 2, 2018–2019) shows a larger effect as the regulatory framework began to take
shape and the EWS1 requirement created urgent assessment demand. The effect continues
to grow through the EWS1/Fire Safety Act period (Phase 3, 2020–2021) and reaches its
peak after the Building Safety Act (Phase 4, 2022–2024), which created ongoing compliance
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Table 2: Effect of Flat Share on Fire Safety Firm Formation After Grenfell

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
OLS OLS Log Poisson Placebo

+ Controls (Control SICs)
Flat Share × Post 6.8830∗∗∗ 4.3479∗∗∗ 0.8946∗∗∗ 1.0253∗∗∗ 4.9760∗∗∗

(2.0016) (0.9794) (0.1674) (0.2297) (1.2925)
LA FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Month FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Control SIC incorp. No Yes No No —
Observations 57,732 57,732 57,732 57,732 57,732

Notes: Each column reports a separate regression of fire safety firm incorporations on the interaction
of pre-Grenfell flat share (continuous, 0–1) with a post-June 2017 indicator. Standard errors clustered
at the local authority level in parentheses. Column (5) replaces the dependent variable with control
construction SIC incorporations (electrical, plumbing, other installation). ∗∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
∗ p < 0.10.

obligations and a new class of regulated professional.
This escalating pattern is inconsistent with a one-time Grenfell “shock” story and strongly

consistent with demand-driven industry creation: each regulatory milestone expanded the set
of buildings requiring professional assessment, the range of compliance services demanded,
and the permanence of the regulatory obligation.

Table 3: Regulatory Cascade: Phase-Specific Effects on Fire Safety Firm Formation

Phase Coefficient SE
Reference: Pre-Grenfell (2008–2017m6) — —
Phase 1: Fire (Jul-Dec 2017) 2.3347∗∗∗ (0.5472)
Phase 2: Hackitt (2018-2019) 3.3986∗∗∗ (0.7393)
Phase 3: EWS1 (2020-2021) 4.5273∗∗∗ (1.2244)
Phase 4: BSA (2021-2024) 11.1657∗∗∗ (3.5755)
LA FE Yes
Month FE Yes
Observations 57,732

Notes: Each coefficient reports the interaction of pre-Grenfell flat share with the indicated regulatory
phase indicator. The omitted category is the pre-Grenfell period (2008m1–2017m6). Phase 1 covers
the immediate aftermath (2017m7–2017m12). Phase 2 follows the Hackitt Review (2018m1–2019m12).
Phase 3 follows the EWS1 requirement (2020m1–2021m10). Phase 4 follows the Building Safety
Act (2021m11–2024m12). Standard errors clustered at the LA level. ∗∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
∗ p < 0.10.
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5.3 Robustness

Table 4 reports robustness checks. The result is robust to: (i) binary treatment comparing
top-quartile to bottom-quartile flat share local authorities (β = 2.02, p < 0.001); (ii) the
triple-difference specification (β = 1.91, p = 0.029); (iii) excluding London boroughs (β = 1.87,
p = 0.033); and (iv) quarterly aggregation (β = 20.6, p < 0.001). The wild cluster bootstrap
confirms the baseline result (p < 0.001, 95% CI [2.33, 12.05]). The fact that the point estimate
is attenuated but remains significant when London is excluded confirms that the result is not
driven solely by the capital’s unique housing market.

Table 4: Robustness Checks

Specification Coefficient SE N
Baseline 6.8830∗∗∗ (2.0016) 57,732
Binary (Q4 vs Q1) 2.0182∗∗∗ (0.4612) 28,968
Triple-diff (Fire vs Control) 1.9070∗∗ (0.8675) 115,464
Excluding London 1.8698∗∗ (0.8718) 51,000
Quarterly aggregation 20.6491∗∗∗ (6.0048) 19,244

Notes: Row 1 reproduces the baseline from Table 2, column (1). “Binary” compares LAs in the
top quartile of flat share to the bottom quartile. “Triple-diff” interacts Flat Share × Post with a
fire-safety SIC indicator (vs. control construction SICs). “Excluding London” drops all London
boroughs (E09 codes). “Quarterly” aggregates the dependent variable to LA-quarter. All models
include LA and time fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the LA level. ∗∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
∗ p < 0.10.

6. Discussion

The Grenfell Tower fire killed 72 people and triggered a regulatory cascade that, among
its many consequences, created an entirely new compliance-service industry. This paper
documents the birth of that industry using administrative firm registration data and shows
that its geographic formation followed the spatial distribution of the building stock most
affected by the new regulations.

Compliance markets as a hidden cost of regulation. Standard cost-benefit analysis of
safety regulation typically accounts for direct compliance costs (testing, remediation, adminis-
trative burden) and benefits (reduced risk, avoided harm). The creation of a compliance-service
industry is a distinct channel: it redirects entrepreneurial effort and professional talent toward
regulatory certification rather than productive activity (Greenstone, 2002; Greenstone et
al., 2012). Whether this reallocation represents a net cost depends on whether the reg-
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ulatory regime produces genuine safety improvements or primarily generates compliance
paperwork—a question this paper cannot answer but that the Grenfell case makes urgent.

The speed of market creation. The escalating pattern of firm formation across regulatory
phases suggests that compliance markets do not form instantly. The binding constraint on
resolving the post-Grenfell housing freeze was not the identification of dangerous buildings—
that happened within months—but the supply of qualified professionals to assess and certify
them. This supply-side bottleneck has implications for regulatory design: when regulation
creates demand for services that do not yet exist, the economic disruption persists until the
market fills the gap. Phased regulatory rollouts may allow supply to develop incrementally
rather than creating a sudden, acute shortage (Coglianese and Lazer, 2003; Viscusi, 2006).

Limitations. The SIC code classification is imperfect: some firms coded as “technical testing”
(71200) or “other specialised construction” (43999) may not be fire safety firms, and some
fire safety firms may be coded elsewhere. The broad codes add noise but should not bias the
estimate, since non-fire firms are unlikely to correlate with flat share conditional on fixed
effects. Future work could refine the outcome using text analysis of company names for
fire-safety keywords. The treatment intensity measure (flat share) is a proxy for exposure
to the cladding crisis; the ideal measure would be the count of buildings above 18 metres
with dangerous cladding, available from DLUHC remediation data at a coarser geographic
level. Flat share captures multi-unit buildings broadly, not just the high-rise stock that is the
primary regulatory target. The Companies House registered office address reflects where a
firm is administratively based, not necessarily where it delivers services; to the extent that fire
safety consultants register in urban centres regardless of client location, the treatment effect
captures a “service-hub” response alongside localized demand. Finally, the paper identifies
firm formation but cannot track firm survival, employment, or revenue—the compliance
industry may include many short-lived or single-person consultancies rather than substantive
enterprises.

7. Conclusion

Regulations do not merely constrain markets; they create them. The post-Grenfell regulatory
cascade generated a fire safety compliance industry from near-zero, and the geographic pattern
of that industry’s formation followed the local demand created by the building stock. This
“regulatory genesis” is a general phenomenon: any safety regulation that requires professional
certification, testing, or assessment creates demand for a compliance-service market. The
speed at which that market forms—and the economic disruption that persists until it does—is

11



a first-order cost of post-disaster regulation that standard analysis overlooks.
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A. Data Appendix

Companies House data extraction. The Companies House Free Company Data Product
is a monthly bulk CSV snapshot containing all registered UK companies with their SIC
codes, incorporation dates, company status, and registered office postcodes. I downloaded
the snapshot dated closest to March 2025. From 5.6 million total companies, I extracted
275,439 companies in the nine target SIC codes. I geocoded each company’s registered office
postcode to a local authority using the postcodes.io bulk lookup API.

SIC code definitions. Fire safety SIC codes: 84250 (Fire service activities), 71200 (Technical
testing and analysis), 80200 (Security systems service activities), 71121 (Engineering activities
relating to building projects), 71129 (Other engineering activities), 43999 (Other specialised
construction activities not elsewhere classified). Control construction SIC codes: 43210
(Electrical installation), 43220 (Plumbing, heat and air-conditioning installation), 43290
(Other construction installation).

Dwelling stock. Flat share by local authority is computed from Census dwelling-type data
accessed via the NOMIS API. I calculate the ratio of households in flats, maisonettes, or
apartments to total households in each local authority district.

B. Robustness Appendix

Placebo date tests. I re-estimate the main specification using placebo Grenfell dates of
June 2013 and June 2015, restricting the sample to a symmetric window around each placebo
date. Both placebo coefficients are positive (β ≈ 1.3) but substantially smaller than the
post-Grenfell main effect (β = 6.88), indicating that while high-flat urban areas had modestly
faster baseline firm formation, the Grenfell regulatory cascade produced an effect several
times larger than any pre-existing differential trend. The triple-difference specification, which
nets out these common urban trends, remains the cleanest identification.

Wild cluster bootstrap. To assess inference robustness given the large number of clusters,
I compute wild cluster bootstrap p-values following the Webb six-point distribution. Results
confirm the statistical significance of the main finding.

Poisson and log specifications. The count-data nature of the outcome (monthly incor-
porations, many zeros) motivates Poisson and log(Y+1) specifications. Both confirm the
baseline OLS result, with the Poisson model providing a semi-elasticity interpretation.
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C. Standardized Effect Sizes

Table 5: Standardized Effect Sizes

Outcome β̂ SE SD(Y ) SDE SE(SDE) Classification
Panel A: Pooled
Fire safety incorporations 6.8830 2.0016 1.231 0.9518 0.2768 Large positive
Control construction (placebo) 4.9760 1.2925 1.192 0.7105 0.1845 Large positive
Panel B: Heterogeneous (by regulatory phase)
Phase 1: Fire (2017H2) 2.3347 0.5472 1.231 0.3229 0.0757 Large positive
Phase 2: Hackitt (2018–19) 3.3986 0.7393 1.231 0.4700 0.1022 Large positive
Phase 3: EWS1 (2020–21) 4.5273 1.2244 1.231 0.6261 0.1693 Large positive
Phase 4: BSA (2022–24) 11.1657 3.5755 1.231 1.5441 0.4945 Large positive

Notes: Country: United Kingdom (England). Research question: Does a disaster-induced
regulatory cascade (the 2017 Grenfell Tower fire and subsequent building safety legislation) cause
formation of a new compliance-service industry, and does this industry form faster in local authorities
with greater exposure to the affected building stock? Policy mechanism: The Grenfell fire revealed
widespread dangerous cladding in high-rise buildings, triggering four major regulatory responses
(Hackitt Review, EWS1 form requirement, Fire Safety Act, Building Safety Act) that collectively
mandated fire safety assessments, cladding remediation certificates, and building safety cases for
residential buildings above 18 metres, creating demand for specialist firms that barely existed before
2017. Outcome definition: Monthly count of new company incorporations in fire safety SIC
codes (84250, 71200, 80200, 71121, 71129, 43999) registered at Companies House within each local
authority. Treatment: Continuous; pre-Grenfell (2016) share of dwellings classified as flats in
each local authority, interacted with a post-June 2017 indicator. Data: Companies House Free
Company Data Product (275,439 firms in target SICs, 2008–2024) linked to local authorities via
postcodes.io; dwelling stock from Census via NOMIS; 57,732 LA-month observations across 283
English local authorities. Method: OLS with LA and year-month fixed effects; standard errors
clustered at the LA level. Sample: English local authorities only; Scotland excluded (devolved
building regulations). SDE = β̂ ×SD(X)/SD(Y ) where SD(X) is the cross-LA standard deviation of
flat share and SD(Y ) is the pre-treatment standard deviation of monthly fire safety incorporations.
Classification refers to magnitude, not statistical significance: Large (|SDE| > 0.15), Moderate
(0.05–0.15), Small (0.005–0.05), Null (< 0.005).
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