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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER 

BUILDING REGULATIONS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

MINUTES OF THE PART B WORKING PARTY MEETING 
(24 APRIL 2006 AT 10.00 AT ODPM ELAND HOUSE) 

PTBW P{06)M4 

Those present: 
David Gibson (Chairman) BRAC 
Kelvin Williams BRAC 
Thiru Moolan BRAC 
Frank Sheehan BRAC 
Chris Mills BRAC 
Beryl Menzies Seconded expert 
Neil Cooper Seconded expert 
Anthony Ferguson Seconded expert 
Denis O’Brien BCSF 
Glyn Evans PF 
Mostyn Bullock PF 
Mark Newton* BCSF 

*Mark Newton attended in place of J O’Neil. 

Allan Bond Observer 
lain McAlister Observer 
Jim McGoniga~ Observer 
Tony Lord ODPM 
Anthony Burd ODPM 
Tracey Cull ODPM 
Brian Martin BRE 
Richard Hartless BRE 
Peter Field 8RE 
Sam Greenwood BRE 

Item 1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

1. Apologies were received from David Smith, Alistair Soanes, Michael Finn, Su 
Peace, Bob Cooper, Jon O’Neil, Anne Hemming and Sean Walsh. 

Item 2 MINUTES OF LAST MEETING PTBWP(06)M2 

2. The minutes were agreed by the Members. 

3, Members were informed that the first five Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 
(RRO) guides were due to be out in May ahead of the coming into force of the Order 
in October, 

4. A Member asked if there is a review process to avoid anomalies between the guides 
and the revised AD B. Officials explained that all the Working Party’s papers were 
sent to colleagues in Fire Directorate and that the Fire Services Inspectorate would 
be overseeing the guides. Members were reminded to send any comments that 
they have on the RRO guides direct to Fire colleagues. 
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Item 3 COMPARTMENTATION IN WAREHOUSES PTBWP(06)P14 

5. Members’ views were sought on the proposal to amend the guidance in AD B so as 
to limit the maximum unspdnklered compartment size of single storey storage 
buildings to 20,000m2 in area and/or 18m in height. 

Some Members felt that the risk in such premises had not been evidenced. Others 
felt that more could be done. However, the Working Party was prepared to support 
the proposals as a reasonable compromise, subject to a more strategic review, 
including the provisions in Local Acts, in the future (see below). 

7. Members supported this proposal subject to a review of this area. 

Members’ views were also sought as to the need in the future, funds permitting, for 
all the compartment values set out in AD B to be reviewed with a view to their being 
fully transparent and justified. It was suggested that such a review would need to 
take account of the potential for increasing the scope of the regulations in relation to 
sustainable construction. Members felt that because there was no established 
methodology for determining what the ideal values should be, a review was 
essential. 

9. Members supported this proposal. 

Item 4 LARGE SINGLE STOREY RETAIL BUILDINGS PTBWP(06)P15 

10.A Member introduced a further paper on fires in large single storey retail buildings 
2 which suggested that the 2000m limit introduced in the 2000 edition of AD B was 

not borne out by the cost benefit analysis. In response it was explained how the 
figures in the final regulatory impact assessment for the 2000 edition of AD B 
differed from those in the original BRAC paper. However, it was accepted that the 
RIA did not particularly favour 2000m2 over 4000m2. 

11.The Members’ views were sought on whether it would be appropriate to offer two 
maximum compartment sizes for single storey retail buildings; e.g. 2000m2 for 

2 normal fire loads and 4000m for ~ow fire loads. 

12.Members recognised that 2000m2 may be too low in some cases but there was 
great difficulty in identifying high/low risk in the building control process, especially 
when built as a speculative development. One Member suggested that occupancy 
factors be used instead of fire loading to set the limits but both options were felt by 
the majority of the Members to be unworkable. Although recent fire statistics tended 
to support the view that risks in such buildings were low and the limit could be 
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increased, a Member pointed out that there tends to be an under-reporting of fires in 
certain types of retail premises so the risks may also be under-reported. 

13.Members did not support the proposed two level option. Members were 
unable to achieve a consensus on whether to retain the 2000m2 limit or revise 
it to 4000m2. The Chairman asked for a show of hands and the Working Party 
was evenly split on this issue. 

14.Members’ views were also sought as to the need in the future, funds permitting, for 
all the compartment values set out in AD B to be reviewed with a view to their being 
fully transparent and justified. Such a review would need to take account of the 
increasing scope of the regulations in relation to sustainable construction. 

15.1n light of the discussions on the previous paper (see paragraph 9) Members 
felt that this would be essential and supported the proposal. 

Item 5 RESIDENTIAL CARE HOMES PTBWP(06)P16 

16.Following an introduction Members were informed of the initial findings of some 
ongoing research looking at the fires where the victim was in intimate contact with 
the fire, as was the case with many residential care fires. This appeared to suggest 
that the provision of sprinklers would have a significant impact on the spread of fire 
(as would closed fire doors) but would be unlikely to save the occupant in the room 
of origin. 

17. Members’ views were sought on whether it would be reasonable to provide sprinkler 
protection only in homes designed using PHE or whether it should be provided in all 
homes. Members’ views were also sought on the potential for provision of free swing 
door closers as an alternative to sprinkler protection. 

18.The Members agreed that a new paragraph should be included in the revised 
AD B to suggest that designers need to design with regard to the needs of the 
occupants. Members felt that ideally it would be desirable to have both 
sprinklers and free swing door closers for PHE scenarios and for the most 
vulnerable occupants. However, it was noted this was unlikely to be 
economically viable and that both systems would have benefits. 

Item 6 SCHOOLS- BUILDING BULLETIN t00 

19.The Members received a verbal report on the progress of the BB100 from DFES. 
The presentation informed the Members on the results of the consultation and the 
progress of BB 100. 
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20.Members asked the DFES team to clearly distinguish the sections of the document 
which will be required to meet the functional requirements of the Building 
Regulations. The Members felt that this was essential to enable the document to be 
referenced in AD B and to help with enforcement of these aspects of the Building 
Regulations. 

2"1.The DFES team offered to let WP Members have sight of the revised BB100 for 
consideration in the near future. 

Item 7 FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICE ACCESS- BDAG PTBWP(06)P17 

22,Officials briefed the Members on the background to these proposals from the BDAG 
work. 

23.The Members’ views were sought on discounting stairs in means of escape 
calculations to account for the potential interaction between the occupants of a 
building trying to make their escape downwards and operational firefighters 
ascending to the fire floor. 

24.Some Members were concerned about the justification for this proposal, It was 
explained that this problem hadbeen made more acute as a result of changing fire 
fighting techniques which would require double the number of personnel within the 
stair enclosure. 

25.The Members did not support this proposal. It was felt that there were other 
options which could also be considered, on a case by case basis in 
consultation with the Fire & Rescue Service to give greater flexibility. Officials 
will draft some revised text accordingly. 

26,The Members’ views were sought on changing the guidance to make it clear that 
where means of escape is not designed in accordance with AD B, then Fire and 
Rescue Service access should be considered separately. 

27. The Members supported this proposal. 

28.The Members’ views were sought on changing the guidance on the number and 
position of firefighting shafts from a floor area and hose distance criterion to a 
performance based travel/hose distance approach such that no part of a building 
would be more than 45m from a rising main outlet. This was an attempt to take 
account of the findings of BDAG in relation to penetration distances for fire-fighting 
and provided that some rising mains may be provided in escape stairs. 

29.Some Members were concerned that the proposal may make it possible to design a 
building with only one firefighting shaft. 
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30.The Members supported this proposal providing a minimum of two firefighting 
shafts were retained. 

31,The Members’ views were sought on the remaining B5 proposals set out in the 
paper. 

32. The Members were content with these proposals as they stood. 

Item 8 DATES OF FORTHCOMING PART B WORKING PARTY MEETINGS 

33.The next meeting will be 16 May at 10:30. 

Item 9 ANY OTHER BUSINESS 

34.A Member raised the issue of regularization certificates: approaches to the use of 
them appeared to vary from Local Authority to Local Authority and their use 
appeared to be on the increase, 

35.A Member was concerned that fire shutters could not be opened after exposure to 
high temperatures, It was felt that this measure was to prevent members of the Fire 
& Rescue Service becoming trapped during fire fighting operations and that this 
would not be an issue where very high temperatures have occurred. 

36.A Member suggested that AD B should indicate that Fire & Rescue Service 
attendance time was not a consideration of the document. Members agreed. 

Item 10 CLOSE OF MEETING 

37.The meeting closed at 16:40. 

BRAC Part B Working Party Secretariat 
11 May 2006 
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