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REPORT OF THE SUMMERLAND FIRE COMMISSION

To His Excellency Sir John Warburton Paul, G.CM.G,, OB.E., MC,
Lieutenant-Governor of the Isle of Man

INTRODUCTION

1. Summerland was part of a leisure complex, comprising Summerland
itself and the adjacent Aquadrome, an indoor swimming pool. Summer-
land was a large building containing a considerable area of open space and
several upper floors, arranged as open-fronted terraces. Except for two base-
ment floors, it was enclosed in a steel framework, clad partly in a coated
steel sheet material, but mostly in an acrylic sheeting known as Oroglas.
The building had capacity for about 5,000 people and offered a wide variety
of entertainment including music, singing, dancing, eating and drinking,
sun-bathing, bingo, pin table games and table tennis.

2. On the evening of 2nd August, 1973, a fire started outside the build-
ing close to one of the walls and spread into the interior. The building
became engulfed in fire in an extremely short time and all the floors at and
above entrance level were completely destroyed. Of an estimated 3,000
people in the building at the time, the vast majority escaped amidst scenes
of panic, but 50 persons — men, women and children — perished, and a
similar number were treated in hospital. In terms of loss of life, this was
the worst peacetime fire disaster in the British Isles since 1929.

3. On 3rd September, 1973, His Excellency Sir Peter Hyla Gawne
Stallard, K.C.M.G., C.V.O., M.B.E., Lieutenant Governor of the Isle of
Man, appointed this Commission by Warrant in the following terms: —
“I, the said Lieutenant-Governor DO HEREBY APPOINT —

The Hon. Mr. Justice Cantley, O.B.E,,
P. S. Wilson-Dickson, Esq., O.B.E. and

Professor Denis Harper, B.Arch, Ph.D., M.5c.Tech.,,
FRIBA., MR.TPI., FI1OB,

to be a Commission to be styled “The Summerland Fire Commission’ to
inquire into, and report on, all the circumstances of, and leading up to, the
fire at the Summerland Leisure Centre, Douglas, on Thursday, 2nd August,
1973, and to make recommendations AND I DO FURTHER APPOINT
The Hon. Mr. Justice Cantley, O.B.E., to be Chairman of the Commission
and G. Carter, Esq., F.CIS., of Government Office, Isle of Man, to be
Secretary.”

4. We, the Commission, held a preliminary public meeting at the Villa
Marina, Douglas, on Tuesday, 9th October, 1973. At this meeting, we gave
our interpretation of the lines of inquiry, gave directions on matters of
administration and procedure and granted applications by interested
parties for representation at the public hearing. The public hearing began
on 19th November, 1973, and ended on 13th February, 1974, during which
g:riod we sat on 49 days and also made several inspections at the site of the
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5. We were assisted in the presentation of the evidence and the ascertain-
ment of the facts by Mr John Newey, Q.C., Mr. M. Burke-Gaffney and
Mr. T. W. Cain, advocates acting for the Commission instructed by the
Treasury Solicitor. We are greatly indebted to them and to the Treasury
Solicitor and his skilled and conscientious staff, as well as to the other
Advocates who appeared before us for their help in the Inquiry.
We wish to acknowledge valuable technical assistance in the course of the
Inquiry given by Mr. Norman C. Crook, F.R.LB.A,, of the firm of Taylor,
Young and Partners and Assistant Chief Fire Officer F. C. Best, M.ILFire.E.,
of Kent Fire Brigade and the willing and very efficient help we have re-
ceived throughout from our Secretary, Mr. George Carter, F.C.L.S.

6. We also wish to record our gratitude to the University of Manchester
Institute of Science and Technology for very generously providing us with
all the accommodation and facilities we needed during our preparation of
this Report.

7. Having concluded the Inquiry, and considered the evidence which we
heard and the submissions which were made to us, we now present this
Report which we have drawn up to embody our findings and recommenda-
tions. For convenience, it is divided into 12 parts as follows: —

I. The Concept.

II. The Architectural Management

III. The Structure in Detail.

IV. The Byelaw Submissions

V. The Tenancy and Fitting-out

VI. The Theatre Regulations, 1923
VII. Fire Protection and Precautions
VIII. Origin and Development of the Fire

IX. Factors in the Spread of the Fire.

X. Factors in the Loss of Life

XI. Conclusions

XII. Recommendations
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PART I. THE CONCEPT

8. The site on which Summerland stood was previously occupied by
the Derby Castle, an entertainment centre of the early 20th Century, very
much part of Victorian and Edwardian Douglas. There was clearly a desire
to replace this old complex of buildings by buildings which would be
thoroughly up-to-date, and provide some tourist attractions which would
bring back visitors to the Island. It was to be an attempt to counter the
obvious attractions of the Mediterranean.

9. There is little doubt that ideas simmered in the minds of responsible
people, both individually and in the Committees of the Douglas Corpora-
tion which owned the site. It would seem that some substantial credit must
go to Mr. J. Philipps Lomas for the more specific ideas behind the Summer-
land concept which began to develop in the early 1960’s. The basic idea, as
referred to in evidence, was to create something of a Cornish village atmos-
phere and activity in an artificial Mediterranean climate, thus allowing for
seaside shopping, a hillside, lounging, sunbathing, swimming and listening
to the minstrels “at the end of the pier” — in fact all the fun of the fair;
and all this was to be available even in the worst days of the Island’s
summer. It was to be a far call from the 19th Century Winter Gardens, but
the concept had something of the same base.

10. Essentially the concept required a considerable enclosed volume and
a great deal of transparency so that the internal spaces, shapes and move-
ments always had the primary role, while the enclosing structure and
external skin remained in the fairly remote background. The construc-
tional world of building and architecture during the late 50’s and early
60’s was alive with daring new structural concepts. The famous Italian
Engineer, Nervi, had produced some splendid and very advanced glass and
concrete structures for Sports Stadia and Swimming Pools; the largest
enclosed Stadium in the world was built at Houston, U.S.A., and the
International Exhibition 1967 at Montreal had been the scene of some
very exciting new structures and particularly the huge geodesic dome
designed by Buckmaster Fuller for the U.S. Pavilion. There is very little
doubt that techniques, materials and skills would be available to provide
the kind of concept that was being envisaged.

11. Diagrammatically the concept could be portrayed like this:

THE CONCEPT : A transparent building confaining a seaside

“yillage” with terrace levels suggesting the
A simplified diagram but not re- slopes of a village street giving access 10
presenting any part of Summer- shops, kiosks, pub and -amusements, and
land as built. with a hathing pool, sand, trees and shrubs.

3
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Though it had some affinity with the kind of activities expected in Exhibi-
tion buildings, the concept was very new and likely to be unique—certainly
in Europe at the time of the late 1960’s when it was hoped that the complex
would be built and ready for occupation.

12. The firm of J. Philipps Lomas (later J. Philipps Lomas and Partners)
were appointed Architects to the project in 1965 by the Corporation of
Douglas. They were given the overall responsibility for the development
of the design and the management of the project to the a¥reemem and
satisfaction of the Corporation. Being a resident of the Island with his
architectural practice in Douglas, Mr. Lomas would have ready access to
the members of the Corporation and its offices and have considerable
knowedge of local criteria, problems and expectations. Mr. Lomas, as
will be referred to in more detail, obtained his client’s agreement to the
appointment of Gillinson, Barnett and Partners of Leeds as Associate
Architects. Together they produced diagrams and reports in order to
solidify the ideas of the early concepts to the Corporation’s satisfaction.

13. The programme for the scheme was on the basis of the Corporation
developing its own site with financial assistance from the Government of
the Isle of Man and on completion continuing to run and maintain the
premises. Three phases were planned: (1) a swimming pool with attendant
dressing rooms and bathing facilities (this will be referred to subsequently
as the i uadrome): (2) the Solarium (this being the Summerland concept
already described and which will be so named hereafter); and (3) a multi-
storey car park (which at the time of this report has not been built). The
Aquadrome was studied, developed and built first and was opened in 1969.
Its design and construction will be briefly referred to later but in the event,
th{}ugh some material damage resulted from the fire, it was largely saved
and 1s expected to be in commission for the 1974 season.

14. During the construction of the Aquadrome, the concept of Summer-
land (Phase 2) was developing into detailed design. The original idealised
concept of the village gradually changed into something more realistic into
which the “rock and roll” bands, the entertainer, bingo, amusement
arcades and a number of licensed bars could more easily be incorporated.
The actual capital finance became an anxiety as did the possible future
uncertainties of management. There were considerable delays in the finali-
sation of the Summer%and plans while negotiations took place on finance
between the Douglas Corporation and the Isle of Man Government.

15. A decision was also taken after considerable negotiation to let Sum-
merland in the form of a constructed shell, to Trust Houses Forte Leisure
Ltd., who were given the authority and the sponsibility for designing the
more decorative part of the interior of the building to meet their require-
ments of a Leisure Centre. As a result there was an important gap in the
continuity of the project between the completion of the constructional
“shell ” (Stage 1) by one team under the original ownership of the Corpora-
tion (which still owns the site and asic fabric) and the subsequent fur-
nishing, equipping, servicing, decorating and manning of the building
undertaken by the Lessees and carried out, in its design aspects, by
another, though related, team (Stage 2).

4
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16. The essential time-table of the development of the Summerland part
of the project was as folows: —

1. Appointment of J. Philipps Lomas as
ATchitects oo 14th April, 1965

2. Agreement to the appointment of Gillin-
son Barnett and Partners of Leeds as

Associate Architects .....o.ooovvriienivininnnn. 24th May, 1965
3. The first design report presented to the

Douglas Corporation ........................ July, 1965
4. First Byelaw and Town Planning sub-

MISSION. oottt e 11th October, 1967
5. Visits to Expo. 67 Montreal ............... May, 1967
6. Second Byelaw and Town Planning sub-

IUSSION  .eiviiiiniiiie ettt 9th July, 1968
Tx Wotk o 8ite BEFAT . comusssssvommsse. s samn 25th October, 1968

8. Sub-contract tender for steelwork by
Wright Anderson accepted ............... 20th November, 1968

9. Sub-contract tender for Oroglass by
Lennig Chemicals through Williaam Cox

Ltd. accepted ..., 14th July, 1969
10. Sub-contract tender for Galbestos by

H. H. Robertson (UK.) Ltd. accepted ... 3rd February, 1970
11. Completion of structural and shell work December, 1970
12. Design and tenders for shop fittings ...... early months 1971
13. Submission of third Byelaw plans ......... 15th February, 1971
14. Opening of Summerland .................. 25th May, 1971
15. Completion of shop fittings ............... March, 1972

17. The above time-table of events exposes some of the complexities in
the general organisation and control of the overall project. It would seem
that the first project, concerned with the Aquadrome (phase 1) both in the
design and construction, moved along without much incident. The Aqua-
drome was a fairly orthodox design of a modern type solidly built in
reinforced concrete. The Phase 2 project for Summerland needed a lighter
more exotic structure in which there were likely to be more technical and
financial unknowns. The designers very soon recognised that a waiver of
the particular Byelaws concerned with the external walls would be neces-
sary if their wish to achieve considerable transparency was to be fulfilled
and both the 1967 and the 1968 Byelaw submissions were made in the
understanding of such a waiver beihg granted for the use of the acrylic
glazed walls. The most important difference, which was of some conse-
quence, was that whereas the main east wall of the building in the 1967
Byelaw submission was shown as concrete, this wall was changed in the
1968 application to coated corrugated steel in the interests of economy.
Byelaw approval was granted on both occasions, as will be referred to
later.
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18. At the stage of the completion of the structural contract (stage 1)
and essentially built in the form shown in the 1968 Byelaw application
drawings, the Summerland Phase 2 was in the diagrammatic form shown
on Section SI.

19. The overall volume of Summerland was approximately 2,564,000
cubic feet and the available floor areas were as in Table I.

TABLE 1

Floor No. Name Level Gross Area
(sq. feet)

2. Discotheque  .........coovvvviiinnininnnen. 13.00 8,804

3. Lower Downstairs .............cccevvenn. 24.00 25,488

4. Upper Downstairs ...............eeeevenes 38.00 10,080

5. Entrance Level ...........ccoocoivviviininnn. 50.75 (53.65) 32,112

6. Marquee Showbar and Terrace ......... 69.00 16,900

7. Leisure Floor ..ooooovvvviiiiiiienannnn. 84.00 13,116

8. Cruise Deck .......coovvviviiiiiiiiniines. 96.00 9,432

These floor areas and the necessary 'doors, entrances and exits and the
stairs had been designed in the expectation of a complement of from 3,000
to 5,000 visitors present at any one time.

20. The fitting out by Trust Houses Forte with the assistance of their
Architects require%i some care in the provision of additional facilities for
the declared usage of the accommodation including supplementary storage,
many separating partitions, staff rooms and the considerable study of the
movement of crowds of people. By the nature of the project the visitors
were going to be of all ages, sometimes single and sometimes in family
groups. Once agreement between the owners and lessees had been reached,
work on the fitting out proceeded very rapidly after a further (third) set
of Byelaw plans had been submitted to the authorities. A considerable
number of shop fitting specialists and equipment manufacturers were
involved.

PART I1I. THE ARCHITECTURAL MANAGEMENT

21. Messrs. J. Philipps Lomas and Brian Gelling accepted the appoint-
ment as principal Architects to the Aquadrome and Summerland project
in 1965 and the specific terms of their appointment are set down in an
Agreement dated 1st September 1965 received from the Town Clerk of
the Douglas Corporation. Excerpts from this read as follows: —

“2, The Council under and by virtue of the powers contained in the Local
Government Acts 1916/63 has decided to demolish all the buildings on
the site and to erect thereon a covered swimming pool sports and enter-
tainment centre remedial and other baths licensed restaurant and other

amenities and to use the same as a place of public resort and entertain-
ment (hereinafter called “the works”).

NOW IT IS HEREBY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Council hereby a points the Architects as architects for the object
of carrying the Council’s above recited purposes into effect and the said
Architects hereby accept such appointment subject to the Conditions
hereinafter set forth.

FBU0O0000130/12
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9. The Architects shall examine and survey the land and premises com-
prised in the parcels above recited and shall forthwith prepare drawings
to the requirements of the Council sufficient to gain the approbation of
the Governor’s Executive Council and the Local Government Board and
shall submit to the Council approximate estimates of the cost of the
Works based on cubic measurements.

3. The Architects shall if and when such preliminary drawings are finally
approved prepare with reasonable dispatch working drawings and a
specification fully illustrating the entire project whereby to enable the
Council to instruct fully an independent Quantity Surveyor to take out
quantities in accordance with the standard method of measurement for
an entire and lump sum contract in accordance with the standard prac-
tice laid down by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors.

7. The Architects shall give such periodical superintendence and inspection
to the Works as may be necessary to ensure that they are being executed
in accordance with the working drawings and specifications aforesaid
The Council will employ a Clerk of Works for daily superintendence
and who will be instructed to report to the Architects”.

22. Mr. Lomas recommended that the firm of Gillinson Barnett and
Partners of Leeds should act as Associate Architects for the projects be-
cause of their established expertise on leisure buidings and enclosed shop-
ping precincts and this recommendation was accepted. It was understood
however that Mr. Lomas remained totally responsibe to his client. Corres-
pondence followed between J. Philipps Lomas and Gillinson Barnett and
Partners concerning these distinctive roles in the project and the follow-
ing excerpts are taken from a letter dated 24th May 1965 of their intended
relationship: —

“1. J. Philipps Lomas is the Architect employed by and is directly responsible
to the Douglas Corporation.

2. Gillinson, Barnett and Partners will act in association with and will be
responsible to J. Philipps Lomas.

4. Division of Work. It is presumed that Gillinson, Barnett and Partners
will be generally responsible for the preparation of all drawings and de-
tails and J. Philipps Lomas will be generally responsible for site super-
vision. The preparation of contract documents to be the responsibility of
J. Philipps Lomas. Generally, all correspondence and discussions with
specialists and any appointed consultants will be the responsibility of
Eil]insgn, Barnett ané) Partners, after prior agreement with J. Philipps

omas’.

Mr. Lomas’s firm on the Isle of Man is small and has rarely involved more
than six technical people of whom Mr. Lomas and his partner Mr. Gelling
were the only two qualified as architects. The firm had undertaken no
work outside the Island at the date of this project.

23. The firm of Gillinson, Barnett and Partners of Leeds is a fairly
young firm, with the two named principals still in their middle forties. The
firm was formed about 1954 and has rapidly grown until it is well over 100
strong and had by 1973 four offices in various centres in Britain. Mr. Bar-
nett told the Commission that the office works within the general organisa-
tion recommended by the R.IB.A. Manual of Practice and that all jobs
have a job architect allocated, who is responsible to one of the partners.
The partner concerns himself with more than one job, but remains res-

7
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ponsible for the assembly of the brief and its interpretation for financial
aspects of the project and for overseeing the general concept. He would
wish to be kept informed about any changes in planning accommodation
and quality which the job architect — dealing with the development of
the design and the day to day negotiations with sub-contractors, specialists
and merchants — might find it expedient to make.

24. Significant change occurred in the general control of the project
when Trust Houses Forte took over as clients for the design and fitting
out work of Stage 2. The chart Table II gives some indication of those
changes. (See end of Section).

25. During the developments from the structural work of Stagel to the
fitting out of Stage 2, Messrs. Gillinson, Barnett and Partners, with a new
partner, Mr. Green, in control, proceeded with all the detailed work re-
quired to put specific accommodation (and therefore usage) into effect. At
no time in the general organisation of the project through both phases and
stages were any independent specialist consultants appointed and much
specialised design was undertaken through the design offices of sub-con-
tractors and specialist merchants.

26. The considerable correspondence concerned with the design of
Summerland brings to light some of the communication problems which
can result from divided responsibility, particularly in the relationships
between clients and the associated architectural firms and between archi-
tectural firms and the sub-contractors who are providing some of the
expertise for them. The design control at the job level went through three
hands during the long progress of the design and Mr. Lomas settled all
matters of the supervision of the construction in the hands of his recently-
appointed parnter Mr. Gelling. It was Mr. Gelling’s association with the
firm of Gillinson, Barnett and Partners — where he was an assistant for
about six years — which brought the Leeds firm into assoclation with Mr.
Lomas.
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PART III. THE STRUCTURE IN DETAIL

The Site

27. The Site of the combined Aquadrome and Summerland is at the
northern end of the long sweep of the Douglas Promenade about one mile
from the harbour and in the Onchan district. Any building project pro-
posal for this site has certain important constraints, The available land is
limited north-south by the presence of a considerable rock cliff on the north
and by the railway line of the Manx Electric Railway running alongside
the main road on the south. The east-west dimension is longer and is
bounded by the electric railway depot on the east and the terminus of the
railway on the west. The total available site area was about two acres.

28. The ground rose from west to east along the road, though the cliff
top on the north side was approximately level and had a mean height from
the centre of the site of about 90 feet. The weather of the Island is very
changeable and gale force winds can develop quickly and strong gusts of
up to 120 m.p.h. have to be allowed for in any building calculations. The
temperature at sea level rarely reaches extremes but rain showers can be
strong and prolonged. Fine and warm weather can be enjoycd for long
periods in a normal summer and the whole climate is clean and bracking.
The site is well protected from the prevailing westerly winds but not from
the less frequent southerly and south-easterly gales. Electrical, sewerage and
water services were available for the site but water supply had to be aug-
mented when final needs became known.

Site and Building Access

29. The illustrations appearing at the end of the Report show the follow-
ing details of Summerland:

TABLE III

Section S1 Longitudinal Section

Plan S2  Discotheque cesrenssennaenscensansennsennenss  L€VEl 13,00

Plan S8  Downstairs ...........cccvvvvereranenieeennnns. Level 24.00

Plan S4  Upper Downstairs ........ccceeeeeneeennnnnns Level 38.00

Plan S5  Entrance (Solarium) Floor) ............... Level 50.75 (53.65)
Plan S8  Marquee Showbar .................ceeee..  Level 69.00

Plan S7  Leisure Floor ........c..ccoooiivniniennne....  Level 84.00

Plan S8 Cruise Deck ............ ST sR s LA Level 96.00

Plan S9 Site and Block Plan

30. The site clearly presented a number of problems to any designer
contemplating the design of Summerland. The site lacked real freedom of
access from any of its four sides. The obvious point of approach was along
the Promenade from the west and this provided the easiest access of all
four sides, being reasonably clear of the railway terminal. The road and
the electric railway lines and wires on the south boundary and the presence
of the railway are clearly inhibiting factors. To the north lie the electrical
railway rolling stock sheds with lines feeding into them just beyond the
south-east corner of the site. The most significant feature of the site is of
course the cliff face on the north boundary, rising at an angle of about 50
degrees.
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31. The evidence showed that this face was not very stable and pre-
sented a number of structural difficulties. The problem of access in these
circumstances was crucial, particularly as entrances and exits for up to
5,000 visitors at any one time had to Ee planned for, in such a way as to
overcome the obvious boundary barriers referred to above. Because all
these visitors were paying, there would be immediate problems of super-
vision which would much influence the provision and siting of exits where
these had to be separated from the main entrance. Two other access prob-
lems had to be faced. One would be the considerable requirement for staff
and service entrances. The staff might number as many as 300, and service
deliveries and storage would be required for all the bars, restaurants and a
number of stalls and kiosks. The other would be a concern for rapid ap-
proach and services in the event of fire ﬁghtinF being necessary. The solu-
tion adopted in the Summerland plans involved providing an entrance
floor ‘platform’ at the second floor (solarium) level to which level all pat-
rons except the visitors to the lower ground floor Discotheque had to
climb. There was obviously an immediate decision to be taken about the
siting of the Aquadrome which was to be the first phase of the construction
and this was planned at the west end of the site and nearest to the town.
This decision essentially placed the Summerland complex behind the
Aquadrome, which further complicated problems of access to Summer-
land. The terraces at the 50.75 level (Entrance Floor) were approached
either from a small dog-leg stair from the road level car park at the west
end, or from a rather similar stair attached to a pedestrian ramp which was
on the sea side of the Promenade and crossed the road by a pedestrian
bridge. The bridge connected with the pedestrian terrace at the narrow end
of the site where the terrace width was fairly restricted.

32. A joint service area for both Aquadrome and Summerland was avail-
able at road level approached across the railway lines into a re-entrant bay
in the Aquadrome area but the major service area thought to be required
by Summerland was planned within a service yard at the east end adjoin-
ing the railway depot. A service stair and lift were provided at the north
end and later a goods receiving office was added. This stair descended from
the Leisure Floor as an enclosed stair and provided an alternative exit from
the public areas. It was the only staircase in the scheme that opened, within

its enclosure, directly into the open air. This staircase will be the subject
of later analyis.

33. It.js important to note that this stair (No. 2) on both the'1967 and
1968 bye{aw submission drawings referred to later, opened into an enclosed
and covered yard which could have been closed by a sliding shutter and
gate at its southern end. As built this yard was no longer enclosed, as the
enclosing wall and gates were not constructed, but the original intention
is of some significance.

The Aquadrome

34. The Aquadrome part of the Derby Castle complex was designed and
constructed first. Once the decision about its siting and detailed planning
on the site had been taken, these factors formed considerable restraints on
the later design of Summerland itself, in particular the influence that its
presence had on problems of access to Summerland and the relationship
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involved in the details of the party wall between the two. It is of some
consequence to record that the Aquadrome remained under the direct con-
trol of the Douglas Corporation whilst Summerland was eventually leased
to Trust Houses Forte Leisure Ltd. Tt is possible that some of the plan
arrangements might have been different if this form of dual control had
been foreseen at the outset. The major service control areas were planned
in the Aquadrome and the main boiler house, heating plant, e{)ectrical
switchgear and emergency lighting control were all located in the ground
floor of the Aquadrome at the time of the fire. The staircase No. 6 was
essentially an administrative stair giving access to all this plant, and as
revised later in the second stage of the contract the Summerland adminis-
tration offices were also approached (4 - 38.00) from this stair, which seem-

ingly remained within the Corporation’s control and was not part of the
tenants’ lease.

35. The construction of the Aquadrome was characteristically of re-
inforced concrete, including walls and floors. There were few windows and
at the swimming bath level most of the natural light was obtained from a
west wall and a large acrylic roof light. Whilst the Commission has not
studied the design of the Aquadrome in great detail, because it was only
marginally damaged by the fire, no evidence was offered that the Aqua-
drome infringed in any way the local building and safety regulations.

Summerland Construction

36. The diagrammatic section of the Summerland building is shown on
plan No. S1. (See end of Report). As already referred to in paragraph 19
above, there were seven main different floor levels, the plans of which are
shown on illustrations Nos. S2 to S8. During the Inquiry these floors were
referred to by numbers 2 -8 and this pattern is followed in the plans now
illustrated. The key floor is No. 5, the Solarium floor at 50.75 level, with a
small rise to 53.65 at the east end where all the main terraces are arranged.
This floor No. 5 is constructed in re-inforced concrete and the floor itself

survived the fire, though practically everything above the actual floor was
consumed.

Lower Floors

37. There is one main floor below No. 5. This is known as Lower
Downstairs level (3-24.00) and is approached from Floor 5 via staircases
(3 and 7) and a large balcony (4 - 38.00) which houses the administration
offices, a small bar and a children’s cinema; this cinema until a late stage
was planned at the Solarium level.

38. Below No. 3 level, and again planned at a late stage, is level 13.00
which housed the Discotheque though this activity only occupied part of
the total basement (No. 2 level) space. Illustrations Nos. S2 and S3 show
the plans of these floors. They are noteworthy because they are of ortho-
dox re-inforced concrete construction and having no windows are nearly
entirely lit with electric light. Together they form a complete contrast to
the construction above level 50.75. Emergency exits from these floors were
rendered a little difficult because of the separate functions and control of
Summerland and Aquadrome. Level 3 fortunately had direct access prac-
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tically on the level to the east service area by doors Nos. 8 and 9. Floors 2,
3 and 4 were constructed within the Building Regulations but when details
of the Discotheque were considered, means of escape were specifically con-
sidered and a maximum of 350 people only were to be present at any onc
time. All these floors, and those above, were furnished and equipped after
the main contract (Stage 1) was essentially completed.

Upper F. loors

39. These floors include the Solarium level 5 and the three terraces —
plans 6, 7 and 8 — in the eastern half of Summerland. At plan level 6 there
is an additional bar at the west end called the Pool Bar, overlooking the
swimming pool, originally planned as part of the Aquadrome but there-
after included in the Summerland designs. It was approached either from
the spectators’ terrace at level 6 or from the Solarjum floor (5) up a small
spiral stair. The Solarium (plan 5) provided the main “assembly” floor,
approached directly from the main entrance at its west end. This entrance,
the only public access to Summerland (with the exception of the Disco-
theque which had a separate entrance at the road level across the Electric
Railway) was controlled by two pay boxes with turnstiles. Passing through
these, the visitor entered a large volume rising to a glazed roof 67 feet high
above the Solarium floor. Immediately to the right, adjoining the com-
pletely glazed south front, was an escalator rising to a first floor terrace
ﬁroviding the most usual access to the upper levels. Across the main full

eight Solarium floor and up short flights of stairs rising about 3 feet was
the first terrace, accommodating at the north end a terrace bar and res-
taurant and at the south end an Amusement Arcade (all shown on plan 5).
Various service rooms were planned on the eastern side of this level.

40. An essential feature of the building was the continuity of the rock
face which, nearly totally, formed the north wall of both Summerland and
Aquadrome. The basic structure of Summerland was formed of large steel
V sections rising from the reinforced concrete structure of floor 5 and the
floors below. This steelwork formed a strong V pattern grid, dominating
the structure on the south face, and echoed by a similar pattern near the
rock face. The steel pattern is less simply pianned where the multi-storey
terraces (levels 6, 7 and 8) intervene and a mixture of V frames and more
orthodox stanchion and beam construction was designed to support these
floors. Earlier some of the terrace structure was designed as reinforced con-
crete but the final structure was steel, supporting wood ficors.

41. The main south face of Summerland was formed of acrylic dome
panels 6ft. x 6ft. with a “diamond” profile patented as Coxdomes and sup-
plied by Williaam J. Cox Litd. from the acrylic material known as Oroglas
marketed by Lennig Chemicals in Britain under the authority of Rohm
and Haas of U.S.A. This wall surface involved a continuous pattern of 252
domes below the gutter giving an uninterrupted wall of 212ft. x 42ft. The
domes were supported on aluminium frames supported on light steel
angles in turn fixed to the main V frames. Acrylic has a high coeflicient
of thermal expansion — of approximately .00004 per °F. at 60°F. — and
some care had to be taken to allow freedom of movement inside the alu-
minium frames. At the high level the domes abutted a large horizontal
gutter of fibreglass above which was the essential light steel framework
supporting the glazed roof.
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42. The roof was entirely glazed with Oroglas similarly supplied by the
above firms, but this time in the form of shallow domes planned to run into
fibreglass gutters running from north to south. The extent of this roof,
which covered all but the eastmost bay of the building, covered both the
public terraces and the whole of the large volume of the Solarium. It had
the same horizontal length as the acrylic glazing of the south wall below.

43. By contrast the eastmost bay of the south face was solid without any
glazing at all, as was the whole of the eastern elevation. Externally, in the
first Byelaw plans of 1967, this construction 'was planned as reinforced con-
crete, ostensibly similar to the construction below entrance level, and at
that time acryfic clerestory lighting was shown.

44. In the later Byelaw plans of 1968 (and as actually built) this con-
struction was much simplified, in the interest of cost according to the evi
dence, and a coated corrugated steel sheet was supplied by H. H. Robert-
son (U.K.) Ltd. under the patent name of Galbestos. This is a material
much used for external faces in industrial work and can be obtained with
various contours and finishes. Galbestos was specified as Colour Galbestos,
coated both sides, because at the time of the order it was not known how
the eastern end of the building was going to be furnished and finished, and
it was expected that some of the Galbestos walls inside would be left as a
single sheet and uncovered. The Galbestos sheets were supported on steel
angle rails supported in turn on the main steelwork. (See detail showing re-
lationship of external Galbestos to Terrace floors following paragraph
106).

45. The terrace floors at 6, 7 and 8 levels were all constructed of timber
supported on intermediate and main steelwork. This involved softwood
joists supporting one inch softwood floors. This construction was unusual
for a building of this kind, but in the evidence it was explained that the
construction permitted a great flexibility in the later planning of- sub-
dividing partitions and that it was lighter and cheaper. In order to pro-
vide sufficient resistance to fire, the underside of these floors and all the
steel supporting them were required to be sprayed with Limpet asbestos to
provide as required two hours fire resistance. There is no doubt that this
sprayed asbestos was actually applied and there are many remains of it to
be seen. The actual relationship of corrugated steel, steel stanchions and
beams and infill wood floors presents a great problem in filling completely
with a sprayed material. The floors move due to changing loads and the
walling due to thermal expansion. The dimensions across the infilling of
the voids vary considerably and much of the continued support of sprayed
material depends upon adhesion between surfaces which may suffer dif-
ferential movement. In any case, the nature of spraying involves nearly
complete reliance upon the operators on the site. This is explained here,
because there is ample evidence that the fire stopping both horizontally and
vertically as required by the Byelaws was certainly not complete in the
months before the fire, though it may have been originally.

46. At the Stage 2 of fitting out, a considerable amount of partitioning
was carried out, some of which was parallel to the inner face of the Galbes-
tos and presented a number of hazards which will be referred to later. The
roof immediately over the Galbestos walling on the eastern end, and at a
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slightly lower level than the Oroglas roof, was covered with three-ply bitu-
minous felt on boarding. A similar roof was constructed between the
northern edge of the Oroglas roof and the cliff face supported again on tim-
ber joists on steel beams. This roof was pierced at intervals by acrylic dome
lights. The west face of the Solarium where it joined the Aquadrome, and
above the roof level of the Aquadrome, was constructed of transparent
Oroglas exactly similar to that of the south face. Where this wall, below,
was shared with the actual swimming pool, it was of glass to allow a clear
view of the pool. Six doors could be opened in this glazed wall, but were
usually locked because of the separate tenancies. This wall was not
designed as a fire resisting party wall, although the Aquadrome and Sum-
merland were under different management control.

47. All the staircases leading from the Solarium level downstairs to the
Upper Downstairs level (4 - 38.00) were constructed in reinforced concrete.
Two of these stairs, the north-east service stair (No. 2) and the administra-
tion stair came from above and were enclosed. The north-east service stair
(No. 2) descended from the Leisure level (7 - 84.00) down to the east service
yard, therefore serving all floors, but excluding the topmost floor — the
Cruise Deck (8-96.00). The administration stair descended from the Pool
Bar level, served three levels and opened into the service accommodation
of the Aquadrome.

48. The other two stairs which had open access from the Solarium — the
north (Carousel) stair and the west (Cinema) stair — were also constructed
in reinforced concrete. Both these stairs descended only to the Upper
Downstairs (4-38.00). The main “flying” stair (No. 1) rose from the
Solarium to the Marquee Showbar floor (6 - 69:00) and onto the Leisure
floor (7 - 84.00). This stair was a completely open stair constructed of hard-
wood open treads on steel bearers. Two similar stairs led from the Leisure
floor (7 - 84.00) up to the Cruise deck (8 - 96.00). There was no enclosed
stair at this level. One further stair was added at a very late stage of the
fitting out of Summerland. This was a (so-called) rustic stair approached
by a wooden gangway from the Garden Bar at level 6 which ran westwards
parallel to the cliff face and the stair, which was also made of timber,
descended to the Solarium floor (level 5) just west of the north stair (St. 3).
It was built at the request of the Chief Fire Staff Officer and is not to be
found on any of the three Bye-law submissions. All the stairs referred to
above are further scheduled on Table IV in Part VIIL

49. With the exception of this rustic stair, all the structural work des-
cribed in this chapter was practically completed under the control of J.
Philipps Lomas as a result of a negotiated contract with Parkinson’s Ltd.
of Douglas. This company was already on the site building the Aquadrome
under Phase 1. This structural contract was started in late 1968 and in-
cluded the sub-contracts for the steelwork by Wright Anderson, the Cox-
dome acrylic panels by Williaam Cox and the Galbestos cladding by H. H.
Robertson. Some of the final work under Parkinson’s contract was delayed
because of lack of information about details of furnishings and fitting out
and the contract was terminated in December 1970 after omissions had
been measured. This curtailment and early completion of the contract were
attributed to the long drawn out negotiations between the owners, Douglas
Corporation, and the prospective lessees for Summerland, Trust Houses
Forte Leisure Limited. . ~
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50. At the time of completion of the first (structural) stage of Summer-
land, therefore, practically all the furnishing and fitting out work had still
to be done. Within the Trust Houses Forte agreement with the Douglas
Corporation, all this was to be done under the authority of Trust Houses
Forte and to their requirements. With the exception of plumbing and
drainage work, the further design and construction had to include all elec-
trical, heating, hot water and ventilation services. For this work, Trust
Houses Forte appointed Messrs. Gillinson, Barnett and Partners as their
Architects and Wm. Eaves as their Building Contractors, and in due time
the third Bye-law application plans to cover this work were submitted in
February 1971 to the Douglas Corporation and to the Isle of Man Local
Government Board.

51. The first design report prepared jointly by J. Philipps Lomas and
Gillinson, Barnett was presented to the Dougf;s Corporation in July 1965.
It included both the Aquadrome and Summerland (as it later became
known). Thereafter nearly all the early design work and negotiations were
concerned with the Aquadrome with which this report is only marginally
concerned. However, the actual sequence of events which was conditioned
by the early building of the Aquadrome had some influence on the later
development of the designs for Summerland itself. This carl{ report of
July 1965 shows that the Architects had at this stage practically decided
that acrylic “glazing” was a fundamental choice for the south wall and the
roof of the Solarium if the basic concept was to be satisfactorily developed.
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PART 1IV. THE BYE-LAW SUBMISSIONS

52. In October 1967 Messrs. J. Philipps Lomas submitted the first of
three applications for Bye-law approval, in respect of the design of Summer-
land.

53. The application of 1967 was illustrated by plans Nos. 655 [17T7A -
185A which had some important differences from the description already
given of the building. Oroglas was specified for both the south wall and the
roof. The last bay (east end) of the south wall and the whole of the east
wall, however, was shown as reinforced concrete with clerestory windows
at the high level of each of the terrace decks. The floors of the terrace decks
at 6, 7 and 8 levels were of hardwood joists supported on reinforced con-
crete main beams. The drawings were not very clear; there was a rather
serious error in that the plan 181B showed the 6 level floor as being solid
six inches reinforced concrete slabs whereas the section 183A showed this
floor (correctly) as skeleton R.C. framing with wood floors. There were no
dimensions and only minimal detail on the drawings.

54. The second Bye-law application was dated the 9th July, 1968, and
was accompanied by revised drawings. During the design period between
these two Bye-law submissions there had obviously been a number of con-
sidered design changes, most of which had been adopted in order to
simplify the design and make economies because of rising costs. The most
important of these revisions were as follows: —

(a) The reinforced concrete walling planned for the west end of the build-
ing and forming the external wall to the Solarium and terrace levels
5 - 8 was replaced by a single skin wall of Colour Galbestos. The
clerestory windows in this wall in the earlier submission were omitted
and the Galbestos wall was entirely windowless, though there were
seven ventilators at each floor level. The wall below level 5 (50.75)
remained as reinforced concrete.

(b) A similar revision was made to the last (eastmost) bay of the south
elevation which had previously been reinforced concrete.

(c) The roof height was lowered as a result of protests from residents of
Strathallan Road.

(d) The complicated geometry of the earlier acrylic roof design was
changed and simplified. This roof now became a series of continuous
acrylic dome lights running north to south on a low pitched light steel
framework.

(e) The original reinforced concrete columns and beams designed to
support the timber floors of the terraces 6, 7 and 8 were changed to
steel duly covered with Limpet asbestos.

(f) The original provision of double escalators serving the terraces from
level 5 to 6 and from 6 to 7 were omitted and replaced by the “flying
staircase.” Only one escalator from level 5 up to the spectators’ terrace
remained.
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(g) The solar dome was included at the level 7 (84.00).

(h) The terrace outlines on plan, particularly those associated with the
50.75 (5 level) were much simplified and one terrrace at 53.65 level
was substituted.

There is no indication in the formal correspondence that the above con-
siderable alterations had occasioned any particular discussion or anxiety.

55. There was to be in 1971 a further application which dealt with some
of the fitting out by Trust Houses Forte and this will be referred to later.
The essential structure of Summerland was, however, eventually completed
in accordance with the 1968 plans.

56. The relevant Building Bye-laws in the Isle of Man are the “Bye-laws
with respect to buildings and new strects” made in 1963 by the Isle of Man
Local Government Board under the authority of the Local Government
(Building Bye-laws) Act, 1950. Section 3 of that Act confers on Douglas
Corporation as local bye-law authority, power in any particular case to
“suspend, alter or relax the requirements of the building bye-laws or dis-
pense with compliance therewith.” This power of waiver, as it has been
called, is exercisable only with the consent of the Local Government Board.
Section 3 further provides for the giving by the local authority of notice
of the proposed waiver in such manner and to such persons, if any, as the
Local Government Board may direct and that the Board shall not give their
consent to the waiver before the expiration of one month from the giving
of the notice.

57. Byelaw 39 requires (omitting what is irrelevant to Summerland)
that the external walls of any building shall be non-combustible through-
out and have a fire resistance of two hours. The use of either Oroglas or
Colour Galbestos for the external walls of Summerland would contravene
this Bye-law. Neither of these materials complies with the requirement as
to non-combustibility or the requirement as to fire resistance.

58. Bye-law 50(1) requires that in every public building the roof shall
be “so covered as to afford adequate protection against the spread of fire
into the building or to adjoining buildings.” The extensive and unprotected
use of Oroglas in the roof of Summerland would contravene this Bye-law.
It was suggested in the course of the Inquiry that the provisions of Bye-
law 50(1) would be complied with if a building was so isolated from other
buildings as to provide adequate pro‘tectio‘n against the spread of fire into
the building or to other buildings. Having regard to the special and separate
provisions of Bye-law 50(2) and 50(4), which do not apply to public build-
ing, we consider this proposition to be untenable.

59. Bye-law 47 provides that in any cavity wall built wholly or partly
of combustible material, the cavity between any leaves formed of or con-
taining combustible material shall be fire stopped at the junction of the
wall with any other wall or with any floor, ceiling or roof and at intervals
of not more than 15 feet. As Summerland was ultimately fitted out, there
were volds or cavities formed between the Colour Galbestos and interior
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partitioning constructed of fibreboard or plasterboard; but we agree with
the view expressed by Mr Powell, the Borough Engineer and Surveyor of
Douglas Corporation, that this feature did not constitute a “cavity wall”
within the meaning of the Bye-law. However, it was a very similar feature
to a cavity wall from the point of view of fire danger and the principle of
the Bye-law applied equally strongly as a matter of ordinary prudence and
good practice.

60. When the 1967 plans were submitted to Douglas Corporation for
Bye-law approval, it was appreciated that the use of Oroglas in the walls
of Summerland would not comply with Bye-law 39, but the Borough
Engineer advised the Works Committee of Douglas Corporation that it
was a proper case for waiver of the Byelaw with the consent of the
Local Government Board. Unfortunately, at this stage, and for a long
time afterwards, the Borough Engineer and the Works Committee were
imperfectly informed about the properties of Oroglas. According to the
Borough Engineer, he had been orally informed by Mr. Lomas the Archi-
tect of the Corporation that Oroglas was non-combustible and that it was
not fire resistant because it would soften, melt and fall out if exposed to the
heat of fire. If Mr. Lomas gave Mr. Powell the impression that Oroglas was
non-combustible, it is difficult to understand how he permitted himself to
do so, for Mr Lomas was well aware that Oroglas is combustible. However,
Douglas Corporation proposed to waive Byelaw 39 on the basis that
Oroglas was non-combustible but not fire resistant and applied to the Local
Government Board for consent accordingly, as appears from the Borough
Engineer’s letter to the Local Government Board dated 7th November,
1967. With this letter was enclosed a copy of a supporting letter dated 3rd
November from Mr Lomas to the Borough Engineer, paragraph 5 of which
states ‘the enveloping structure is in fact an acrylic glazed space frame, no
part of which is combustible, but both the acrylic sheets and the alloy
framing cannot be regarded as fire resistant.” We found Mr. Lomas’s
]e?xplaﬁation of this letter unconvincing and we prefer the evidence of Mr.

owell.

61. There was no proposed waiver or application for consent in respect
of the Oroglas roof. Mr. Powell erroneously formed the opinion that there
was no contravention of Bye-law 50 by the use of Oroglas, but he based
this opinion, at least partly, on his belief that Oroglas was non-combustible.

62. The application for waiver was duly considered by the Plannin
Comumittee of the Local Government Board to which the Board had dele-
gated its functions in relation to applications for consent to waiver of bye-
laws. The Planning Committee obtained the views of the Chief Fire Staff
Officer on the proposal. By a letter to the Committee dated 15th November
1967, the Chief Fire Staff Officer made it clear that Oroglas afforded no
fire resistance and was also combustible, but he concluged: “Since the
complex does not present an exposure hazard to any other building and
since there is unlikely to be any interference with the means of escape, I
raise no objection to the suggested construction.” The Committee did not
further consult the Chief Fire Staff Officer or communicate with Douglas
Corporation but on 17th November consented to waiver of Bye-law 39.
Their decision was incorporated, in accordance with their normal pro-
cedure, in a standard document which notified their decision as Planning
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Committee to permit building development. The document refers to the
application made and the plans submitted on behalf of Douglas Corpora-
tion and concludes: “this approval shall have the effect of suspending Bye-
law 39 of the Building Bye-laws made under the Local Government (Build-
ing Bye-laws) ‘Act 1950 to the extent necessary to give effect to this
approval.”

63. It should be observed that the application and plans referred to
complied with Bye-law 39 in all respects other than in the use of Oroglas
in external walls. To that extent nothing more was agreed than Douglas
Corporation had asked; but Douglas Corporation had asked for consent to
waiver of one requirement of the Bye-law (fire resistance) and the Local
Government Board, by its Committee, had intentionally consented to
waiver of both requirements without intimating in any way to Douglas
Corporation that consent had been given on a wider basis than that of
their application. Mr. Bell, who was Chairman of the Works Committee
of Douglas Corporation in 1967, told us that he believes that if they had
been informed that Oroglas was combustible, the Works Committee would
not have agreed to a waiver of Bye-law 39. If he is correct in this belief,
it is the more unfortunate that there was such lack of inter-communication
between the two Authorities.

64. The 1968 plans showed Colour Galbestos in place of reinforced con-
crete in the external walls of the Solarium and terrace at the east end of
the building. Mr. Powell was aware that Galbestos would not comply with
the requirements of Bye-law 39 both as to fire resistance and non-combus-
tibility, but he considered it an adequate material in all the circumstances.
We accept that he advised the Works Committee that it would be appro-
priate to waive the requirements of Bye-law 39 in relation to the Galbestos,
although the Chairman, Mr. Kaneen, does not now recall it. We accept
that the intention of Douglas Corporation was to ask the Local Govern-
ment Board for consent to such a waiver but it never did so. What hap-
pened was that Mr. Gelling, on behalf of Douglas Corporation, had
already submitted a planning application to the Planning Committee and
the Local Government Board in respect of the new plans. This application
was accompanied by plans and particulars which clearly showed that it
was proposed to use Galbestos in the construction of the east wall and this
fact was appreciated by the Planning Committee. However, there had
been no specific request for consent to any waiver of Bye-law 39 in respect
of Galbestos and the Committee considered the application exclusively
from the general planning point of view, which included the appearance,
but not the fire resistance or combustibility, of Galbestos. On this occasion
no advice was sought from the Chief Fire Staff Officer, who did not see the
new plans or proposals.

65. On 16th August 1968, without any intervening communication with
Douglas Corporation, the Planning Committee approved the proposals in
the new plans and application an-(F on 20th August issued a notification of
its approval in a document in the same form as that of 1967, referring to
the new application and plans and incorporating as before the statement
“this approval shall have the effect of suspending Bye-law 39 of the Build-
ing Bye-laws made under the Local Government (Building Bye-laws) Act
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1950 to the extent necessary to give effect to this approval.” We accept the
evidence of Mr. Radcliffe, the Chairman of the Local Government Board
and Chairman also of the Planning Committee, that it was not in fact
intended to give consent to a waiver of Bye-law 39 in relation to Galbestos.
All that was intended was to confirm the consent formerly given in relation
to the use of Oroglas. However, there was no such restriction stated in the
document and it was understood by Douglas Corporation and the
Architects as referring both to the Oroglas and the Galbestos which were
shown in the plans and particulars.

66. Thus in 1967 Douglas Corporation were given more than they in-
tended to receive and in 1968 they received more than it was intended to
give them. They acted on their own belief and on 29th August 1968 issued
a notice of Bye-law approval of the new plans, waiving the application of
Bye-law 39 by reference to the decision of the Planning Committee.

67. The origin of the exercise by the Planning Committee of the func-
tions of the Local Government Board under Section 3 of the Act of 1950,
though no doubt lawful, is obscure. The situation is further clouded by
Article 8 of the Town and Country Planning (General Interim Develop-
ment) Order of 1936 which provides:

“The Board may approve of any application for development notwith-
standing that the proposals are not in conformity with any . .. ..
Byelaw . .. .. of any local or other authority and such approval shall
have the effect of suspending such . . . .. Bye-law . . ... to the extent
nccessarly to give effect to such a proval, but before giving their
approval in such cases the Board shall confer with such local or other
authority.”

We were invited, on substantial grounds, to determine that Article 8 is
ultra vires the Statute under which it purports to have been made. We
think that such a determination would go far beyond the competence of
this Inquiry and happily it is not necessary for the Commission to express
any view about it. It was made plain to us by the evidence of Mr. };tad-
cliffe that the Committee was not on either of the occasions with which we
are concerned acting under Article 8 and they certainly did not confer
with Douglas Corporation before giving their approval.
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PART V. THE FITTING OUT OF THE BUILDING AND ITS
COMPLETION FOR OCCUPATION

68. The evidence suggested that there was a considerable delay between
the work on the design of the structure and carcase of Summerland and
the real start of the work of the designing of the interior. This was
evidently occasioned by protracted negotiations which were taking place
between the owners, Douglas Corporation, and the prospective lessees,
Trust Houses Forte Leisure Ltd. It is probably of some significance that
this large company was undergoing a major reorganisation change at that
time, with all the disturbance this causes to management. [t is necessary
to recall also that at this stage Messrs Gillinson Barnett, until this time
associate Architects, became principal Archiects for Trust Houses Forte
and Messrs. |. Philipps Lomas and Partners were no longer responsible
and it would seem, had no further formal agreement with Gillinson
Barnett. Mr. Gelling however appears to have given some later ad hoc
supervisory help.

69. The structure of Summerland was practically completed before the
Lease for the Tenancy was duly agreed and signed on 14th December
1970. It required Trust Houses Forte to so furnish and complete the
premises to provide suitable facilities for holiday makers and conferences,
etc. The building in December 1970 was only a weatherproof “skeleton,”
with practically no subdivided spaces other than lavatories and the north-
east staircase. There were no services except plumbing and drainage. It
was obvious therefore that a very considerable design and construction
task remained to be done. Understandably too, Trust Houses Forte were
keen to open for business during the forthcoming summer season of 1971.
In a matter of a few months therefore the Architects were required to
design all the interiors and to negotiate for considerable service sub-
contracts. Among these last were sub-contracts for the following: —

Heating and Ventilating —  Sulzer

Electrical Installation — Woolman

Interior Decoration — Hughes
— ditto — —  Fox Bros.
— ditto — —  Stotts

Sound Equipment — Pye

Shop Fitting — Wardle

Glass — Pilkington

and many others, under contract to Messrs. Wm. Eaves, general con-
tractors.

70. Nearly all this work of designing, initiated by the Architects and
approved by the clients, was telescoped into a very short period between
December 1970 and the opening date of 5th May 1971. It involved work
in excess of £400,000, nearly all of which came as very special units from
the Mainland. There is no doubt that it stretched the limits of resources
of all concerned and many decisions must have been taken with insufficient
care and investigation. On 15th F ebruary 1971, the third Bye-law plans
were submitted on behalf of Trust Houses Forte Leisure Ltd. to the Isle
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of Man Local Government Board. These were new plans, Nos. 1038/35-41,
and essentially they were concerned with the fitting out of the premises
including the necessary subdivisions for particular activities. Thus, the
necessary partitions required to create the Restaurant and the Amusement
Arcade ‘on the Solarium (5) floor were indicated and the necessary
enclosure of the Beer Hall (floor 6) which became known as the Marquee
Showbar were also indicated.

71. Other matters of some consequence in the later discussions about
the fire were also to be seen on these 1971 plans, though there was little
reference to these changes during the evidence except that concerned with
the north-east stair. This change was in the elimination of the original east
end wall which was inside the external Galbestos wall, and at right angles
to the flight of steps. Instead, the stair was planned to use the splayed line
of the Galbestos wall itself as an external end wall.

72. Other changes were the omission of the original closed yard at the
east end of the building and the placing of the Administration Offices
downstairs at level 4, approached from the administration stair (No. 6). A
small administration office had previously been shown close to the main
entrance. A new entrance to the Discotheque from King Edward Road
was designed. At the time of this 1971 submission the level 8 (which
became the Cruise Deck) was shown to be used for Television. The plans
gave no particulars of the proposed wall linings nor the actual details of
the many partitions. There were no references either to false ceilings
which were later erected.

73. A number of later alterations were made to the premises whilst in
occupation which were never presented for approval. Among them were
the building of the Rustic Walk and the stairway leading from the Garden
Bar (level 6) down to the north-west corner of the Solarium (level 5). The
elimination of the outside steps from the Mini Golf Terrace to the lower
public terrace, and the cutting of a new doorway in the enclosed north-east
stairway just behind the Marquee Showbar, were also not brought to the
attention of the authorities.

74. The Commission asked, in vain, for an inventory of all the furniture,
equipment, curtains, carpets and all the incidental decor that might have
been seen at Summerland before the fire. In these circumstances, we have
had to rely upon specific evidence when referring to particular accom-
modation, as exampled by the Amusement Arcade and Marquee Showbar,
and on the considerable number of coloured photographs of the interior
made available to us. Later reference will be made to the fire loads result-
ing from the considerable accumulation of combustible material, but this
was probably not excessive when related to the highly colourful and flam-
boyant atmosphere that the designers were trying to produce — fairly
cheaply. Thus there was a considerable use of plasterboard partitions on
softwood studding and exposed timber and plywood. In the case of the
Amusement Arcade (level 5) the exposed lining of the walls was Decalin,
and the room housed a number of slot machines and a long bench for
bingo. There were evidently many prizes on display.
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75. In the adjoining Restaurant (level 5) there was a highly decorative
ceiling involving hanging units and light fittings and this restaurant could
be partitioned off by a sliding partition largely constructed of hardwood
and perspex. The Solarium itself was largely an open space normally filled
with deck chairs roughly facing a (removable) stage. The Marquee Show-
bar was enclosed from the Solarium by a very decorative painted partition
of a double sandwich construction which was 10” thick and involved —
from inside to outside — a plaster skim, plasterboard, glass fibre insulation,
4” x 2" studs, plasterboard, 4” x 2” studs, glass fibre insulation, plaster-
board and skim. This design provided a sound resisting partltlon so that
the noise from the Solarium and Amusement Arcade did not interfere
with the quite separate noise within the Marquee Showbar itself. It would
seem that this was not entirely effective because of the gap which existed
between the edge of the floor and the continuous Oroglas wall. Later, a
polythene curtain was installed to try to reduce the Amusement Arcade
noise. The Marquee Showbar had a series of red material marquees hang-
ing from the ceiling, and the intruding steel stanchion was cleverly
camouflaged by a ciment fondu “ tree ”, part of which — significantly —
survived the fire.

76. On the Leisure floor (level 7) there was a series of partitions to form
rooms for changing for the Sundome, which was an entirely enclosed space
with a fibreglass convex “roof” in which the sun lights were fixed.
Devotees ev1dently lay on polystvrene filled cushions. We understood that
many of the part1t1ons were of painted plywood on timber studding. The
whole unit with its paybox control and its changing rooms was secluded,
remote, and from a fire point of view, very suspect. Above, at Cruise Deck
level 8, there was no use specified at the time of opening and only later was
the terrace planned for deck games and table tennis.

77. A considerable amount of apparatus and equipment could have been
seen on the floors below the concrete floor of the Solarium — Upper and
Lower Downstairs and the Discotheque (levels 4, 3 and 2) — but these were
not affected by the fire and we have not sought any detailed particulars.
Much of the contents was damaged by water and was not of course avail-
able for our inspection. In making this comment, however, it should not
necessarily be assumed that we believe these levels, in different circum-
stances, to be free from fire risk.
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PART VI. THE THEATRE REGULATIONS

78. The only general fire safety regulations applicable to Summerland
were the Theatre Regulations of 1923 made by the Local Government
Board under the authority of the Local Government Consolidation Act
1916 and the Local Government Amendment Act 1922. The regulations
applied to Summerland because the definition of “theatre ” in the Act of
1916 includes “ any music room or other place of public resort containing
a superficial area of not less than 500 sq. ft. to be kept open for public
dancing, music or public entertainment of the like kind ”.

79. A comparatively recent statute, the Local Government Act, 1963,
extends the definition of “theatre” to include “every building . . . not
being or being part of a private house, to which the public are admltted
for any entertainment whether for payment or otherwise,” but no further
and more general regulations have yet been made. This is regrettable
because it is very obvious, even on a casual reading of the current Regula-
tions, that they are primarily designed to apply to the 01dinary conven-
tional type of theatre, and that many of their provisions are entucly
1n’ippl opriate to a bmldlng such as Summerland and to many other build-
ings within the definition of “theatre.” By virtue of Section 241 of the
Act of 1916 the Board is empowered to alter, vary and amend their exist-
ing regulations as they may think expedient and from rlme to time in any
special case to dispense with or modify the regulations or “annex thereto
conditions if they think it necessary or expedient so to do.” This right
of the Board to deal specially with any partloular case is expressly re-
asserted in the chuldtwns of 1923. Thus in any case where the Regula-
tions are inappropriate to a particular building, the Board has full power
to deal adequately with the situation by making appropriate special
9t1pulatmns as to safety. However, it can only do so effectively if careful,
cautious and expert consideration is given to the fire risks of the particular
buﬂdlng This situation could create something of a trap for the Board
or its officers if special precautions have to be improvised without the
guidance of a prescribed and appropriate code.

80. Among others, the following provisions of the Regulations of 1923
were applicable to Summerland unless modified or dispensed with on the
authority of the Board: —

REGULATION 1 deals with application for a Certificate without which,
under Section 242 of the Act of 1916, the operation of a theatre is unlaw-
ful. The Regulatlon provides that the applicant shall give the Board notice
n Wr1t1ng of his apphcatlon accompamed by plans of every part of the
proposed “theatre.” At the same time the applicant must supply a detailed
statement of the respective number of persons proposed to be accom-
modated in the various portions of the building. This is a very useful
provision because it directs the minds of all concerned to the adequacy
of the means of escape in case of fire.

REGULATION 2 provides that the building shall be constructed of such
material and of such strength as may be approved by the Board.
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REGULATION 8 provides that the staircases and the floors of the
passages, lobby, corridors and landings shall be of fire resisting materials.
Every staircase for the use of the audience shall be supported and enclosed
by walls built of brick, stone or other approved incombustible material.
No staircase or internal corridor for the use of the audience shall be of
less than five feet and every staircase or corridor for the use of the
audience which communicates with any portion of the house intended
for the accommodation of a larger number than 400 shall be increased in
width by six inches for every additional 100 persons until at least a width
of 7 feet 6 inches has been obtained. Every staircase must have strong
handrails securely fixed on each side.

REGULATION 9 provides that where a portion of the audience is to be
accommodated over or at a higher level than others of the audience, a
separate means of exit of the width previously described for staircases and
connecting directly with the street or other open space shall be provided
from each floor or level.

REGULATION 10 provides that all doors specified by the Board shall
open outwards and shall only be fastened by means of an automatic bolt
of a pattern approved by the Board’s Inspector. The method of opening
such doors must be approved by the Inspector and the method of opening
must be clearly indicated upon the doors.

REGULATION 24 provides that the regulations as to fire shall be kept
always posted in some CONSpICUOUS place so that persons belonging to the
theatre may be acquainted with their contents.

REGULATION 25 gives the Board power to require the appointment of
attendants to act as firemen. These firemen shall examine the exits, stair-
cases and fire extinguishing apparatus before every performance.

REGULATION 31 provides that all exits shall be plainly indicated by a

sign and kept always conspicuous and in good condition.

REGULATION 32 gives the Board’s officers the right of admission at all
times to all parts of the building during the time of any performance or
at any other time upon reasonable notice being given to the Manager.

81. For many years the Local Government Board, through its Fire
Services Committee, has delegated the enforcement of the Theatre
Regulations to its Technical Officers. As the Chairman Mr. Radcliffe
pointed out in evidence, fire precautions are a technical matter and the
individual members of the Board have no specialist qualifications for this
type of work. However, delegation went rather far. In June 1966 the Board
accepted the recommendation of the Fire Services Committee that inspec-
tion for the purpose of issuing Certificates under the Theatre Regulations
should be carried out by the Chief Fire Staff Officer. In practice the Chief
Fire Staff Officer has been given the full responsibility not merely of
inspection, but also of deciding whether or not a ceruficate should be
issued. Mr. Radcliffe agreed that in and after 1967 no preliminary reports
were made by the Chief Fire Staff Officer to the Fire Services Committee.
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If, after inspection, the Chief Fire Staff Officer thought it right for a
certificate to be issued, he recommended accordingly, and a certificate was
issued. Certificates are issued annually.

82. The procedure which was followed is well illustrated by the case
of Summerland. Application for what was called a “Theatre Licence”
was made in a letter dated 4th June, 1971, to the Local Government Board
from a firm of Advocates in Douglas and the Board sent a copy of the
letter to the Chief Fire Staff Officer for appropriate action. In at least two
important aspects this application did not follow the procedure laid down
by Regulation 1. (a) No plans were submitted with this application and,
as has already been mentioned in this Report, the Chief Fire Staff Officer
had not seen the plans of 1968. He had, however, made several inspections
of the building after completion of the shell at the end of 1970. He had also
had consultations and correspondence with the architects for Trust Houses
Forte Leisure Limited, and had required certain additional work to be done
for the purpose of fire precautions. (b) A statement of the number of
persons to be accommodated in the various portions of the building was
not supplied with the application. No such statement ever was supplied and
the Commission has heard various differing estimates of the number of
persons for whom this building was designed.

83. On 8th July, 1971, the Chief Fire Staff Officer wrote to the Adminis-
trator and Secretary of the Local Government Board as follows: —

“There is a good deal of work still to be done before it can be said
that all safety requirements have been met. However, urgent steps are
being taken to ensure completion and in order that the opening of the
Complex should be legalised, I recommend that the certificate of fitness
be issued now.

I recommend that this be accompanied by a letter making it clear
that its issue is conditional upon all safety requirements being completed
without delay.”

On 9th July, 1971, the Administrator and Secretary issued a Certificate
with a covering letter in the terms suggested by the Chief Fire Staff Officer.
The Certificate itself stated, contrary to the facts, that the building, known
as Summerland, complied with the Regulations of 1923. So far as the
document was concerned, none of the regulations was modified or dis-
pensed with for Summerland nor were any special conditions imposed as
to fire precautions. The same applies to subsequent certificates.

84. In making up his mind whether or not to authorise a Certificate in
respect of Summerland, the Chief Fire Staff Officer did not really apply
the Theatre Regulations at all. He said in evidence that he does not know
how these regulations can be applied to a building which is not strictly a
theatre, and it must be conceded that his difficulty 1s understandable. What
he did was to apply to Summerland what he considered to be the appro-
priate practical commonsense standards of safety. He satisfied himself that
such standards of safety were provided and accordingly he authorised the
issue of a Theatre Certificate, without perhaps realising the inappropriate
terms in which this certificate would be expressed.
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PART VII. FIRE PROTECTION AND PRECAUTIONS

85. We should make it clear that when we deal in this Report with the
protection of buildings against fire and its effects, we are concerning our-
selves only with those measures which are designed to ensure the personal
safety of the public. As we understand, the requirements imposed by law
for public safety against the risk of fire in buildings are of two main kinds,
as follows: —

1. Structural Fire Protection

This has the general objective of public health and safety and is
usually imposed at the plan stage by means of byelaws or building
regulations, so framed as to ensure:

(a) the prevention or retardation of fire spread within the building
so that a fire will not become uncontrollable and thus lead to
the collapse of the building, and

(b) the prevention of fire spread from one building to another so
that a gencral conflagration in the locality is avoided.

The main systems used for achieving these two aims include:
compartmentation within buildings, i.e. the division of the building
into compartments with fire resisting separation between them; other
requirements for fire resisting construction, including fire resisting
external walls; separation between buildings, either by separating
walls or by adequate distance; specified forms of construction for
roofs, so that the Ingress of fire is resisted; and the choice of materials
and structures with specified performance characteristics in fire.

2. Fire Precautions

These are designed to protect the occupants of a building in the
course of its everyday use by ensuring that in the event of fire they
will be able to make their way to a place of safety by their own
unaided efforts, and that they will be protected against the effects of
fire and smoke until they have done so.

These requirements may in turn be placed under three main head-
ings, viz: —

(a) structural precautions such as means of escape, i.e. passages,
corridors, stairways and exits, so arranged, and if necessary pro-
tected, that safe escape will be assured;

(b) physical precautions, such as fire alarm systems, fire-fighting
equipment, directional signs and emergency lighting;

(c) organisational precautions such as fire routines, evacuation pro-
cedures, the training of staff and the holding of drills and
practices.
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Some of these precautions, particularly those having a structural
nature such as means of escape, may be imposed in combination with
structural fire protection requirements at the plan stage (as in the
Scottish Building Regulations and, in part, in the Building Regula-
tions for England and Wales). In addition, however, most public build-
ings operate under legislation laying down conditions wh