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Save the date
The Fire Sector Summit 2017 is due
to be held at Aviva HQ St Helen’s in
London on 11 October 2017
With over 200 delegates at the 2016 event,
the Fire Sector Summit is now established as
the leading industry forum for key decision
makers and influencers from across the
fire sector.
Featuring a high calibre of speakers
from across the industry and influential
stakeholders, this year’s event once again
will attract a huge variety of industry
personnel who wished to be informed about,
or influence and implement, fire policy
and procure fire safety products, services
or equipment.
Charlotte Hawkins, presenter of ITV’s Good
Morning Britain, is the event chair this year.
For the 2017 programme, information
and tickets see the FPA e-newsletter, or
visit our Summit website.
To book your ticket for the 2017 event,
please visit www.thefpa.co.uk/summit
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C H A I R M A N ’S CO L U M N

Martin Conlon reflects on recruitment
into the profession

A fresh look

R

Recently, I have been noticing
more adverts from many
building control bodies for
new staff, both in the public
and private sectors. This is
most welcome, and shows
that there is an upturn in
developments and business,
as well as confidence in the
service that building control
provides. However, it does still
present some challenges.
Given the problems of
recruiting additional staff from
a diminishing pool of talent as
the average age of our
profession rises, we need to
look at how we recruit, who we
recruit and where we recruit.

Changing profession
Who are we recruiting?
Originally, entrants to the
building control profession
came from the construction
industry, where they had
already had a career as a
tradesperson or a site
manager. In the 1980s, the
profession started to recruit
more graduates or take
school and college leavers
and send them on part-time
4 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

degree courses, and the trade
entry route dried up.
I think that the time has now
come to take a fresh look at
tradespeople and actively
seek to recruit them into the
profession as a way of
increasing our talent pool. We
should consider developing a
training and development
route for those looking to
start a second career, to help
them acquire the knowledge
and skills necessary to fulfil
their roles.
We should also look at
making our profession more
attractive to school leavers
and graduates. Recently, I
spoke to a number of
graduating university
students, and out of 60 not
one of them was considering
going into building control.
The main reason cited was
that they knew very little
about the job and what
opportunities it offered. We
should look at what we as a
profession can do to address
this situation.

Entry routes
We can also look at recruiting
people of various ages and
experiences, and offer a range
of entry routes with suitable

We need to look at the way we
recruit, who we recruit and where
we recruit
training and educational
methods. We have always
prided ourselves on being
proactive and leading the way
in adapting to new situations.
In the case of recruitment, we
should consider expanding
our horizons. We should unite
behind a recruitment strategy
for the whole profession,
rather than just one sector or
an individual provider.
School leavers, universities
and the construction industry
as whole are all fertile ground
for recruitment. We need a
global strategy to inform and
attract people from these
areas, so we can maximise
the talent we get and ensure
that the best are coming our
way. Indeed, I would like to
see a conference set up to
address this pressing issue,
so the whole profession and
the industry at large can
express their views.
I know that there are
various initiatives already in

hand: for example, the
Building Alliance, an
interdisciplinary interest group
based in the Midlands, has set
up several workshops to
identify obstacles to wider
recruitment and find ways to
overcome them.
This had come into focus as
a result of the extra demand
that is forecast should HS2
get off the ground, because
this will entail a significant
increase in the need for
building control. An
organisation called
Futureworks has also
developed a specific
apprenticeship scheme to
meet the needs of building
control, and should be
applauded for this.
If anyone else knows or is
actively involved in any similar
initiatives, please contact
myself, and maybe we can still
recruit enough new
professionals to bridge the
recruitment gap. b

Martin Conlon is Chairman of the
Building Control Professional Group
martin.conlon2@btinternet.com
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STANDARDS
Forthcoming

Whole life carbon measurement:
implementation in the
built environment
professional statement
Employers agent and design
and build guidance note
n www.rics.org/standards

Recently published

Make good guide guidance
note, Australia
International Construction
Measurement Standards
n https://icms-coalition.org/

Conflicts of interest global
professional statement,
1st edition
n www.rics.org/conflictinterest
All RICS and international standards
are subject to a consultation, open to
RICS members. To see the latest
consultations, please visit
n www.rics.org/iconsult

Every comment counts
RICS prides itself on producing quality
standards, offering value and guidance
to members and regulated firms by
providing them with clear mandatory
requirements and best practice advice. In
order to do so effectively, we rely on the
comments that you provide as part of the
consultation process.
The consultation process lasts for a
minimum of four weeks and, during this
time, RICS encourages all stakeholders
to engage by reading and commenting on
the document. The consultation is shared
as widely as possible.
RICS wants to offer the best possible
advice and guidance to members, and to
achieve this we need to be transparent
about our consultation process. By
consulting widely and openly on our
standards, we are being clear in how
we advise members to behave and the
criteria against which we regulate them,
giving them the opportunity to contribute
to and shape the documents themselves.

We rely on the expertise and experience
of our members to help influence future
standards, and every comment provided
can make a difference.
If a standard is likely to affect you and
the way that your firm deals with clients,
this is your chance to comment on it and
make suggestions to the author team.
You have the right to contribute, and
your comment could directly influence
the published document. Consultations
depend on active engagement from
members, and we set great value on your
input and insights.

How to get involved
First, visit the iConsult website
(www.consultations.rics.org), which will
show you the list of open consultations.
You will be able to view live consultations
and download a pdf of the complete
consultation document without logging in.
However, if you are new to iConsult, you
will need to register to submit comments

on the consultations. Please note that
iConsult is a diff erent platform to rics.org,
and a separate account is needed.
Registering is easy, and involves a few
simple steps. Select “register” and add
details of your specialism to be informed
about consultations. Complete your
details under “user details”, “public
profile” and “private profile”. Please note
that fields that are marked with a red
asterisk are mandatory.
In order to be notified about
consultations, fill in subject areas of
interest and select “yes” when asked
whether you want to be notified about
consultations., Finally, click “register”, and
you will be ready to start commenting.
Please note that all comments need to
be submitted via iConsult for auditing
purposes; comments that are sent by
email may not be considered. Note,
however, that RICS members can gain
0.5 hours of informal CPD for every
consultation on which you comment. b
Ellie Scott is a senior product manager at RICS
escott@rics.org
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UPDATE
RICS to celebrate 150 years
The foundations for RICS were laid in
1868 when 20 surveyors met at the
Westminster Palace Hotel in London.
They appointed a subcommittee that
would draw up resolutions, bye-laws and
regulations to establish an association
representing surveyors and the growing
property profession.
On 15 June 1868, the group, which now
numbered 49 members, met at the same
hotel to approve the resolutions and elect
a council, with John Clutton chosen as
the first president of the Institution of

Firm regulation
As of 31 March, firms seeking to be regulated
by RICS have to ensure at least one of their
principals is a qualified professional – MRICS,
FRICS or AssocRICS. Previously, firms could
be regulated if the principal was any class of
member, including a student.
The RICS Regulatory Board is making the
change to ensure that only suitably qualified
individuals can act as principals. This is
designed to give the profession, its clients
and the wider public greater confidence in
regulated firms’ ability to adhere to RICS’
globally recognised standards.
Firms that do not meet the new
requirements will have the opportunity to
make the necessary adjustments to maintain
their “Regulated by RICS” status. Any firms
not meeting the new eligibility threshold on
1 January 2018 will lose this status.
n www.rics.org/firmregulation
6 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

Surveyors (IoS). Offices were then leased
at 12 Great George Street, which remains
our headquarters to this day.
The IoS received its Royal Charter
from King George VI in July 1947, when it
became known as the Royal Institution of
Chartered Surveyors.
To celebrate our century and a half, we
have reviewed our archive and identified
150 stories about RICS. Many of these
fascinating stories will be published at
www.rics.org/uk/news/rics150, with others
posted on our social media channels.

Make your voice
heard
RICS’ survey of the profession
takes place twice a year and is
your opportunity to share how you
feel about the direction the
organisation is taking, and how
satisfied you are with your
professional body.
Your feedback in the past has
helped us to concentrate our
efforts in putting the profession
ahead of the competition through
the provision of training,
knowledge and information, and
enabled us to articulate clearly the
value of what we do and your
professional credentials.
Your views are important to us
and can help us to focus on the
areas that are important to you.

Challenges for small builders stressed
Research from NHBC Foundation shows that small builders are experiencing
“deeply frustrating” delays, with a third waiting more than a year for local
authority planning approval and nearly 80% experiencing a significant hike in
planning-related fees in the past two years.
The NHBC Foundation report Small house builders and developers: current
challenges to growth outlines the difficulties faced by small firms, using the
experiences of almost 500 companies that typically construct fewer than
10 homes a year. The report highlights the fact that the number of small firms
active in housebuilding continues to decline, accounting for just 12% of market
share in 2015, compared with 28% in 2008.
n http://bit.ly/2qzXypu

Life-safety power supplies guide issued
Building Services Research and Information Association has published
Life Safety and Firefighting Power Supplies, a guide to designing power
supplies for systems such as sprinkler pumps, smoke control systems and
firefighting lifts.
n http://bit.ly/2pFKnmV
Images © iStock/Shutterstock
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Report flags poor
indoor air quality
Poor indoor air quality in UK homes is
of a magnitude that needs immediate
national action: this is the conclusion of
a report to which the Royal College of
Physicians, the Royal College of
Paediatrics and Child Health, Building
Research Establishment (BRE) and the
Adaptation and Resilience in the
Context of Change network have
together contributed.
Better homes, better air, better health
was published following a workshop
event where built environment and
medical professionals came together to
identify key issues and challenges.
The report’s recommendations
include revising the Building
Regulations, and reducing emissions
from construction materials and home
improvement products.
It also calls for nationwide monitoring
and pooling of data on outdoor and
indoor air pollution, and widespread
installation of real-time sensors that
detect indoor pollutants.
n http://bit.ly/2qK1LCP

Fire qualifications launched
The Fire Industry Association (FIA) has announced four new qualifications for both fire
detection and alarm systems, which will cover the role of designer, installer, maintainer
and commissioner. Provided through its new awarding organisation, the FIA AO, the
qualifications aim to meet the needs of the industry, and were developed in conjunction
with employers, recruiters, member organisations and learners.
n www.fia.uk.com

RICS sets out Grenfell disaster response
For current information about RICS’ and UK government responses to the Grenfell
Tower disaster in west London, please visit the following site.
n www.rics.org/grenfell

Meridian Consult Ltd
Sugnall Business Centre
Staffordshire ST21 6NF

T 01785 859 200
E office@meridianconsult.co.uk
www.meridianconsult.co.uk
@meridianai

Building Control Surveyors
Greater Manchester, West Cheshire,
Wirral, West Midlands
Part or fully qualified
towards RICS/CABE/CIOB
Meridian Consult is celebrating
its 14th year as an Approved
Inspector and multi-discipline
surveying company. Over this
time, we have built a strong
reputation to provide high quality
professional services to our
clients with a focus on delivering
excellent customer service.
Due to continued growth, the
above vacancies have become
available - the right candidates
will be highly motivated

with excellent communication
and organisational skills.
We offer an attractive
package commensurate with
the successful candidate’s
qualifications, experience and
ability including competitive
salary with bonus scheme,
company car or cash equivalent,
contributory pension, flexible
working and training/CPD
support as required.

Call us for an informal chat or email your CV
to office@meridianconsult.co.uk

To a d ve r t i s e c o n t ac t Chris Cairns +4 4 2 0 7 8 7 1 0 9 2 7 or c hrisc @wearesu nd a y.co m
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The discovery of defects in 17 Scottish schools
provides a salutary reminder of the building
owner’s responsibility for ensuring compliance,
warn Michael Dignan and Gary Black

Seriously flawed

T

he Scottish
public–private
partnership project
PPP1, agreed
between the City of
Edinburgh Council
and the Edinburgh
Schools Partnership,
ran from 2001 to 2005. It included the
construction and refurbishment of
10 primary schools, five secondary
schools and two special needs schools.
All were built by the same contractor.
The works were undertaken as design
and build projects, and were completed in
two phases:
b phase 1: 13 schools, which was
completed by 2003
b phase 2: four schools, which was
completed in 2005.

Oxgangs Primary School
On the evening of 28 January 2016,
Storm Gertrude hit Scotland and the
north of England, causing delays and
cancellations to public transport, loss
of power to homes and the closure of
schools. Gusts of up to 70mph were
recorded in Edinburgh.
On the morning of 29 January, it
was found that a substantial section of
external wall at Oxgangs Primary School
in the city had collapsed (see photo
1). The section of collapsed masonry
weighed around nine tonnes and fell on
an area frequented by schoolchildren
(see photo 2). The City of Edinburgh
Council immediately commissioned
a team of structural engineers to
undertake emergency inspections, and
they discovered that there had been
a catastrophic failure of the ties in the
cavity wall construction.

Defect diagnosis
The initial inspections were intended to
identify what had occurred, to render
Oxgangs safe, and ensure that the pupils
8 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

could return to a safe environment.
However, this was the fifth such incident
to occur, and investigations showed that
all five schools suffered from similar,
avoidable issues.
In light of this, intrusive inspections
were urgently undertaken to the
remaining 12 schools from the project,
given that earlier visual inspections had
failed to identify any potential defects.
Those inspections showed that all 17
schools suffered from the same defect.
The design specification was for a
cavity width of 120mm and wall ties of
250mm in length, with a minimum tie
embedment of 50mm into each leaf of
masonry. Detailed investigations showed
that the cavity width varied from 135mm
to 160mm, which resulted in insufficient
embedment of the 250mm-long ties.
It has subsequently been confirmed
that, had the walls been constructed in
the specified manner, they would have
withstood the rigours of Storm Gertrude.
The survey inspections also showed
that there were significant issues with
wallhead restraints. These are fitted to
connect cavity walls to steel or concrete
structures and are required to resist high
lateral loads. The connecting pieces are
usually embedded at regular spacings
into mortar joints and connected to the
structure using bolts. Unfortunately,
it was found that the restraints were
either missing or poorly installed and
that masonry was being pulled from the
wallhead (see photo 3).
As a result of the presence of such
serious defects, the City of Edinburgh
Council commissioned an independent
inquiry into the incidents. This concluded
the work was poorly executed, due to:
b the laying of the bricks and the
positioning of the wall ties
b the supervision of the bricklaying and
the positioning of the wall ties
b the quality assurance processes used
by the subcontractor and main contractor
Images © Deadline News/Wullie Marr
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to confirm the quality of the construction
of the walls.
The inquiry also concluded that each
of these issues was ultimately the
responsibility of the contractor.

Building standards process
The building standards process in
Scotland differs to that of building control
bodies in the rest of the UK, because it
is administered and managed solely by
the building standards services of local
authorities, and no private companies are
permitted to carry out the role.
The process is founded on the principle
that a building warrant approval must be
obtained before work commences on
site, although there are provisions in the
legislation to regularise instances where
such consent has not been obtained.

RI CS BUILDING
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1 Extensive external wall collapse at Oxgangs
Primary School, Edinburgh
2 Fallen masonry on school grounds
3 Defective brickwork at high level

1

or applicant to ensure that all works
complied with the approved drawings and
with the specifications contained in the
building warrant.
In addition, if any item had been missed
at the vetting of this warrant, there was
still a requirement to ensure that what
was built on site complied fully with the
requirements of the current technical
standards in force.
A completion certificate, a satisfactory
drain test and a copy of a certificate
provided by a competent electrician were
in many cases all that was required.
However, a completion certificate
issued after reasonable enquiry was not
a guarantee of compliance or quality
of work. In many cases, the presence
of a certificate of completion has been
interpreted as offering a far greater
level of comfort than it should. The
system from which it was derived was an
excellent piece of legislation; however,
this act quickly became dated and unfit
for purpose.

Challenges

3
When PPP1 commenced, the legislation
in force was the Building (Scotland) Act
1959, as amended in 1970. Under this act,
completion certificates were issued, as
after reasonable enquiry, each building
as constructed appeared to be complete
and in accordance with the approved
warrant drawings. The individual scheme
of inspections was determined and
managed by each local authority.
Statutory documentation to be
submitted to councils was limited to:
b notification of start of works within
seven days of them commencing
b a notice advising that drains were laid
and ready to inspect and or test
b an application for a certificate
of completion.
During PPP1, local authority building
control services would, once notified,
carry out periodic inspections at key
stages during the build. The onus was,
and remained firmly, on the owner

The Building (Scotland) Act 2003 came
into force in 2005, when the building
standards system and completion
certificates were fundamentally altered.
Now a local authority either accepts or
rejects an application for a completion
certificate lodged by the relevant person.
The new system applied to all
applications for building warrants
received after 1 May 2005. As with every
piece of legislation, this prompted a
period of transition and a need to adopt
revised best practice.
The forum to support this transition
was the Scottish Association of Building
Standards Managers, which has since
been rebranded and changed its
constitution to ensure representation
of all levels of buildings standards
practitioners from Local Authority
Building Standards Scotland (LABSS).
In October 2013, LABSS issued formal
guidance in conjunction with Scotland’s
Building Standards Division, entitled
Verification During Construction,
Non-Domestic Buildings: Guidance to
Support the Application of Reasonable
Inquiry (http://bit.ly/2sEyNp2).
On approval of a building warrant, the
local authority now issues the approval

document and stamped, approved
drawings, alongside a document
known as a construction compliance
notification plan. This document requires
the responsible person – usually the
applicant – to notify the local authority
at various stages throughout the
construction process, which provides the
authority with the opportunity to inspect
if required.
The verifier now collects the evidence
as submitted by the relevant person and
considers this in conjunction with their
inspection findings to determine whether
to accept or reject the application for
a completion certificate. At this stage,
they can insist on reasonable intrusive
inspection as well.

Consequences
The consequences of the defects at
the schools were significant. After it
became clear the problem was likely to
be widespread, the decision was taken
in mid April 2016 to close all 17 schools,
resulting in significant disruption and cost
for local authorities, pupils and parents.
However, neither of the inspection
systems in place under the 1959 or 2003
acts would necessarily prevent such an
incident occurring again in the future.
Building standards are a key element
in ensuring buildings are designed and
constructed to protect the health, safety
and welfare of users of buildings and
those who frequent buildings. Although
the system relies on many components,
it puts the ultimate responsibility on the
building owner to make certain their
completed project is compliant. C

Michael Dignan is Course Leader for BSc
(Hons) Surveying at Scott Sutherland School
of Architecture and Built Environment, Robert
Gordon University, Aberdeen
m.dignan@rgu.ac.uk
Gary Black is Director at Inspired Design and
Development Ltd
mail@idd-ltd.co.uk

Related competencies include
Building control inspections,
Building pathology
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SuDS not
floods
Sustainable drainage systems offer an
environmentally positive way to improve
resilience to surface water flooding –
though negative perceptions about cost
and land take still need to be overcome,
explains Laura Grant

S

Surface water flooding,
which is responsible for more
than one-third of all flooding
damage in England every year,
is being exacerbated by a
number of factors.
These include a cross-party
ambition to build 1m homes
by 2020, the increasing
replacement of lawns by
driveways, road verges being
given up for tarmac, and
urban areas being infilled with
new developments in even
the smallest gaps. Along with
climate change, this means
we are priming a surface
water time bomb.
The answer is to adapt the
way we build to incorporate
more natural features and
provide flooding resilience on
a range of scales.
The principles of sustainable
drainage systems (SuDS) are:
b to replicate, as closely as
possible, the hydrology of a
particular catchment before
development took place
b to minimise the
development’s impact on the
quantity and quality of water
run-off downstream
1 0 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

b to provide enhanced
amenity and biodiversity.

Unblocking SuDS
Planning policy has required
the consideration of
sustainable drainage for
major development since
April 2015. However, these
changes to planning policy
fell short of implementing the
recommendations of the Pitt
Review, which was conducted
after the devastating floods
of summer 2007; neither did
they reflect provisions in the
Flood and Water Management
Act 2010, because no
solution for ongoing drainage
maintenance was found and
SuDS standards were not
made mandatory.
Since the new approach
was introduced, we have
frequently heard how SuDS
are not getting built in the
form or volume that is needed.
Yet data is sparse: there
is no requirement for local
authorities to report on SuDS
uptake, or monitor whether
they have been implemented
or are effective.

At the Chartered Institution
of Water and Environmental
Management (CIWEM), we
decided to take matters into
our own hands, coordinating
the largest cross-sector
survey of professionals to
date. The results show:
b almost 70% think current
planning policy does not
sufficiently encourage SuDS
b 75% are not assessing
either the costs or benefits of
SuDS schemes
b 75% consider that planning
authorities do not have
adequate in-house expertise
to consider the merits of
proposals properly
b only 8% think the current
standards are encouraging
high-quality SuDS.

Competing on cost
Given the increasing pressure
for housing and development
and extremely high land
values, it is understandable
that developers might fear
that the inclusion of SuDS
could potentially reduce
their margins. Economic
viability is often cited as a

reason not to include SuDS
in schemes, with a proportion
of our survey respondents
perceiving that installing
systems might make schemes
less practical.
However, many forms of
SuDS can be incorporated
into the footprint of a building,
reducing land take. For
example, systems can use
pervious paving, tree pits,
bio-retention and other
vegetated components, green
roofs or rainwater storage.
Early consideration of
surface water drainage would
mean that site layouts were
informed by the drainage
requirements, rather than
the other way around. Our
respondents believe that
SuDS should be integrated
into a scheme as early as
possible, with consideration
at the masterplanning stage
favoured by 71%.
This would allow potential
opportunities and constraints
to be identified early on
and ensure that the space
is used as cost-effectively
and efficiently as possible,
maximising the benefits that
can be achieved.
If SuDS can be
incorporated without affecting
land take, is there evidence
that they may reduce
profitability because they
cost more than conventional
drainage? The government’s
own data on costs shows that
both capital and maintenance
Images © Laura Grant
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include other storage and
filtration components.
Only 8% of survey
respondents believe that the
current non-statutory SuDS
standards are encouraging
the installation of effective,
high-quality sustainable
drainage systems in England.
The standards are
intended to ensure that
drainage matches greenfield
run-off rates for new-build
developments, but there is no
mention of any requirement
to implement wider benefits,
so the standards can still
be implemented using
conventional drainage.
cost differences are usually
marginal, and SuDS experts
stress that they should
cost less than conventional
drainage if schemes are well
designed. Recent research
for the Welsh Government,
for instance, found that SuDS
are cheaper at every scale
in terms of both capital and
operational costs.
Currently, the wider benefits
of opting for SuDS remain
unpriced and unrecognised
by policy or standards. The
problem is that the benefits
accrue to many but the costs
are initially borne by just one
party – a developer, a water
company or local authority –
so effective policy is needed
to rectify this situation.

Cleaner water
Pollution from transport and
urban waste accumulates
in rain flowing across
impermeable surfaces,
which then contaminates
watercourses, especially
when so many sewers are
operating close to or at their
maximum capacity.
Managing rainfall at
source ensures that silt and
pollution do not flow freely
into watercourses, controlling
the flow and quality of water
for use further downstream.
The most effective forms of
SuDS combine source control
– close to where the rain lands
– with successive stages of
management that can also

Stronger policy
Our research indicates that
the clear majority of those
involved in SuDS provision
consider current policy to
be ineffective, as many new
homes are being built without
the full benefits that such
schemes offer.
Current national planning
policy and practice guidance
allows developers to opt
out of the requirement for a
plethora of reasons on the
grounds of practicality or
price, when the range of SuDS
options available means this
is often unjustified. Our survey
also identified that costs are
being used as a reason to opt
out of schemes when in fact
they may not be measured
at all.
The effect of excluding
minor developments from
planning policy – with
developments of fewer
than 10 homes not currently
needing to consider SuDS – is
another concern, because
the cumulative impact of
development is a major factor
in surface water flooding.
Some local authorities have
been forward-thinking and
developed their own planning
policies; however, this is not
the case everywhere.
The lack of arrangements
being made for the adoption
of schemes – clarifying and
allocating the maintenance
responsibilities for them – is

also frequently a major barrier
to wider implementation.

Estate example
The community charity
Groundwork and the London
Borough of Hammersmith and
Fulham have been working
together to demonstrate how
retrofitting open spaces on
housing estates can be a
cost-effective way to improve
the capital’s resilience to the
effects of climate change.
Work began in 2014
on three housing estates
chosen to showcase many
climateproofing options, while
also providing benefits such
as biodiversity, play areas,
improved amenity and better
air quality.
A large-scale green
roof was also installed
on one estate, which was
incorporated in planned
maintenance to the roof to
increase efficiency.
The improvements made
across the three sites were:
b 2,500 sq. m of enhanced
green infrastructure
b 25% increase in
permeable surfaces
b 20,000 cu. m of water
retention capacity
b 600 trees planted
b 600 sq. m of green roofs
b 400 sq. m of
food-growing capacity
b 10 systems for
rainwater harvesting.
The sites are roughly
maintenance-neutral,
which means that where
impermeable surfaces such
as asphalt and concrete, for
example, have been replaced
by gardens that require
maintenance, this has been
offset by turning other grass
areas to meadow. Simple,
low-maintenance plant mixes
that suit the conditions and
provide colour for residents
were also grown.
Using evaluation techniques
from the Treasury, it was
calculated that social benefits
of £4.50 accrued for every
£1 invested in the project.
Contractors and council

officers are being trained
so they can replicate these
measures elsewhere.

Government review
The government is currently
reviewing its SuDS approach.
We hope to see it strengthen
policy, standards and
guidance to ensure that new
homes have well-designed
and implemented SuDS,
thereby reducing costs and
also offering communities
greater resilience, wellbeing
and amenity.
The main recommendations
from our research are that
drainage of surface water
into sewers should be
made conditional on new
developments including
high-quality SuDS, which
reduce flood risk by slowing
and storing flood water using
natural processes, and to
ensure that a clear decision
is taken on adoption and
maintenance funding.
With both the government’s
independent Committee
on Climate Change and
the National Infrastructure
Commission recognising the
benefits of SuDS, let’s hope
the government itself takes
note. It is vital that in building
new homes we do not build
more risk. b

Laura Grant is Senior Policy
Advisor at CIWEM
laura.grant@ciwem.org
@lauraepolicy

CIWEM’s A Place for SuDS report is
available at
www.ciwem.org/suds

Related competencies include
Construction technology and
environmental services
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Sensible
precautions

F

ull-frame structural
fire engineering
analysis is carried
out to enhance the
passive fire
protection of
steel-framed
buildings with
concrete composite slabs. The technique
can help significantly reduce the need for
passive fire protection on the secondary
steel beams, and in many cases mean
that none is needed at all.

Testing context
Normally, fire tests are only carried out
on individual beams or columns because
of the limited sizes of the furnaces where
testing takes place. Tests are carried
out to well-defined standards, and are
the basis of certification for passive
protection products applied to structures
so that they can meet the fire resistance
periods specified in the Building
Regulations guidance.
However, when connected together
into a frame, the structure behaves
differently – usually better than the
individual elements, because there are
different load paths in the composite slab
and protected primary structure around
12 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

Full-frame structural fire
engineering offers a practical
approach to the analysis of
steel-frame and composite concrete
slab structures, according to
Cate Clooney and Mark Jones

it, as tests such as the Cardington series
have demonstrated. This redistribution
of load is commonly referred to as
“membrane action”.
Conventional fire design for
steel-framed buildings usually takes
the following approach:
b design the structure in such a way
that it achieves the required performance
at ambient temperature
b apply insulation to the structure so
that, if a fire occurs, the steel should not
be heated beyond the point where the
structure is still adequate.

Load-bearing legislation

No analysis is normally carried out of the
structural behaviour at high temperatures
– it is usually assumed that the approach
detailed above examines enough safety
factors to ensure that the building is
unlikely to fail. While very few modern
buildings collapse due to fire, it does not
necessarily mean this is the most efficient
design approach, however.
The methodology of Vulcan –
developed at the University of Sheffield
– and similar software is different in that
it aims to analyse the complete structural
frame or subframe to assess how it
would behave in the event of various fire
scenarios. By understanding the frame’s

Requirement B3 of the Building
Regulations 2010 states: “The building
shall be designed and constructed so
that, in the event of a fire, its stability will
be maintained for a reasonable period.”
The aim of the structural fire
engineering analysis is to show that this
requirement can be met by targeting
protection effectively in the building
structure – without reducing the level of
safety or the performance of the building
in a fire.
This approach simply directs fire
protection to those parts of the structure
where it will perform a useful purpose.
Any structure that only supports a roof
would not require fire protection, for

Image © Shutterstock

behaviour when subjected to a fire, it is
possible to identify and apply protection
only to the steel members that need to
retain their strength and rigidity to ensure
the building’s overall structural stability.
Exova Warringtonfire uses Vulcan
(www.vulcan-solutions.com) to allow
experienced fire engineers to model the
way that the entire frame would behave in
a fire. This enables more flexibility in the
design approaches, and can often reduce
costs significantly.
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example, as Approved Document B or
BS 9999 recommend.
Both of these recognise that
alternative fire-engineered approaches
may be used in order to comply with the
Building Regulations, which provides an
opportunity for a performance-based
design approach. According to BS 9999,
beams and columns should maintain the
load-bearing capacity for the required
fire resistance period when tested to
BS 476, part 20 of which states that a
column shall be deemed to have failed
when it cannot support the load. This can
be checked by the finite element analysis,
because the model stops running once
any single structural element loses its
load-bearing capacity.
BS 476 part 20 stipulates that a beam
shall also be deemed to have failed if it
can no longer support the load, and limits
the maximum deflection of a beam to
L/20, where L signifies the clear span in
metres. This limit is also applied to steel
beams without external fire protection.
BS 9999 requires floors to maintain
load-bearing capacity, integrity and
insulation for the required fire resistance
period. As with the beams and columns,
a slab shall be deemed to have failed if it
is no longer able to support the load, with
a maximum allowed deflection of L/20
under BS 476.
Part 20 of BS 476 explains that failure
to maintain integrity shall be deemed
to have occurred when a floor slab
collapses, there is sustained flaming
on the unexposed face, or the criteria
for impermeability are exceeded;
impermeability is normally satisfied for
composite slabs. Should a slab collapse,
the finite element model will then stop.
For composite slabs, insulation is not
normally a problem.
Due to the nature of composite
steel-framed buildings, localised failure
– that is when a limited number of
structural elements lose stability – is
unlikely to cause the whole frame to
collapse. However, should the model stop
before the required fire resistance period,
for example 90 minutes, the structural
frame is not considered to meet the fire
resistance requirements.
The required fire resistance period can
be obtained from guidance documents
such as Approved Document B or
BS 9999. The latter also allows the
designer to take account of available
ventilation when considering the
severity of a fire and the subsequent fire
resistance period required, which draws
on the “time-equivalent” value, as further

detailed in BSI Published Documents
PD 7974-3 or PD 6688-1-2, outside the
scope of this article.

Modelling considerations
This analysis is usually carried out on
buildings that have sprinklers fitted or
are otherwise compartmented floor by
floor. For a building that has sprinklers
throughout, it is assumed to be effectively
compartmented on a floor-by-floor basis;
that is, a fire is unlikely to spread to more
than one floor.
Finite element modelling has been
carried out using Vulcan software
to show that the steelwork in each
compartment – columns, beams and the
slabs above – will not fail when exposed
to the conditions for the required fire
resistance period under BS 476; say, for
90 minutes.
The finite element model should be
developed through close consultation
with the structural engineers to ensure
that it accurately represents all of the
following features:
b concrete slab details, including
cross-section shape, location and size of
rebar and concrete grade
b steel sizes; each beam can be entered
into Vulcan in bespoke fashion, enabling
inclusion of hollow and parallel flange
channel sections
b type of connection between beams
and columns
b boundary conditions
b loading at the fire limit state; this
refers to exceptional circumstances when
a structure is experiencing an extreme
accidental event of low probability, and
to model the state slab, perimeter beam
and column loadings are multiplied by
the appropriate load factors derived from
Eurocode or BS 5950-8, if the building
has been designed to that standard
b any non-composite elements of
the structure.
The method of modelling cellular beams,
within the limitations of the program,
should also be justified.
For each steel beam and column, it
will be necessary to apply a bespoke
time–temperature curve that reflects
either the response of the unprotected
steel member to the standard fire curve,
or a protected response in which the
temperature of the protected member
is restrained to its limiting temperature
throughout the course of the analysis.
BS EN 1993-1-2 and BS EN 1994-1-2
both contain guidance on these different
temperature responses.

Even if the building has sprinklers
fitted, it is assumed that a fire may involve
a whole floor or compartment, ignoring
any non-fire-rated subdivision, but will not
spread to other floors or compartments.
Therefore, it is reasonable to model one
floor at a time. Each subframe will be
exposed to BS 476-standard fire for the
required period of resistance. This is a
conservative assumption, because the
provision of the sprinklers will isolate the
fire to a far smaller area than those used
in the models.
Because this is a computational
technique, it is appropriate for the
designers to carry out sensitivity studies
concerning the model resolution to
ensure that the results have converged,
without necessarily using an overrefined
model mesh.

Interpretation of results
Results should generally report the profile
observed for the most severe slab and
beam deflections, with reference to the
acceptance criteria of BS 476 part 20.
The model runs will normally involve
several iterations to determine the
optimum configuration of unprotected
structures. The structural drawings can
then be marked up and supplied to the
design team to indicate the extent of
unprotected secondary beam structure
that is permitted.
Where floorplates are similar across
different levels of a building, it may be
appropriate to consider the level that
has the highest loading and apply the
results of that model to the similar
floors elsewhere, without necessarily
having to model each floor individually.
Any changes to the structural design
following the modelling would, however,
necessitate remodelling to confirm or
update the original recommendations. C

Cate Cooney and Mark Jones are Principal
Consultants at Exova Warringtonfire
cate.cooney@exova.com
mark.jones@exova.com

Related competencies include
Fire safety

SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

13

RICS B U I L DI N G
C ONT ROL J OURN AL

I N TE RNAT I O N A L STA N DA R DS

User-friendly
Alexander Aronsohn introduces the
second edition of the Property measurement
professional statement

C

onsultation recently
concluded on the draft
of RICS’ Property
measurement
second edition. This
revised professional
statement includes
updates to the application and principle
sections, which have been merged and
simplified to provide further clarification.
The previous section on International
Property Measurement Standards
(IPMS): Office Buildings as applied in the
RICS professional statement remains
unchanged, but a section entitled “IPMS:
Residential Buildings as applied in the
RICS professional statement” has been
added to the new edition.
The revisions are designed to
ensure that RICS professionals provide

14 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

consistent property measurements
for their clients, establishing a uniform
global method for the measurement of
residential property. This is particularly
important for such properties given that,
depending on the practice adopted,
measurements for apartments can vary
by as much as 27%, and for houses by up
to 58%.

Applying the statement
Further to market feedback received from
RICS members and other stakeholders
since the publication of the original
professional statement, the section on
application has been significantly revised
to clarify the mandatory elements of the
standards. The updated section 1.1 on the
application of the professional statement
now states the following.

“All RICS members involved with the
measurement of buildings must comply
with the following requirements and retain
the following information on file or in their
measurement report:
b purpose of the measurement
instruction
b date of the measurement instruction
b date of measurement
b measurement standard adopted
b if IPMS [are] not used, state the
reason for departure [from them]
b measurement methodology adopted
(e.g. laser measurer or tape measure)
b scale of any plans used
b floor area schedule with relevant
areas cross-referenced to floorplans
b unit of measurement and conversion
factor, if applicable (e.g. square feet to
square metres) and
b signature of the RICS member and
RICS-registered firm responsible for the
measurement instruction.”
Moreover, the section on use of IPMS
has been revised to provide additional
clarification of the first edition of the
professional statement, which stated that
IPMS were mandatory but subject to the
client’s instruction.
The second edition states that
although members are expected to
advise their client or employer on the

RI CS BU ILDING
CONT ROL JOUR NAL

benefits of IPMS, “it is understood
that IPMS [are] not suitable in
all circumstances and in these
circumstances RICS members must state
the reason for departure” from them.
The section on accuracy has also
been revised to be more flexible
and recognise that the precision of
measurement required varies with the
purpose of the instruction. It now states:
“It is the responsibility of members
to adopt appropriate measuring and
computing processes so as to satisfy the
requirements of clients and users. These
requirements can range from a very
broad approximation for some temporary
purpose to a precise calculation for
contractual or other reasons.”

Technical definitions
The exposure draft also includes some
new definitions, such as the following
from IPMS: Residential Buildings.
b Balcony: an external platform at an
upper floor level with a balustrade to the
open sides projecting from or recessed
from an External Wall, and including
generally accessible rooftop terraces,
external galleries and loggia.
b Covered Area: the extent at ground
level of the area of Building covered
by one or more roofs, the perimeter of
which, sometimes referred to as the drip
line, is the outermost structural extension,
exclusive of ornamental overhangs.
b Mezzanine: an intermediate or partial
storey, other than a Catwalk, between
the floor levels or roof of a Building and
usually fully or partially open on one or
more sides.
In response to previous consultation
feedback on IPMS: Residential Buildings,
the professional statement also includes
the following revised definitions so both
Internal Dominant Face (IDF) and IDF
(Internal Wall Section) are clearer and
more user-friendly.
b IDF: the inside Finished Surface
comprising more than 50% of the
floor-to-ceiling height for each IDF Wall
Section. If such does not occur, then the
Finished Surface is deemed to be the IDF.
b IDF Wall Section: each internal finish
of a section of an External Wall, ignoring
the existence of any columns, that is
either recessed from or protrudes from
its adjacent section.
The professional statement also identifies
a new Limited-Use Area called “Example
5 – Area difference from Covered Area”.
It explains that, “where a Sheltered Area is

not functional for the primary use, this part
of the covered area may be classified as
limited-use area”.
The Component Areas have now
also been revised so the sum of the
Component Areas now equals IPMS 1,
and the sum of the Component Areas
minus the new Component Area B1
(External Walls) equals IPMS 2 Residential
Buildings. The new sub-categories of
Component Area B are as follows.
1. IPMS Residential Component Area
B1, External Walls, are defined as the
external enclosure of a building, which
comprises the area between the IDF and
the outside face of the building.
2. IPMS Residential Component Area B2,
Internal Structural Elements, comprise all
internal structural walls and columns.
3. IPMS Residential Component Area
B3, Internal Non-Structural Elements,
comprise all internal full-height
permanent walls other than those
included in Component Areas B1 and B2.
In addition to the revised Component
Area B, there is also a new Component
Area G called Living Space, defined as
“the area available for use by residential
occupiers”. Some of the Component
Areas in this table can be further used for
IPMS 3 if required.

IPMS: Residential Buildings
The professional statement also includes
a new section incorporating IPMS:
Residential Buildings. It comprises the
three main measurement standards:
b IPMS 1
b IPMS 2 Residential Buildings
b IPMS 3 Residential Buildings,
including IPMS 3A – Residential, IPMS 3B
– Residential and IPMS 3C – Residential.
IPMS 1 can be used by parties for
planning purposes or the summary
costing of development proposals, and
is defined as: “The sum of the areas of
each floor level of a building measured
to the outer perimeter of external
construction features. It is the same for
all classes of building. In many markets,
but not universally, this is known as gross
external area.”
IPMS 2 Residential Buildings can help
the property sector make efficient use
of space and benchmarking data, and
is defined as the sum of the areas of
each floor level of a residential building
measured to the IDF.
However, in respect of IPMS 3
Residential Buildings, the professional
statement includes three different
Image © Shutterstock

measurement bases, which the IPMS
Standard Setting Committee felt were
required to meet global market needs,
IPMS 3A – Residential, IPMS 3B –
Residential and IPMS 3C – Residential,
whose characteristics are detailed below.
Some markets require only one of these
measurement bases, but others may use
two or more for different purposes. This
section also includes separate floorplans
for residential apartments and residential
dwellings to let non-professionals such as
agents and brokers use the standards.
IPMS 3A – Residential is similar to
Gross External Area in the Code of
Measuring Practice (CoMP) and is the
area in exclusive occupation, measured
to the outer face of the External Wall
for detached dwellings and to the outer
face of the External Wall and the centre
line of shared walls between occupants
for attached dwellings. In many markets,
IPMS 3A – Residential will be used for
measuring houses for transactional or
land registration purposes.
IPMS 3B is similar to Gross Internal
Area, Net Sales Area or Effective Floor
Area in CoMP, and is the area in exclusive
occupation, including the Floor Area
occupied by internal walls and columns,
measured to the IDF and the Finished
Surface of internal perimeter walls. Many
markets will use IPMS 3B – Residential
for measuring flats and apartment blocks,
and in some houses for transactional or
facilities management purposes.
IPMS 3C – Residential represents the
area in exclusive occupation, excluding
the Floor Area occupied by full-height
internal walls and columns, measured to
the IDF and the Finished Surface of all
full-height internal walls, and will in many
markets be used to measure flats for
transactional purposes. b

Alexander Aronsohn FRICS is RICS Director of
Technical Standards

www.ipmsc.org

Related competencies include
Measurement of land and property
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Carrie de Silva tells the inspirational life story
of Irene Barclay, the first woman to qualify as a
chartered surveyor, who did pioneering work in
social housing and slums

First
among equals

I

rene Barclay was
born Irene Turberville
Martin to a socialist
family in Hereford
in 1894. Her father,
Basil Martin, was
a non-conformist
minister whose
memoirs, An
Impossible Parson,
set out the philosophy of public service,
faith and wry sense of fun that informed
her upbringing.
She was the eldest of four, though
her youngest brother died in childhood.
Another brother, Kingsley, was occasional
lecturer in politics at the LSE, a
committed pacifist and editor of the
New Statesman from 1930 to 1960, later
publishing a memoir called Father Figures
that gave further insight into the Martins’
background and family politics.
Irene attended Hereford High School,
which she loved, until 1911. She then
boarded at Monmouth High for two years,
where she was “miserable in the extreme”.
Having grown up in reasonable comfort,
the family moved to Finchley in 1913 in
somewhat straitened circumstances,
although the tertiary education that
followed was a happier experience for all
three surviving Martin children.
She gained a BA (Hons) in history
in 1916 followed by a diploma in social
science in 1917, both from Bedford
College, part of the University of London.
In his memoir, her father notes that “it was
a matter of no little pride to me and my
wife that we succeeded in sending our
three elder children to university in spite
of our tiny income”.

slums; she also met Miss Maud Jeffery,
who was a housing manager for the
Crown Estate Commissioners and
formerly secretary to social reformer
Octavia Hill, one of the founders of
the National Trust. Maud ensured that
Irene became an early member of the
Association of Women House Property
Managers, and encouraged her to study
for surveying exams.
Irene also took evening classes
alongside Evelyn Perry, the second
woman to be admitted to the profession
and they noted, with ill-concealed
mischief, the embarrassment of their
tutors at having women attending lectures
on drainage and sanitation.
She was employed throughout her
training by the Crown Office on a salary
that reached £140 per year – which she

found “stingy”, even by the standards of
the time.

Her own practice
On qualification, she spent six months
working with Louis de Soissons, architect
of the new Welwyn Garden City, but
she soon set up on her own in Finsbury
Square in London. She ran the practice,
largely in partnership with Evelyn Perry,
in Somers Town – the area around
St Pancras, King’s Cross and Euston
stations – for more than 50 years.
Irene’s working life was spent improving
social housing in the capital, and she was
involved from the earliest days with the
St Pancras Housing Association; she
went on to become its secretary in 1925
and continued to hold the office for
almost half a century.

Surveying exams
Work experience she undertook during
her diploma introduced her to London’s
16 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

k The Barclay family (clockwise from left): youngest son Anthony; Irene; husband
John; older son Michael
Image from flyleaf of People Need Roots, Irene Barclay, 1976
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Women in surveying
We are 98 years on from the passing
of the Sex Disqualification (Removal)
Act 1919. This lifted the bar on
women entering certain professions,
largely following the social, political
and economic fall-out of the 1914–18
war, but also due to considerable
lobbying in the wake of Bebb v Law
Society [1914] 1 Ch. 286, in which
women were deemed not to be
“persons” as defined by the Solicitors
Act 1843.
Membership of the legal and
medical professions is now around
50% women or more, but in
surveying the figure is still only 14%.
This fact would, doubtless, surprise
and disappoint Irene Barclay, née
Martin, the first woman to qualify as
a chartered surveyor, who joined the
Valuation Division of the Surveyor’s
Institution in 1922.
While there are challenges to
achieving a more diverse and
inclusive profession, initiatives such
as the RICS Diversity and Inclusion
conference and the Inclusive
Employer Quality Mark aim to
redress the balance. But even the
most optimistic forecasts predict that
it will take at least two generations to
achieve gender parity in surveying.

The society’s first project was to
purchase and refurbish seven houses,
though she herself later favoured
demolition and redevelopment over
refurbishment once the extent of damp,
dry rot, poor structure and bedbug
infestation became apparent.
A key feature of housing association
developments managed by Irene and
Evelyn, which distinguished them from
council programmes, was rehousing
within communities to retain social bonds,
an ethos reflected in the title of her 1976
book on her working and, to some extent,
personal life, People Need Roots.
Irene and her partners also achieved
some of their success through shrewd
financial management, for example,
running an in-house workforce for
general maintenance, only subcontracting
large structural programmes and even
then ensuring that all materials were
purchased direct.

Supporting tenants
Irene was active in fundraising and
gave many talks where she bridled at

and countered perceptions of the slum
population, describing these attitudes
in a letter she wrote to the Spectator as
“a libellous insult to the mass of poorer
working-class people”. Along with the
St Pancras work, Barclay’s firm helped
establish and manage other housing
associations, managed council estates,
and undertook both private professional
work and some voluntary activities.
She also supported tenants in their
struggles with landlords and loan sharks,
which led to the establishment of a loan
club and furniture shop. In addition, she
worked to provide accommodation for the
elderly as well as nurseries, play areas,
seaside holidays and a children’s home in
the country, near Ockley, Surrey, with her
politics and her deep compassion always
manifest in practical measures.

Slums
In the decades of mass slum clearance,
Irene and Evelyn broke new ground
with their surveys, commissioned both
privately and by local authorities; these
were unique in the extent of their internal
surveying and engagement with residents,
as opposed to the more cursory, external
surveys conducted for councils. This not
only gained tenants’ support but provided
depth to discussions of housing need.
Irene was a prolific speaker,
broadcaster and writer, often contributing
to the left-leaning press such as the
Fabian Quarterly or the New Statesman.
Writing and speaking invitations increased
considerably on the publication of the
influential wartime report, Our Towns:
A Close-Up, produced in 1943 by the
Women’s Group on Public Welfare, of
which she was a member.
This report had been commissioned
by the National Federation of Women’s
Institutes when evacuation disclosed the
poor hygiene, nutrition and behavioural
standards of a small proportion of
evacuees to be of concern. She
also edited the annual journal House
Happenings after the war.
Irene lacked time in her early career
to keep up with professional groups: the
Soroptomists, the Society of Women
Housing Managers (SWHM) and, of
course the Surveyors’ Institution, which
would later become RICS. At the end of
the war, however, she became chair of the
SWHM, when she prompted the dropping
of the “W” and the introduction of men.
After the war, she continued to
campaign for better housing and joined a
number of public committees and boards,
expressing the hope that she had been

chosen on the strength of her skills as a
surveyor and not as a token women.
Unlike many career women in the
first half of the 20th century, Irene
married and had two sons (see image,
below left). Her husband John Barclay
was a committed pacifist and member
of the Peace Pledge Union who was
prosecuted during the Second World War
for encouraging disaffection among the
troops. In 1966 she was widowed, and in
that year she also received an OBE for
her work with housing associations.
She retired in 1972 and died in Toronto
in 1989, having moved to Canada a few
years earlier to be near her younger son
Anthony. She is commemorated among
the faces on the Somers Town Mural on
Polygon Road, London NW1, and also by
name in Irene Barclay House in Eversholt
Street, around the corner from the mural.
In a letter to her old university tutor
in 1925, she said she would be sorry “if
no more women surveyors follow on, as
it really is a job in which a woman may
be very useful”. In later decades she
voiced disappointment that, even though
her practice had trained many women
housing managers, relatively few went on
to qualify as surveyors. She would still,
I venture, be shocked that in 2017, 86 in
100 chartered surveyors are men. C

RICS comment
Lucile Kamar, RICS Equalities
Manager, writes: We all have
a responsibility to change the
perception of our profession
and attract the best talent from
all backgrounds to ensure that
it is fit and relevant for the
future. A first step is to engage
in the online debate – using the
hashtags #LoveSurveying and
#SurveyingTheFuture – but also
to sign up to the RICS Inclusive
Employer Quality Mark.

Carrie de Silva is Principal Lecturer in Law and
Taxation, Harper Adams University, and a trainer at
surveying training provider BlueBox Partners
cdesilva@harper-adams.ac.uk

Extended digital and print versions of this short
biography are available for £5 from
Carrie de Silva; please email her at the
address above for ordering details
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There is much more to
airtightness testing than
compliance and leakage
diagnostics, maintains
Luke Smith

Tight
spot

B

uildings require
adequate ventilation
to protect the fabric
from moisture
and maintain the
health, comfort
and wellbeing of
occupants.
However, uncontrolled ventilation, also
known as air infiltration or air leakage,
can occur as a result of a discontinuous
air barrier, poor-quality construction and
unintended gaps and cracks.

Air leakage can lead
to a significant
reduction in energy
efficiency

Such leakage can lead to a significant
reduction in energy efficiency,
contributing up to 20% of the total heat
losses observed in existing buildings, a
figure that often increases to more than
40% in well-insulated properties. High
air leakage can also lead to a reduction
in the effectiveness of mechanical
ventilation systems.
In 2006, a requirement for airtightness
testing for new-build homes and
non-domestic properties was introduced
in Part L1a and L2a of the Building
Regulations. The purpose of the
requirement is to quantify the amount
of conditioned heated or cooled air that
is leaking from a building in the form of
uncontrolled ventilation.

Blower-door test
The blower-door airtightness test
involves temporarily mounting a fan on
the external envelope of the building,
sealing up intended ventilation paths and
blowing air into or out of the property to
create a pressure differential between the
inside and the outside.
The introduction of this testing
requirement has drastically improved
the understanding of how to reduce
unintended air leakage. The fan is often
also used to detect leaks, with specially
formulated smoke or a thermal imaging
camera to trace the movement of air as
the building is under pressure.
A significant downside, though, is that
the use of a fan makes it necessary for
the testing to be carried out across a
pressure difference range of 20–70Pa,
with regulations suggesting a 50Pa
average. This is unfortunate, as the

behaviour of the building – and even air
itself – is very different at 50Pa when
compared with its behaviour under
everyday atmospheric pressure changes,
which, at around 4Pa, are much smaller.
So while the blower-door fan method
serves as a great stress test for the
building fabric and enables air leakage
to be diagnosed, the concern is that
the industry has perhaps become
too focused on the use of the test
as a means of purely demonstrating
compliance, sealing leaks but
disregarding potential wider implications.
Regulations, the blower-door fan
test method and compliance software
tools such as the Standard Assessment
Procedure (SAP) all fail to give proper
acknowledgement to the link between
airtightness and the ventilation needs of
our buildings; neither does this approach
take into account actual air change
rates achieved and the risks that may be
present, particularly in relation to indoor
air quality and overheating.

Fresh air approach
Build Test Solutions is addressing
the problem by aiming to change the
way we test and verify the quality and
performance of buildings and introducing
new building performance measurement
tools and techniques.
Most recently, the company has
worked alongside the University of
Nottingham to develop the PULSE air
test as a quick, simple means of testing
the air leakage characteristics of an
occupied building at 4Pa (see image, left).
The technology releases a
low-pressure pulse of air from within a
building to make a realistic and accurate
measurement of air change rates in a
matter of minutes.
The test is conducted at the push of a
button and is not disruptive, enabling the
equipment to be used in occupied homes
as well as in more sensitive environments
such as cleanrooms and laboratories. C

Luke Smith is Head of Business Development
at Build Test Solutions
www.buildtestsolutions.com

PULSE testing can be used to assess air leakage from a house
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Related competencies include
Inspection, Sustainability

C A R EERS

Former military personnel have always been well equipped for
the surveying profession, writes James Castle

From the services
to surveying

W

With our minds much on the
British armed forces 100
years on from the First World
War, we should remember that
some of those who fought
went on to become surveyors.
One such soldier was my
grandfather, Charlie Watkins,
who served as a company
sergeant major with the Royal
Engineers in the war and was
mentioned in dispatches. I am
fortunate to have a number of
his war records, including his
field book, which shows that
he worked predominantly on
railway infrastructure in Egypt,
serving in what was known as
the Middle Eastern theatre.
Charlie was born in
Ellesmere, Shropshire, and
in the early 20th century
moved to Cheshire to marry.
He arrived there as a joiner,
but became a junior clerk of
works before volunteering
after the war broke out.
His military training
included a period at the
Longmoor army training
camp in Shropshire before
he progressed into the Royal
Engineers. After leaving the
army at the end of the war,
he returned to his studies
and eventually qualified as a
surveyor with the Incorporated
Association of Architects and
Surveyors, which is now the
Chartered Institute of Building
Engineers. He went on to
Image © James Castle

become the chief surveyor
for a rural district council,
which would have had as
much responsibility as today’s
metropolitan district councils.

Retraining today
A hundred years later, it
should be a lot easier to
achieve what Charlie Watkins
did. Accessible universities
provide RICS-accredited
degrees, and often have links
with professional practices
and boards. There are also
funding sources such as the
Enhanced Learning Credit
Administration System and a
Ministry of Defence scheme.
Yet the transition from
military to civilian life can be
problematic. It may be difficult
to believe, but former service
personnel can lack confidence.
Many leaving the military
do not appreciate their own
abilities and are too modest
about their achievements and
potential. So while it should be
easier now for ex-soldiers to
become chartered surveyors,
there are still issues.
Fortunately, these can be
overcome through retraining.
In 2013, members of HM
Forces, Glasgow Caledonian
University (GCU), Glasgow’s
Helping Heroes charity
and local further education
colleges set up the GCU HM
Forces Learning Partnership
(www.gcu.ac.uk/hmforces/).
Its primary aim is to take
ex-service personnel and
help them maximise their
potential for skilled permanent
employment through further
and higher education.
This holistic approach
is important. Not everyone

Charlie Watkins: a First
World War company
sergeant major who became
a chief surveyor
leaving the army is a
commissioned officer with
20 years of experience and
qualifications; there are also
those from the other extreme,
such as the private soldier
who perhaps left school
without many qualifications
and, after two years of army
life, decided to leave. While
they would probably not be
able to walk straight into a
university, with the help of the
partnership they can still start
on the pathway to becoming a
chartered surveyor.
Beginning with a college
access course, they could
move through national
certificates to a Higher
National Certificate or
Diploma. Assuming they
achieve a sufficient grade,
they would be in a position
to access GCU through the
Learning Partnership and
could subsequently take the
RICS-accredited BSc (Hons)
Building Surveying.

RI CS BU ILDING
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Following graduation, they
could then complete the RICS
APC and other requirements,
ultimately becoming a
chartered building surveyor.

Military value
Thinking about Charlie
Watkins again, was he typical
in demonstrating the value of
former servicepeople to the
surveying profession? He was
certainly driven, committed,
prepared to work hard and
willing to be a lifelong learner.
While he made the
transition into surveying a
century ago, some things
have not changed. His
attributes are typical of
someone who has served
with HM Forces – attributes
that also provide excellent
grounding for an aspiring
chartered surveyor.
Many former Royal
Engineers, and indeed those
from other regiments and
services, are current and past
students and offer excellent
examples of what can be
achieved in the profession
with military experience.
The transferable skills
and personal qualities of
former servicepeople –
data collection, situation
assessment, risk analysis,
team spirit, personal
responsibility, commitment
and punctuality – are all
eminently suitable for the
profession, and as surveyors
we should take advantage of
this excellent resource. The
partnership offers a suitable
mechanism to do so. C

James Castle is Programme
Leader for the BSc (Hons) Building
Surveying course at GCU and
Chairman of GCU HM Forces
Learning Partnership. He is also
Vice-Chairman of the Glasgow area
Military Education Committee and
serves on the UK-wide Council of
Military Education Committees
james.castle@gcu.ac.uk
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Is your house habitable?

I

Laurence Cobb examines cases that help clarify the implications of the Defective
Premises Act 1972

n most cases, parties to a construction
contract are principally governed by
the terms agreed between them in that
contract. However, the law may intervene
in certain circumstances where it is felt
that additional protection is needed. Such
a situation arises under the Defective
Premises Act 1972, which is now
relatively mature legislation.
Section 1 of the act states that a
person who is taking on work for or in
connection with the provision of a dwelling owes a duty to every
person who acquires an interest in that dwelling to ensure that
the works are undertaken in a professional manner, using the
proper materials, and that the dwelling is fit for habitation when
it is completed.
There are two important points to bear in mind: first, this duty
applies to residential dwellings only so as to ensure they are fit
for habitation; and second, the duty does not exist between the
original parties to a building contract alone, but can also apply to
subsequent purchasers or tenants of that dwelling, as well as to
those designing and project-managing the build.

Fit for habitation
It will be a question of fact in each case as to whether a
building is fit for habitation. Perhaps unsurprisingly, in Bole v
Huntsbuild [2009] EWHC 483, as upheld by the Court of Appeal,
inadequate foundations causing heave rendered the dwelling
unfit to be occupied safely and without inconvenience, and
therefore unfit for habitation. The general test is that a dwelling
will be fit for habitation if it can be occupied for a reasonable
time without risk to the occupants’ health and safety, or
without undue inconvenience or discomfort. What constitutes
a reasonable period of time will depend on the nature of the
defect, as was set out in Rendlesham Estates v Barr [2014]
EWHC 3968.
There is a defence under section 1(2) of the 1972 act if
the person taking on such work does so in accordance with
instructions given on behalf of another party, such as an
architect or a project surveyor, unless the person performing the
work has a duty to that other party to warn them of any defects
in the instructions but fails to discharge this duty.
The most recent cases relating to the act have generally
concerned the position of tenant and the landlord’s duty of care
under section 4, where the tenancy imposes an obligation on
them to maintain or repair the premises or they have a right to
enter the premises to carry out such maintenance or repair. As
to what constitutes a relevant defect, it is only likely to apply
where there is an obligation for the landlord to remedy the
defect under the lease. Recent cases have shown that the act
tends to be applied with some caution in this context.
In the case of Dodd v Raebarn Estates Limited and others
[2016] EWHC 262 (QB), upheld by the Court of Appeal, the late
2 0 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

Mr Dodd unfortunately fell down the stairs of a London flat while
on honeymoon, subsequently passing away from his injuries. His
wife brought a claim alleging the defects in the staircase were
responsible for the fall, and thus that the lessor – the freeholder
– and the developer management company were all liable.
It was accepted that the staircase breached both planning
permission and the Building Regulations due to the lack of a
handrail and its steep incline. However, as far as the head lessor
was concerned the defect was not one arising from a lack of
repair and therefore could not be a relevant defect under the
act, which did not apply in this case. This may seem to be an
unfortunate outcome, but the distinction was that a duty to
repair is not the same as a duty to make premises safe.
Although the act did not come to a party’s rescue in the
context of a landlord, it is still important to bear this piece of
legislation in mind when advising on any dwelling because it is
not possible to contract out of the duties imposed.
Contractors and consultants need to appreciate and manage
their potential liability under the act, and for this reason may
enter into guarantee schemes for new dwellings. Purchasers
also need to keep in mind that the act can impose a liability on a
contractor or a consultant in circumstances where the absence
of a contract between the parties may otherwise make a claim
difficult to argue. b

Laurence Cobb is a consultant at the law firm Taylor Wessing
lcobb@taylorwessing.com

Related competencies include
Legal/regulatory compliance
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Continuous improvement

I

Lorna Stimpson explains how LABC is responding to the need for
standardised practices across the profession

Increasingly, the building
industry has become part of
a wider business involving
many large manufacturers,
distributors, professional
designers, architects,
engineers, property owners,
developers, main contractors
and subcontractors.
In the public sector, this
means that the supply chain,
products, software, guidance
and portals are all shared by
inner-city boroughs, unitary
counties and small rural
district councils. But because
approved inspectors are not
tied to political boundaries,
clients can easily switch
building control providers.
As a result, there needs to
be more consistency among
practices, otherwise different
clients could end up being
offered different types and
standards of building control.

Advisory standards
Until the late 1990s, local
authorities measured
themselves against one
another using a performance
matrix. With the growth of
competition among building
control bodies, however,
performance standards were
drawn up by a steering group
comprising the Construction
Industry Council, the Local
Government Association, the
Association of Consultant

Approved Inspectors and
the Performance Standards
Working Group.
The standards were
introduced in July 1999 and
revised and updated by the
Building Control Performance
Standards Advisory Group
(BCPSAG) in June 2006. Most
local authorities used these
measures rather than the
performance matrix.
However, the many
functions of local authority
building control – such as
escalated enforcement,
dangerous structures, public
protection, disabled facility
grants and street naming
– were not included, as
approved inspectors do not
undertake these.
While contributing to
the debate around and
development of new
BCPSAG standards, Local
Authority Building Control
(LABC) started to consult
members on creating public
service-specific performance
standards and benchmarking.
Feedback was very clear:
LABC members wanted a
deeper standards framework
for all aspects of the
profession, one that would
also measure outcomes
and effectiveness in ways
that could be linked to
improvement plans.
The whole point of
performance measurement
is to provide a model for
continuous improvement,
to mitigate weaknesses
and to link standards to
competencies, learning
pathways and career planning.
Standards should also
take into consideration all
beneficiaries of building
control, including the building
user, and not just the business

customer. LABC has therefore
addressed standards in the
round, accounting for all
council duties.

Universal standards
In discussions around the
country, it was clear that while
local authorities have the
right to do things their own
way, LABC members believe
it would be better if there
were a recognised framework
of universally consistent
standards, together with a
common manual explaining
what a local authority building
control team should do.
Defining essential practices,
the standard to which they
should be performed and
how to ensure they are met
is a huge task, given that
they will cover 320 teams.
LABC has to engage and
gain support from every local
authority before performance
standards can be rolled out
and subsequently measured.
It has therefore created a
formal standards committee
and a pilot working group
that has quickly established
an outline of the framework
to speed up development.
The committee comprises
LABC’s regional chairs, to
help ensure each region
sustains consistent standards,
with the option of appointing
specialists if we need them.
The package was explained
to LABC members at our
spring conference, since when
we have been defining the
framework – looking at local
authority ethics, surveying,
administration, customer
service, enforcement,
dangerous structures,
records and technical
decision-making – and
identifying essential practices.

As far as possible, we aim
to incorporate relevant parts
of BCPSAG standards so
that eventually all councils
will be working on just one
quality management system
and the data required can be
submitted centrally.
We are also working with
software providers to help
make the reporting as easy
as possible; we see them as
essential to the preparation
of and compliance with
standards to ensure
continuous improvement.
A big challenge for LABC
is to make sure that there
is a training mechanism to
support the new performance
standards framework. So at
the same time as creating
the framework, LABC
also invested in a learning
management system and
recruited expertise to
generate digital content with
robust evaluation.
We have also made an
agreement with the University
of Wolverhampton and
together we are looking to
create academic qualifications
at undergraduate and
postgraduate levels.
None of this would be
credible without a robust
audit, so we have chosen ISO
9001 (2015), and are working
with our ISO partner to put
this in place as we bring the
framework and associated
learning on stream. b

Lorna Stimpson is Deputy
Managing Director at LABC
lorna.stimpson@labc.co.uk
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Sarah Chilcott explains why Approved Documents need to
adapt in an increasingly digital sector

Keep it simple

I

n February, the
Department for
Communities and Local
Government published
research into the
useability of parts B
and M of the Building
Regulations’ Approved
Documents (http://bit.ly/2si79Ob).
The findings identified some quite
simple yet vital improvements, such as
the ability to copy, cut and paste files for
internal company use. The survey also
prompted a number of more challenging
recommendations such as the need to
standardise and clarify information, which
is potentially problematic considering
the disparate kinds of users who are
accessing the documents.
Alongside a desire for more
prescriptive language, users expressed
the need for clearer illustrations. The
new Part M was favoured in terms of
format, using a single-column design with
more white space, not unlike a webpage.
Navigation was also identified as needing
improvement, particularly the lack of
hyperlinks in the contents pages of the
PDF documents. Users expressed their
desire for a more visible search facility
with contextual results that span all
Approved Documents; to allow a
cross-document search for “windows”,
for example.
To address these issues and reflect the
requirements of an increasingly digitised
sector, HTML versions of the Approved
Documents need to be developed. This
would allow for internal and external
links from the documents, contextual
searches, the ability to print specific
sections, and easier tailoring of guidance
to suit the readership.
Those accessing the Approved
Documents should be made aware
that these are subject to change, and
that they should always use a reliable
publisher – such as the Planning Portal’s
own library of Approved Documents
(http://bit.ly/2tgA2Pu) – to ensure that the
information is as current as possible.
Having a fully mobile-responsive
website is an absolute necessity for
users. Mobile devices account for
35% of traffic to the Planning Portal,
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so ensuring a good user experience
across all devices was a priority when
we relaunched the site last year. In
developing and publishing content, we
are careful to make sure visitors will have
the same positive experience however
they access the site.

Challenges to overcome
Standardising Approved Documents,
and regulatory guidance in general,
is a significant challenge.
Information must be
widely accessible
and in plain English.
Adding context
across the
guidance will
benefit all user
groups, and help
applicants to
submit correctly
first time. The
Planning Portal has
always been committed
to communicating with our
readers using clear, accessible
language, and providing illustrations
where appropriate.
Our popular interactive house is a
prime example of where a lot of content
that is potentially difficult to understand
can be clarified when supported by
images (http://bit.ly/2udWqFY). Along
with other interactive guides, the house
provides specific information relevant to
different developments as well as further
links to planning and building advice.
Integration with building information
modelling (BIM) is another area that
needs to be addressed. Two-thirds of the
respondents in the research identified
the need to link with BIM in the near
future, with half of them thinking they will
need to check a model’s compliance with
Building Regulations.

delighted with the take-up from local
authorities linking to the service from
their websites, as well as from approved
inspectors keen to promote their
businesses on our directory.
At the time of writing, we have nearly
200 local authorities linking to the
service and processed more than 6,000
applications. Twelve approved inspectors
are also availing themselves of the
directory. We are actively recruiting
more (http://bit.ly/2sdvcD0).
We anticipate application
numbers will continue
to rise as more
inspectors and
building control
bodies come
on board and
knowledge of the
Planning Portal
service increases.
As with the
feedback on Approved
Documents, the priorities
for industry professionals
navigating the building control
process are efficiency, ease of use
and correct submission the first time.
The ability for users to complete the
entire process online, from their desk
or anywhere else, rather than filling and
submitting paper forms is key to ensuring
a smooth and timely application. Instant
receipt notifications, fee calculators and
the ability to purchase compliant maps
further expedite the process.
We have been working hard to expand
our guidance to help visitors navigate the
application process successfully, as well
as advising on good practice for home
improvement and commercial projects
– from inception to completion. We have
also launched our own fully compliant
digital mapping tool, ReQuestaPlan
(www.requestaplan.co.uk).
www.requestaplan.co.uk b

Simplifying the process
As well as providing statutory guidance
and authoritative advice, the Planning
Portal continues to look for new ways to
simplify the building process. Because of
this, we launched a free building control
application service in October 2016
(http://bit.ly/2l4W543), and have been

Sarah Chilcott is Managing Director at
Planning Portal
sarah.chilcott@planningportal.co.uk
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Michael Morgan reflects on the impact that changes to Part M have had
on accessibility

I

Open options
have often thought that housing
diversity should be a function of supply
and demand, backed up by planning
legislation. For example, there is a
particular need for so-called affordable
housing in certain areas; but, although
most people are looking for more
affordable property, there still seems to
be a surplus of sites producing high-end
apartments and houses. Is this to do with
the demand from foreign investors as
well as buy-to-let entrepreneurs?
An often overlooked factor is the variety of accessible and
specialised housing. More and more of us are living longer,
there is an emphasis on equality, and adapting existing
dwellings for wheelchair access can be difficult and costly,
so it is increasingly important to ensure that these issues are
considered at the design stage.
Wheelchair-accessible and adaptable housing was previously
dealt with by a variety of planning guides, but the Part M
guidance documents issued in 2015 now tackle this subject.
However, it is difficult to tell even after a year or so whether the
changes made in these documents are having a positive impact
on the housing market.

Reasons for change
One intention of the Part M changes, which were prompted
by the housing standards review of 2015, was the reining in of
planning departments, which imposed different requirements by
area; for example, it was reported that there were 12 different
wheelchair-accessible housing standards in London alone.
The best-known planning guide is probably Lifetime Homes, but
there are also some lesser-known standards for sheltered housing
and similar accommodation. This national technical standard is
imposed by planning departments, with the technical content seen
through to completion by building control bodies (BCBs).
In practice, it is envisaged that a local planning authority is
to set policy in its local plan to allow it to impose the optional
standards established in the revised Part M document. For each
development, the local authority’s planning department should
decide whether it wants to apply one of the technical standards
and must then make a specific condition on the relevant
approval notice, stating the Building Regulation and optional
standards that are to apply.
Further along in the process, the developer must then notify
its BCB of the planning condition before work commences;
this should be highlighted in the description of work for the
local authority, or in the initial notice if an approved inspector is
dealing with the project. The BCB will then apply the optional
technical standard specified in the conditions, as defined in the
amended Building Regulations.

The guidance
The main changes made to Part M in 2015 are that it has been
split into volume 1 and volume 2. The first relates to dwellings

only, and requirement M4 has been given a big shake-up
(http://bit.ly/2dkdq8C). Conversely, volume 2 relates to buildings
other than dwellings, with requirements M1, M2 and M3
remaining relatively unchanged (see http://bit.ly/1RcO5aF and
Building Control Journal February/March 2016 p.7 and pp.8–9).
The changes in volume 1 are where the optional requirements
are found. Requirement M4(1), known as category 1 and entitled
“Visitable dwellings”, has had no substantial changes made to
it other than improved guidance and clarification on the original
Part M scope.
The optional requirements M4 (2 and 3) are instigated at
the planning stage and known as category 2, “Accessible
and adaptable dwellings”, and category 3, “Wheelchair user
dwellings”. Where there are no requirements that have been
imposed by the local planning authority, designers only have to
meet one of the requirements.
Category 2 introduces further requirements on step-free
access and includes connections to outdoor space associated
with the dwelling. Space standards are also imposed, such as
clear access zones to principal bedrooms, and examples of
adaptable toilets or cloakroom layouts for potential future use
as level-access showers.
Category 3 guidance includes specific requirements for
wheelchair users. This includes details on making provisions
for lifting devices, the ideal kitchen space for a wheelchair user,
and space planning guides for use when designing a suitable
wheelchair-accessible bedroom.
These are much-needed changes, given the findings
presented at a recent parliamentary Women and Equalities
Select Committee meeting on disability and the built
environment. Committee member Andrew Gibson stated that
the English Housing Survey in 2016 highlighted that only 7%
of properties in the country were suitable for even a “visitable
standard”, which is the basic category 1 criterion.
To help increase the supply of varied and suitably accessible
housing, I certainly welcome the inclusion of these optional
standards – but we should bear in mind that they are optional
and depend on planning authorities implementing them. b

Michael Morgan is Senior Project Manager at consultancy
Butler and Young
michael.morgan@byl.co.uk

Related competencies include
Building control inspections, Legal/regulatory compliance
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Mark Anderson promotes
the role of RICS advocacy
by looking at the influence
the profession has in
Australian legislation

Spreading the word

O

n 10 May, the
Parliament of
Queensland passed
the Local
Government Electoral
(Transparency and
Accountability in
Local Government)
and Other Legislation Amendment Act
2017 (http://bit.ly/2tBsXGn). To inform the
legislation, I had been asked to
participate in a working group to discuss
and agree potential refinements that
formed part of the question-and-answer
session at the second reading of the bill.
It was a privilege to be recognised as
someone who was able to offer an
insight, and also to know that the state
government regards RICS Queensland
sufficiently highly to invite involvement
from its members.

Seven pillars
Advocacy for surveying is one of RICS’
seven pillars, and the organisation has
always been a conduit between the
profession and government in various
forms – whether locally, nationally or
around the world.
My role as an RICS advocate is to
ensure that members’ views are shared
with government and vice versa. This
exchange can take the form of meetings,
papers or preparing consultation.
24 SEP T EMBER/OC T OBER 2 017

Having had similar responsibilities at
RICS Scotland, when I helped inform
responses to legislation such as the
Building Act 2003, I am familiar with
government due process, as Australia’s
is very similar to the UK’s. In Scotland,
building legislation is devolved to the
Scottish Parliament, and in the state of
Queensland building legislation is also
devolved from the national government. I
have performed the role for several bills
and regulatory reforms since arriving
in Queensland in 2011, including the
consultation on the 2014 Wallace report,
which reviewed the Building Act 1975 and
building certification in Queensland.
The working group also provided
advocacy for the 2017 act, which is
designed to deal with appeals to the
Planning and Environment Court and
Court of Appeal, and to plug a gap where
certifiers can circumnavigate planning
matters, as in Gerhardt v Brisbane City
Council [2015] QPEC 34.
This development involved construction
of a carport entry and alterations
to a “character house”. The certifier
referred the application to Brisbane City
Council, but the council insisted that
the proponent make a full development
application to obtain preliminary approval
for building work, to be assessed against
the planning scheme. The court declared
that no such application was necessary

and that the certifier was at liberty to
approve the development because the
council had failed to give a response
within the time required under the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009.
The key finding in this case was that
the council’s approach – requiring an
application for preliminary approval to
alter a character house – was not valid.

Frank discussion
My specific role in the group, as with any
working group or consultation process, is
to encourage frank and open discussion
to refine legislation, using my local
expertise as well as my global knowledge
of regulations and technical standards.
The views recorded and passed on
to the government are not my own but
those of the members. This is crucial to
legislation as it ensures the process is
informed by wider public input, varied
ideas and views from various disciplines.
One point we will be discussing is that
the 1975 act allowed a building certifier
to approve a development application
without a preliminary application being
made to the council. But with the removal
of such powers under the 2017 act, local
authorities may not have the resources
to deal with the influx of planning matters
that are currently undertaken by the
certifiers. The working group is therefore
discussing a compromise to the reforms,
Image © iStock
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and will put its views on this forward to
the government.
The expected outcomes of the working
group on any legislation include:
b public and industry consultation
b a paper trail showing both due
process and collaboration
b open and transparent government.
These steps will ensure that government
has a robust process that the profession
can follow.
The RICS Queensland Committee
has regular meetings to discuss industry
standards, develop working groups for
practice notes and consultations, talk
about code of conduct issues and provide
training for APC candidates.
RICS Queensland has a regular seat on
the Building Industry Consultative Group,
which meets to discuss matters that
are not contained in national regulations
but need to be addressed locally due to
political or other concerns. This includes
Queensland Development Code MP4.1
on Sustainable Buildings, which deals
with such matters as water conservation,

prompted by a drought in the state in
September 2009.

Ahead of the game
It is important that RICS continues to
perform this role because it provides a
framework for debate on compliance,
which is subject to shifts in culture,
politics, economics and technology. Our
role allows members to be ahead of the
game and, more importantly, to have an
influence on government.
At present, we are concerned about
the facade treatment at Grenfell Tower
in west London that recently caught fire,
because similar treatments have been
used in Queensland. We would like any
measures to deal with such treatments to
be carried out by professionals, and for
government to ensure that best practice
is followed.
Through the 2017 act, RICS and
other organisations will be able to avoid
reputational risks and threats to their
activities by active participation in the way
the legislation is implemented and used
by industry and certifiers.

It also allows professional standards
to be developed by members, and for
RICS to regulate these through relevant
committees; this means, for instance,
that building certifiers who are members
must abide by the code of ethics and
not attempt to circumvent the legislation.
These rules can be disseminated to
members in the form of professional
statements, guidance notes, case studies
on ethics and our code of conduct.
If you do not advocate for the
profession, you can never hope to
influence government, and this would
be to the detriment of all members, who
work with and must adhere to legislation.
RICS Queensland takes this role seriously
and has developed a direct relationship
with civil servants and ministers, to allow
members to participate and have a
positive influence on government when
requested to do so. C
Mark Anderson is Team Leader at Professional
Certification Group
mark.anderson@pcgroup.net.au
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Jeffrey Tribich considers how
surveyors can cope with the growing
threat of urban gulls

It’s a gull thing

G

ulls are receiving ever more
publicity and were even the
subject of a debate in the UK’s
House of Commons in early
February, when Oliver Colville,
Conservative MP for Plymouth,
Sutton and Devonport, declared
that “as we head into the
summer, we could very well see
gull wars on our high streets!”
(http://bit.ly/2nfgKoh). Colville
expressed concern about the
effect on his constituents and on tourism – but how can gulls
affect us as surveyors?

Town migration

Seagulls are a regular sight in coastal areas. However, more
and more gulls are moving into towns and built-up areas to
feed and rear their young as fish stocks become scarcer and
the easy pickings from litter and household refuse make urban
environments more attractive.
Breeding pairs start to court each other in April and nest
building begins in early May, with urban birds making nests that
they will use year after year. Gulls are social creatures, and once
roof nesting gets a hold, other gulls will start to nest on adjacent
buildings until their numbers increase to the point that a colony
is established.
In England, Wales and Scotland gulls are protected by the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, and anyone killing, injuring
or taking a bird, damaging or destroying its nest or taking or
destroying its eggs is guilty of an offence. However, if there are
public health or safety concerns, the government may issue a
general licence to allow control measures to be taken.
Gull attacks are generally associated with them swooping to
take food. However, during the nesting season, gulls are known
to be particularly aggressive, and they will attack you if they
believe that you are too close to a nest or chick and do not heed
their warnings.
The warnings usually come in several stages. First comes
the “gag call” – a low, repeated warning that essentially means
“go away”. Next is the low pass, within a metre or two of the
intruder’s head. Then aerial operations commence in earnest.
Phase one is bombardment: gulls target the perceived threat
with droppings and vomit. Phase two is all-out attack – usually a
low, raking strike to the back of the head with talons extended.
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Much of the colony will often become involved in the attack.
The RSPB advises that a safe distance from a gull nest or young
is around 10m.

Surveying risk
As surveyors, what steps should we take if we encounter gulls?
b Keep your eyes and ears open, and learn what the gulls are
trying to tell you. Do not ignore their warnings, whether you
are working on a roof or ascending in a mobile elevating work
platform (MEWP).
b If gull behaviour is threatening or distracting while you are
working at height, stop the inspection to assess the situation.
b If you are ascending in a MEWP and feel threatened by or
uncomfortable about the risk, ask to stop the inspection to
assess the situation.
b If, on assessing the situation, you cannot undertake the
inspection from a suitable distance and conclude that it would
not be safe to continue, abort the inspection, make your
manager aware and inform the client.
b Re-arrange the inspection when the risk is removed or
reduced and it is safe to continue.
b If in doubt, err on the side of caution.
Nesting in and around roofs is common, and it follows that roof
or high-level inspections for engineers or surveyors will carry
additional risk during the nesting season. Work at height already
has a significant risk profile, and risk is increased if we are
distracted by the presence of aggressive gulls. You should be
aware of the additional risk during the nesting period from April
to July and reflect this in your risk assessments before going on
site, and in the precautions that you take while there. b

Jeffrey Tribich is an associate at Malcolm Hollis LLP
jeffrey.tribich@malcolmhollis.com

Related competencies include
Health and safety, Inspection
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Gain a competitive edge
in infrastructure
New RICS Distance Learning course
Commercial Management – Infrastructure Programme
Meet the growing skills demand by developing your commercial
management proficiency and knowledge.
Learn to:
•
•
•
•
•

Classify the core elements of the infrastructure industry
Manage and build collaborative relationships with stakeholders
Construct an effective cost plan
Apply the key aspects involved in the supply chain management
Develop tools to avoid and manage risk

Find out more: t: +44 (0)2476 868 584 e: training@rics.org w: rics.org/managerinfradl

Building surveying:
Principles in practice
Develop the skills and knowledge needed as a commercial or
residential building surveyor across the built environment
through our six month distance learning course.
• Determine the appropriate processes of construction, alteration
and improvement.
• Identify the impact of regulations and standards on building
surveying.
• Create a client brief in order to deliver their requirements.

To find out more: academy.rics.org/distancebs
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Quality Structural Warranties


RESIDENTIAL

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

COMMERCIAL

PRIVATE RENTAL SECTOR

The Q Policy is a Structural Defects Warranty for new build, refurbishment and conversion developments offering a
highly risk-managed, quality focused approach. With a minimum of eight visits per plot, our highly experienced
and pragmatic team spends more time on-site, working with your site teams to get it right first time, providing an
A-rated insurance policy to your customers; a quality underwriter for quality properties.
Our mission is to improve standards of construction, one building at a time.
Q is the mark of quality - stand out from the crowd!



Find out more at www.qassurebuild.co.uk

The Q Policy is administered by Q Assure Build Ltd, 11 Milbanke Court, Milbanke Way, Bracknell, Berkshire, RG12 1RP.
Underwritten by Lloyd’s Syndicate 4444 which is managed by Canopius Managing Agents Limited. Firm Reference Number: 204847.

