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UPDATE
Reading recommendation
Martin Conlon looks at the recommendations in the interim report of the Building
Regulations review, and highlights the challenges they may pose
back in the early 1980s.
However, I do recognise that
the guidance needs to move
with the times, and should be
more transparent in places.

Competence

In late December, Dame
Judith Hackitt published the
interim report of the
independent review of the
Building Regulations, which
had been commissioned by
the government following the
Grenfell Tower fire last June
(http://bit.ly/2oC4umd).
The report calls on the
government to consider how
the guidance on compliance
with the regulations, in the
form of the Approved
Documents, could be
structured to provide a more
streamlined, holistic view,
while retaining the right level
of technical detail.
I consider it very important
that designers should be
given a certain amount of
freedom to develop designs. If
we approach the regulations
in a prescriptive way as the
report proposes then we risk
inhibiting them and creating
design by rote.
Freedom of design was the
driving force behind the
development of the Approved
Documents in the first place,
4 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

A large section of the interim
report is devoted to the
competence of professionals
and the role that the various
construction industry bodies
can play in ensuring this.
The challenge is for these
organisations to work
together and develop a
joined-up system that covers
all levels of qualifications in
relevant disciplines, and to
provide a framework for
regulation to mandate the use
of suitable, qualified
professionals who can
demonstrate that their skills
are up to date.
This is a challenging point,
given that all the professional
bodies have differing roles in
the industry. Although the
skills they require vary,
however, there are common
areas that can be exploited so
that everybody concerned is
clear about what the
requirements are and how
they can be demonstrated.
This would also debunk
some of the myths and clarify
the confusion that surrounds
certain aspects of the
industry. I welcome this, and
look forward to RICS taking a
lead role in this area.
Another point the report
makes is that the consultation
procedure with the fire

authorities has not been
working as intended, so it
recommends that this should
take place early in the
process of securing approval.
The main concern for me is
that before any building
control body consults with the
fire authority, it needs to have
carried out an assessment of
the scheme under Approved
Document B on fire safety.
This is so that the fire
authority can then make its
comments in the full
knowledge of what the
building control body is
considering as part of its own
remit. Any earlier consultation
may cause confusion and
result in comments from fire
authorities being superfluous,
wasting the building control
body’s time. A more
structured and consistent
approach needs to be found.
An area we need to
examine more closely is the
most appropriate way to
handle regulation 38, and in
particular the passing over to
the end user of the fire safety
information that is required.
This information has
assumed greater importance,
which the design team needs
to recognise. Building control
also needs to ensure this is
prepared and transferred to the
end user or responsible person
on completion of construction.

Cladding materials
A lot has been said, both in
the press and in general
discussion, about the use of

materials in cladding,
especially in high-rise and
high-risk buildings, and about
how to demonstrate the
acceptability and compliance
of various materials.
The term “desktop study”
has been used in recent times,
and, although it seems a little
ambiguous, it is intended to
ensure that any material used
has been tested and this test
is relevant to its installation.
However, the term has not
been very clearly understood.
In my opinion a newer, more
robust process of assessing
materials needs to be
established and clearly set
out so that all the industry is
clear about what it means and
exactly what it covers.
The changes that the
Hackitt review recommends
will take time – particularly if
we are to consider a change
of culture through the design
and supply teams so each
person takes clear
responsibility for their own
decisions and actions.
This is the greatest and
most significant point of the
whole exercise. If it happens
then we will have made a giant
leap forwards in the design,
development, construction
and control of our buildings.
Building control will then have
a much brighter future. b

Martin Conlon is Chairman of the
Building Control Professional Group
martin.conlon2@btinternet.com
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Shared safety
International Fire Safety Standards are being established to ensure a global
consistency of approach on this vital issue. Gary Strong details the work that
the standards coalition has been doing

D

espite rapid
globalisation, with
investment flowing
across borders,
money pouring
into built assets
and increasing
numbers of
different professionals operating across
the world, the industry currently lacks a
consistent set of high-level principles for
design, construction and management of
buildings for fire safety.

Public risk
Differences in materials testing and
certification, national building regulations
or codes and guidance on managing
buildings in use, particularly higher-risk
premises, mean that there is confusion,
uncertainty and risk to the public.
Multiple differing standards mean there
is no single authoritative way to work. But
for the first time at a global collaborative
level, International Fire Safety Standards
(IFSS) will bring greater consistency by
setting minimum levels of fire safety and
professionalism across the world.
In the context of the IFSS Coalition’s
work, an international standard is
something that is established and agreed
at a global level and implemented locally.
The IFSS themselves will be owned by
the coalition and not by any single
organisation. Member bodies subscribe
to the shared international standards and
commit to their use and implementation.

Universal rules
The coalition will provide universal rules
that classify and define fire safety
standards at project, state, national,
regional and international levels.
Professional institutions will incorporate
these high-level standards and rules into
their guidance or local standards, and we
expect governments to support or adopt
these principles, or both. All organisations
in the coalition will participate in
implementing the shared international
standards through their respective
memberships and staff.
At present, the many contrasting
standards across the world have created

uncertainty and confusion in the testing
and approval of construction methods,
products and operation of buildings.
Research has shown that inconsistent
approaches to the assessment and
regulation of fire safety can lead to a loss
of confidence by governments, financiers,
investors, occupiers and the public in
buildings and, in extreme cases, result in
loss of life.
IFSS will be used throughout the world
in both developed and developing nations.
Each organisation in the IFSS Coalition
has committed to the adoption of the
standards throughout its own
professional membership.
Our aim is that all higher-risk buildings
to which occupiers and the public have
access will publicly display a certificate of
compliance with the IFSS.

IFSS Coalition
The coalition is a group of professional
and not-for-profit organisations
responsible for researching, developing,
publicising and implementing IFSS
globally for the construction and
real-estate sectors, and was established
late last year after the Grenfell Tower fire
tragedy in London in June.
The coalition supports the creation,
maintenance and use of high-quality
international standards, developing these
using a transparent and inclusive
standard-setting process.
Each of the coalition organisations has
signed a declaration of support and
commitment to promote and implement
IFSS, and to encourage world markets to
accept and adopt them. It is establishing
a standard-setting committee dedicated
to realising shared and international fire
safety standards.
Coalition members include:
bb Association of European Experts in
Building and Construction
bb Building Control Alliance
bb Chartered Association of
Building Engineers
bb Consortium of European
Building Control
bb Council on Tall Buildings and
Urban Habitat
bb Fédération International des

Géomètres, an international umbrella
body of surveying professional bodies
bb International Code Council
bb Local Authority Building Control
bb National House Building Council
bb RICS
bb the World Bank.
Further members are expected to join the
coalition shortly.

IFSS partners
An IFSS partner is an organisation that
supports a collaborative approach to the
development of international standards
and commits, in principle, to the adoption
of the suite. Partners might include, but
are not restricted to, the following types
of organisation:
bb architects and designers
bb banks and lending institutions
bb construction companies, such as
multinational firms that have
international portfolios
bb construction consultancy firms
bb construction cost data service
providers
bb construction industry service
providers
bb construction material testing firms
bb construction product manufacturers
bb construction-related software
providers
bb engineers
bb facilities management firms
bb fire consultancy firms
bb fire engineers
bb fire risk assessors
bb governments
bb planners
bb property investment firms
and developers
bb surveyors.
Prospective IFSS partners are asked to
express their interest through any
member of the IFSS Coalition, or by
emailing the author for further details. b

Gary Strong FRICS is RICS Global Building
Standards Director
gstrong@rics.org
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PG2020 aims to transform RICS’ structure to fulfil our international
aspirations, says Justin Sullivan

n 2014, the RICS Governing Council
embarked on GC2020, to make RICS’
top-level strategy-setting group more
agile and relevant in our changing world.
At the same time, the council recognised
that our professional group (PG) board
structure needs to be fit for purpose,
to reflect the needs of RICS members
and market demand for standards. The
council delegated the task of reviewing
this structure to a working party of
council members and the Knowledge Board.
Our current structure of 17 PG boards in the UK doesn’t scale
in a manageable way into the world regions – if we did this for
each country in which we operate, we would have 2,482 such
boards. That is a lot of resource. Our PGs are important to us,
though, so we need to change the way we are organised.

Consultation
November and December last year saw the membership vote for
some of its new council members, as well as approve the work
on PG2020 so far. This has been through a number of rounds
of consultation with existing PG board members and other
stakeholders, and we will now start to implement the model we
have developed.
At present, PGs comprise professionals qualified in relevant
areas, such as land surveying and rural, who work across
disciplinary and geographical boundaries. They are:
bb standard-setters, responsible for developing all professional
and technical standards content
bb promulgators of insight and knowledge
bb advisors to the governance of RICS, the council, the
profession and the wider world.
Our consultation found that the further you travelled from our
London HQ, the less engaged the PGs felt with the Governing
Council’s strategy. The creation, implementation, delivery and
regulation of RICS standards remains our top priority, and we
need a structure that can support this.
The consultation showed both a desire and need for
cross-disciplinary collaboration. Our markets see RICS
professionals as thought leaders who have both broad and
specialised areas of expertise, and our standards programme
must reflect this. It was also apparent that we need to ensure
better engagement from members, greater diversity and better
use of technology.
6 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

We need to connect with our world regions more effectively
and gain market insight, particularly around risks, that can inform
the creation of standards. When considering how to translate
these considerations into a scaleable model, the working party
decided that future PG membership would expect a digital
environment to enable engagement across the 146 countries in
which RICS professionals practice.

Proposals and plans
The proposal for which the Governing Council voted also
includes a joint standards and regulation board – a working
title – comprising professional members, standard-setters and
regulators, and below this would sit the replacement for the
current PG board structure. We will have a model made up of
leaders’ forums, standard-setting committees and wider global
communities, open to all.
The forums will comprise global leaders from the profession
or wider sector, whoever has suitable expertise, while expert
committees will convene in person or online, at regional or global
level, to address issues and risks, explore themes and devise
standards, professional statements and guidance. Leaders
and committees will alike be appointed by the profession with
independent input. An implementation group of professional
members from RICS regions and PGs, chaired by myself, is now
creating the forums and the digital platform. We will be working
with all existing PG boards and carrying out further consultation.
PG2020 plans should enable many more professionals to
become involved in standards, insight and guidance regionally
or globally. One of our fundamental aims is to move away from
the current UK-centric approach to standards, ensuring more
involvement from a wider range of individuals with appropriate
expertise on a global portfolio of consistent standards, who will
respond to substantive market risks and expectations.
While there is a distinction between RICS’ recognised role
as a self-regulating body in the UK and the enforcement of
our standards in other markets, we aim to ensure that such
standards are monitored and enforced in a consistent way while
remaining attuned, where appropriate, to regional norms or
national requirements.
If you want to get involved with PG2020 and be part of
shaping the future of our profession, please do get in touch. b

Justin Sullivan FRICS is Chair of the PG2020 Implementation Group
qsandc.professionalgroup@rics.org
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UPDATE
New professional pathways published
Every day, we hear stories about how
the skills of RICS professionals help to
shape our world. These skills are evident
all around us, and are in ever-increasing
demand. However, we need to make
certain that our pathways to qualification
recognise the diverse ways in which
people enter our profession, while at the
same time reflecting the changing nature
of their practice.
In collaboration with RICS-qualified
professionals, the organisation has
therefore reviewed the pathways and
competencies framework, which defines
the knowledge, skills, experience and
competence required to become a
chartered surveyor.
The competencies are a mixture of
technical and professional practices and

business, interpersonal and management
skills that can be applied in different
disciplines and geographical locations.
The new RICS pathways, which will be
effective from 1 August, were published in
February, so you can see the changes in
advance. Any candidates already enrolled
or who enrol on the current framework
before August can continue as normal,
however, and will be able to come forward
for assessment on their current pathway.
Similarly, if you are in the process
of applying for final assessment, no
changes are needed; we expect the last
assessments to take place on the current
version in late 2020.
The feedback we received during
consultations in 2016 and 2017 has
shaped the development of each

RI CS BU ILDING
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pathway. While all current pathways have
been retained, two new ones have been
created – Corporate Real Estate and
Land and Resources. Each has also been
reviewed by working groups led by RICS
professionals, and new ones relating to
property technology, data, and inclusion
and diversity have been developed.
Visit www.rics.org/pathways to view:
bb the new requirements and
competencies guide
bb each individual pathway guide
bb a document summarising the changes
made, which includes the mandatory
competencies as well as a
pathway-by-pathway overview
bb a Q&A document that sets out the
background to the review, the process
undertaken and guidance on the
transitional arrangements.
If you have any questions or comments
please email pathways2018@rics.org b
Chris Lindsay is RICS Global Education and
Qualification Standards Manager
globaleqs@rics.org
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FIRE

Gary Strong looks at the value of automatic fire
suppression systems, in an article based on a recent
submission to the London Assembly consultation on
installing or retrofitting sprinklers in all buildings

Overhead,
under review

B

uildings with
automatic fire
suppression systems
(AFSS) installed,
particularly
residential buildings,
have a number of
advantages over
those without such systems.

Installation benefits
An AFSS such as a sprinkler installation
is designed to control and extinguish a
fire, without human intervention, soon
after it breaks out. It plays no role in fire
prevention and should not be seen as
a panacea in terms of safety; instead, it
should be considered alongside other
systems and processes of fire control
and building evacuation.
Sprinklers are designed to extinguish
small fires to prevent them from
escalating, thus protecting the building
structure but not generally the contents.
As sprinklers dispense water, which is not
recommended for suppressing electrical,
oil or grease fires, they should not
normally be fitted in kitchens, where such
fires are likely to occur.
Sprinklers can also be detrimental
to the contents of a building such as
a warehouse that contains high-value
electrical goods, and to certain IT
installations. In dwellings, sprinklers
should not be placed above cookers
because the heat may trigger them.
Sprinklers are also often installed in
8 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

electrical rooms – in dwellings as well
as commercial or industrial premises –
where an alternative suppression system
may be more appropriate.
If the building has been designed and
maintained correctly, fire resistance will
normally last a minimum of 30 minutes
but could be longer, which would allow
enough time for the sprinklers to restrict
the blaze to its source.
However, it should be appreciated that
once a sprinkler head has been activated
and extinguished a fire, it will continue to
discharge water until it has been manually
turned off, unless fed by tanked water
reserves. This is likely to result in water
damage to contents, for which residential
tenants often do not have appropriate
insurance. The same will occur if the
sprinkler head is activated by misuse or
vandalism. However, it should be borne in
mind that, without sprinklers, firefighters
may cause much worse water damage.
There is anecdotal evidence from
the fire and rescue services and from
RICS members who have inspected
buildings after fires that sprinklers fitted
in individual apartments can contain fires
within those apartments and prevent
them spreading to the rest of the building.

New research needed
In the context of recent major fires, there
is a need for a thorough assessment
of all available data and, if necessary, to
conduct new research on the effectiveness
of sprinklers in all types of building.

Sprinklers in an apartment will not
stop fire spreading via the outside of a
building fitted with combustible cladding
or window frames – the latter potentially
compromising compartmentation and fire
separation of flats as much as the former.
Sprinklers could be effective in stopping
the external spread of a fire that starts
internally, but this will not mitigate against
combustible cladding, which could ignite,
for instance, if exposed to an external fire.
While having sprinklers installed may
not significantly reduce the risk to lives,
which may already be very low thanks to
other fire-engineered measures, they will
limit smoke and thus enhance life safety,
as well as preserving the building.
There is anecdotal evidence that there
may be an advantage in terms of lower
insurance premiums as well, because
insurers are likely to see less fire risk in a
building fitted with AFSS and thus reduce
rates. RICS invites members who have
direct experience of such lower premiums
to email Alan Cripps (acripps@rics.org).
Image © Shutterstock
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systems – particularly high-rise,
higher-risk buildings – may in time be less
well valued due to less market demand.
Sprinklers are mandatory in many
multi-storey commercial buildings, which
are arguably a lower-risk category than
multi-storey residential buildings, because
occupants are generally awake and
they are likely to have better fire safety
management systems.

Feasibility

According to the National Fire Chiefs
Council, when sprinkler systems have
been in operation:
bb fire deaths, including firefighters’, have
been almost eliminated
bb the number of fire injuries has been
reduced by 80%
bb safety for firefighters has been
significantly improved
bb property damage has been reduced
by more than 80%
bb the effect of arson has been reduced,
particularly in buildings such as schools
that are left empty overnight
bb there has been a reduction in the
environmental impact of fire
bb there has been a reduction in the
economic cost of fire.
Since the Grenfell Tower fire in particular,
there is also a perception among the
public, including building occupiers and
investors, that a building fitted with AFSS
is safer and therefore more likely to be
acceptable to residents, owners and

investors. There is anecdotal evidence
that some banks are already looking
at whether or not to lend on high-rise
and high-risk buildings without AFSS.
The RIBA has also called for sprinklers
or AFSS to be mandated in all new and
newly converted residential buildings,
as is the requirement under the Building
Regulations in Wales.

Groups who benefit
There are some groups of people who
are particularly likely to benefit from the
cost of installing AFSS, especially those
with reduced mobility who cannot exit
a building quickly in the event of a fire –
where a simultaneous evacuation policy
does exist. In residential premises, it is
generally assumed that most occupiers’
mobility is not impaired, although each
property must be individually assessed.
Investors and owners of buildings or
apartments with AFSS fitted may also
benefit from a more sustainable valuation
of their assets, as buildings without

The cost of providing AFSS in a
residential building will vary considerably,
and depends on the design, layout,
height and construction of the building.
There is usually a general cost for the
infrastructure, and this can be significant
if tanks and pumps and a room to house
them are required, as well as a cost per
sprinkler head that will depend on the
number of apartments and the number of
rooms in each.
Other factors affecting the cost include
the following:
bb size of building
bb compartmentation, which may be
reduced where sprinklers are provided
bb sprinkler zones
bb area of coverage – do landlord areas
such as basements have sprinkler
protection, for example?
bb type of system – many residential
buildings use the boosted cold water
system, but some still specify a
stand-alone sprinkler system.
The cost-effectiveness of AFSS generally
increases with the size of the building.
The British Automatic Fire Sprinkler
Association (BAFSA) produces guidance
on costs generally, which is regarded as
an excellent source of reference
(http://bit.ly/2EHpJaE).
RICS itself provides an indicative range
of benchmark costs, detailed below, for
which it has been assumed that the entire
building will have sprinkler protection in
the form of a dedicated system, and that
individual apartments will be fitted to a
sprinkler head density of one every
10 sq. m. It has also been assumed
that the building will be larger than
10,000 sq. m. For smaller buildings, the
cost per square metre will increase.
A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8
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One head per 10 sq. m is very dense,
and one per 20 sq. m may be appropriate
where the risk is lower; see CIBSE Guide
E (http://bit.ly/2z1WOwF).
bb The shell and core will cost £30–£40
per square metre of IPMS 2 or Gross
Internal Area.
bb The fit-out will cost £25–£31 per
square metre of IPMS 3 or Net
Internal Area.
Please note that these costs are net
of VAT but inclusive of main contractor
preliminaries, overheads, profit and
installation. They are indicative only,
and must not be relied on for individual
buildings, which will require a full survey
and a cost plan to be produced.
Installed AFSS include both sprinkler
systems and misting systems, so costs
could also vary according to the type
used. While misting systems are at
present more expensive, they use less
water and so require less storage space,
as well as causing less damage.
The current standards allow misting
for buildings up to 30m in height, under
BS 9991, or 45m in height, the installation
standard to which BS 9991 refers, and
this contradiction needs to be resolved.
CIBSE has noted that Marriott Hotels
allow mist to National Fire Protection
Association standards in all buildings.

Retrofitting
There are a number of factors that must
be considered to justify installing AFSS in
existing residential buildings.
RICS would generally only consider
retrofitting to be necessary in higher-risk
residential buildings where:
bb the fire-risk assessment has identified
poor compartmentation
bb other fire-engineered solutions such
as automatic smoke vents or multiple
means of escape are not, or are not
generally, available
bb there are behavioural problems
associated with the occupation of the
block suggesting that there may have
been tampering with other fire measures
such as fire alarms or fire doors.
However, the RIBA has recommended
the retrofitting of sprinkler systems to
all existing residential buildings that are
more than 18m in height, arguing that
this could be reinforced by a requirement
for such systems as a “consequential
improvement” where there are “material
alterations” being made to existing
high-rise residences.
10
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RICS generally does not consider
retrofitting of automatic fire suppression
systems to low-rise, lower-risk residential
buildings necessary or desirable unless
a survey or fire-risk assessment
determines otherwise
RICS does not generally consider
retrofitting AFSS to low-rise, lower-risk
residential buildings to be necessary or
desirable, unless a survey or
fire-risk assessment determines
otherwise. For more information on
this issue, refer to BAFSA’s report on
retrofit sprinkler installation
(http://bit.ly/2qckpIq) and the Building
Research Establishment’s report on the
effectiveness of sprinklers in residential
premises (http://bit.ly/2Csl4eN).
The cost of retrofitting an existing
residential flat with a sprinkler system will
depend greatly on the building design,
layout, number of rooms, type of
construction and height, as well as the
availability of adequate water pressure
and storage space. As a result, no typical
cost is available.
RICS recommends that generalisations
on costs are not assumed, and that every
building is assessed individually, as
mentioned above. The BAFSA report
does, however, provide case-study costs
for retrofitting sprinklers to an existing
residential apartment.
The main factors affecting the
feasibility of retrofitting existing buildings
with AFSS include:
b the desire of owners and occupiers
b the level of risk that has been
determined by a survey
b political pressure from local or central
government
b the cost of installation
b the cost of maintenance and
consequent service charges
b ease of installation, which depends on
the type of construction and ease
of access to each apartment; privately
owned leasehold apartments may not be
accessed if the leaseholder does not
agree with installation or costs
b payment in the private sector: AFSS is
not a repair or maintenance item that can
be recovered under the leasehold service
charges unless there is a local authority

clause in the lease and it has written
requesting installation. Without such a
clause, installation may have to be funded
by the owners as a capital improvement,
which many private landlords would not
be willing to do.

Public perceptions
As a result of the Grenfell Tower fire
tragedy, media attention has been drawn
to the advantages of AFSS. Such systems
are likely to be demanded increasingly by
tenants even though, on the whole, they
have very little knowledge of systems, of
the cost of installation or maintenance,
and of who will pay.
AFSS play an important role in helping
to save lives and protect buildings, but
there is a general perception that they
could be a panacea. AFSS should always
be considered in the context of an overall
fire safety risk assessment plan.
It is essential to avoid mitigating
one risk – fire – by increasing another
– for example, legionella – so all work
should be undertaken by professionally
qualified persons who are competent in
the disciplines required. The legionella
risk may increase as piping “dead legs”
are introduced into the domestic water
system, but good design and system
management can minimise the risk. b

Gary Strong FRICS is RICS Global Building
Standards Director
gstrong@rics.org

Related competencies include
Fire safety
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Site test
Neil Smith details how modern
methods of construction can
be brought to market and help
address both housing and
skills shortages

R

An example
of panelised
construction

aising housebuilding
output to 300,000 per
year to help address
the country’s housing
shortage presents a significant
challenge for our construction
industry. Against a background
of worsening skills shortages,
attention is now focusing on the
increasing role of modern methods
of construction (MMC) in meeting the challenge.

Modern methods

MMC is a single term used to describe a variety of approaches:
bb volumetric units: whole homes constructed in the factory as
one or more fully finished modules and stacked in place on site
bb pods: a single room, normally a bathroom or kitchen,
constructed and fully finished in the factory
bb panelised construction: factory-made wall or floor panels
that are fixed together on site (see photo, above right)
bb sub-assemblies and components: various pre-manufactured
parts of the home, including roof panels and chimneys
bb site-based MMC: innovative methods used on site, such as
insulated concrete formwork or thin joint blockwork.
Interest is growing among housebuilders, developers and
housing associations in exploring the opportunities that each of
these presents in making the construction of new homes more
efficient. NHBC is working closely with many of them, and with
manufacturers, to bring the systems into use across the UK.

Performance in use
It is important that all new homes, regardless of their
construction type, perform well in use and meet the reasonable
expectations of owners and occupants. These expectations will
include in particular mortgageability and insurability, as well as
the need for the home to last well into the future.
Homes registered with NHBC satisfy such expectations by
complying with the Technical Requirements of its standards.
Covering compliance with Building Regulations, design, materials
and workmanship, these also explicitly demand the structure of
new homes has a life of at least 60 years. To make sure these
objectives are achieved in practice, we need to work closely with
designers and manufacturers at a high level of detail.

The first is the desktop study. We start with a full review of all
available information relating to the system, which may include
test reports and certification from third parties such as the BBA.
In some cases there may be evidence from use in other sectors,
perhaps from commercial buildings; in other instances there may
be a history of use in other parts of the world from which we can
draw useful information.
The desktop study is usually followed by a visit to the
production facility, to ensure confidence in the technical ability
of the manufacturer and its capacity to produce consistently to
an appropriate quality standard. Here, we are considering the
competence of the team as well as the factory production control
procedures. It is also a good opportunity to review whether the
manufacturer has given sufficient attention to the way that the
construction using the system will proceed on site.
The final stage of the assessment process is the site trial,
which aims to prove that what looked good on paper and was
being made to an acceptable standard in the factory works well
on site. We allow a single home or a small number of homes to
be built on a real site. Key to what we are examining here are
interface issues, where the product or system meets other parts
of the construction. This starts with the interface between the
foundation or substructure and the MMC system, where a higher
level of accuracy is likely to be needed than with conventional
construction. The interface with the cladding is often also a
key assessment issue, to ensure that tolerances for differential
movement, fire-stopping and weatherproofing are all allowed.
At the end of the assessment process, we can be confident
about a gradual roll-out of the system. In all cases this will be
subject to a review of site-specific conditions and building
control approval, and we will, of course, continue to keep a close
eye over the first months and years. b

Neil Smith MRICS is NHBC’s Head of Standards, Innovation and Research
nsmith@nhbc.co.uk

The assessment process
Given the many types of MMC with which NHBC deals, we must
be flexible in the way we undertake our technical assessment,
but the process we follow essentially comprises three stages.
Image © H+H UK

www.nhbc.co.uk/mmchub
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BSI’s revised
standard on fire
detection and
alarm systems for
buildings makes
major changes
to previous
guidance. Simon
Sandland-Taylor
highlights some
of the most
significant

No cause for alarm

B

SI published BS
5839-1: 2017, Fire
detection and fire
alarm systems for
buildings: Code
of practice for
design, installation,
commissioning and
maintenance of systems in non-domestic
premises, on 31 August last year
(http://bit.ly/2rbKbgu), to supersede
BS 5839-1: 2013.
BS 5839-1 has provided guidance
and recommendations on fire detection
and fire alarm systems since 1980.
The revised version takes into account
the changes to other major fire safety
standards, including the BS EN 54
series for fire detection and fire alarm
systems and BS 9999 for fire safety
in commercial buildings. The standard
offers additional guidance on
multi-sensor detectors, false alarm
reduction, new technology for fire
detectors, and inspections for fire
detection and alarm systems.
Clause 3’s terms and definitions
have also been extended, including
two new terms, as well as modifying
and expanding some of the previous
definitions. This clause is sometimes
overlooked by readers, who may
therefore be unaware of subtle but
different meanings for terms in the
unique context of this standard.
1 2 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

New terms
One new term is an “unwanted fire alarm
signal”, now defined as “a false alarm
signal that has been passed on to the fire
and rescue service by an automatic fire
detection and alarm system”.
The second new term is “dual path
alarm transmission system”, which
is defined as “alarm transmission
system consisting of one primary alarm
transmission system and one secondary
alarm system using diverse technology”.
The definition of “critical signal path”
has been expanded too, to include
transmission equipment for routing signals
to an alarm-receiving centre (ARC). This
is now defined as “components and
interconnections between every fire
alarm initiation point (manual call point
or automatic fire detector) and the input
terminals on, or within, each fire alarm
device and (where provided) transmission
equipment within the premises for routing
of signals to an ARC”.
The definition of “false alarm”,
meanwhile, is one example of where
the text has been modified to include,
among other things, a reference to
“environmental false alarms”.
A typical example of a definition unique
to this standard is that of “circuit”, which
differs slightly from the one given in BS
7671 (see Table 1).
It is therefore essential that any user
of the standard is familiar with and

understands all terms and definitions in
this clause.

Clause 8
The provision of multi-sensory detectors
has now been included alongside smoke
detectors and a mixture of smoke and
combustion gas detectors for “life
protection” categories L1 under clause
8.2(g) and L3 and L4 under clause 8.2(c).
Greater clarity is now provided in the
distinction between a category L3 and
a category L2 system. Clause 8.2(e)
states that, for L2, rooms or areas to
be protected should conform to the
recommendations for L3, as well as
having automatic fire detection installed
where the risk is such that it warrants
individual protection.
An additional informative note now
advises “the first step in designing
Images © BSI/iStock
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a Category L2 system is to design
a Category L3 system. Therefore, a
decision is taken as to which unprotected
spaces or rooms warrant further
detection, or the detector type or siting
needs to be modified”. In a nutshell, if
the system design does not provide for
detection coverage over and above that
of a category L3 system, it cannot be
classified as category L2.
Clause 19, “staged fire alarms”, now
contains two additional sub-clauses.
What was previously an informative
note accompanying sub-clause 19.2.2(e)
about “coincidence detection” is now a
recommendation in the form of new
sub-clause 19.2.2(g).
The other new recommendation is
the introduction of sub-clause 19.2.2(h),
which states that, “in buildings with a staff
alarm, smoke detectors in access rooms
that form the only means of escape from
an inner room should give an immediate
local warning of fire to occupants in inner
rooms, even where the alarm signal might
be delayed elsewhere in the building,
unless there is adequate vision between
the inner room and the access room”.

False fire alarms
An investigation of false fire alarms
published by the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) in 2016 revealed a
number of surprising statistics
(http://bit.ly/2rJ4WyA).
One of the main causes of false fire
alarms, for instance, was found to be the
activation of manual call points (MCPs)
either by accident or malicious intent.
Accidental activations included incidents
of hospital beds, trolleys and forklift
trucks colliding with MCPs, and damage
caused during routine testing.
BRE reported that, if false alarms
from MCPs could be prevented, this
alone would reduce the total number of
accidental activations by around 20%.
That equates to 58,000 false alarms
a year, which if avoided would result in
annual cost savings of around £150m to
UK businesses.
These BRE findings have led to an
additional recommendation 20.2(b) under
clause 20 in the revised standard, stating
that “all MCPs should be fitted with a
protective cover, which is moved to gain
access to the frangible element”.
An informative note has also been
added under sub-clause 11.2(a) for
“system components”, which makes
reference to the recommendation under
sub- clause 20.2(b) for MCPs to be fitted
with protective covers (see photo, p.14.)

Figure1
Table
Changes in the BS definition of circuit
Standard

Circuit definition

BS 7671

An assembly of electrical equipment supplied from the same origin and
protected against overcurrent by the same protective device(s)

BS 5839-1

Assembly of fire alarm components supplied from the same control
equipment and protected against overcurrent by the same protective
device(s) or current limitation arrangements

“
The revised version
takes into account
the changes to
other major fire
safety standards

While this recommendation is not
retrospective, it would be sensible to fit
protective covers to existing systems
where there is frequent unwanted
operation of MCPs.
Text has also been added to 20.2(d)
to clear up confusion that had often
resulted in MCPs being fitted on all exits
from buildings. The actual purpose of
the recommendation is to provide a call
point at any exit that leads to an ultimate
place of safety, in addition to those that
are designed as fire exits. For example, an
exit door from a building into an enclosed
yard does not lead to such a place of
safety, and therefore should not be fitted
with an MCP.

Clause 21
In the commentary on Clause 21, “Types
of fire detector and their selection”, a new
sub-clause 21.1.7 is introduced that refers
to the provision of video fire detectors
with cameras to monitor the protected
space. The previous sub-clause 21.1.7,
“Choice of fire detection principles”, has
now become sub-clause 21.1.8.
Further detail has been added to the
commentary in this sub-clause, which
deals with single detectors and
multi-sensor detectors.
The recommendation in sub-clause
21.2(j) has meanwhile been reworded to
acknowledge that video fire detectors can
be used as the sole means of detection,
and also advises that the reader should
follow the recommendations of the
product manufacturer.

Another new sub-clause, 21.2(k),
recommends that, where detection can
be set to a range of different operating
modes, the basis of such selection
should be recorded in the operating and
maintenance manual for the system.

Clause 22
The commentary on clause 22, “Spacing
and siting of automatic fire detectors”,
advises that consideration should be
given at the design stage to the feasibility
of testing and maintenance for “hard to
access” detection equipment.
Sub-clause 22.3(b) has been
added to inform the designer that the
recommendations of BS 7273-4:
2015 – Code of practice for the operation
of fire protection measures. Actuation
of release mechanisms for doors
– should take precedence over the
recommendations of sub-clause 22.3(a)
where there is any conflict between the
two standards.
Clause 22.9, “Recommendations for
limits of ceiling height”, now includes the
following text: “the limits recommended in
Table 3 of the standard are intended for
ceilings over large, open areas. In vertical
or flue-like structures, such as lift shafts
and stairwells, the limits should be used
for guidance”.
Under clause 25.2, “Recommendations
for mains power supplies”, a note has
been added to 25.2(c) that it is no longer
necessary to provide double-pole isolation
for the low-voltage circuit that serves the
power supply and control equipment. It
states that reference should be made to
BS 7671 to determine the suitability of a
device to provide isolation. Furthermore,
note 2 to this clause reminds readers
of the requirements for safe isolation
detailed in the Electricity at Work
Regulations 1989.
The previous section 3 has been
expanded to include “unwanted fire alarm
signals”, so is retitled “Limitation of false
alarms and unwanted fire alarm signals”. n
A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8
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Clause 30 meanwhile is now entitled
“Responsibility for limitation of false
alarms and unwanted fire alarm
signals”, and includes an additional
recommendation under 30.2(i)4, to check
whether the number of such signals

during the previous 12 months is recorded
in the logbook.
Under 30.2(j)5, it is recommended that
a preliminary investigation is conducted
to determine whether there have been
more than two unwanted signals in the
previous year.
Other than the addition of “unwanted
fire alarm signals” to the titles of clauses
34, “Design process for the limitation
of false alarms and unwanted fire alarm
signals”, and 35, “Measures to limit false
alarms and prevent unwanted fire alarm
signals”, there are no further changes to
section 3.

Fire detectors

Manual call point with cover. Image © Apollo

Fire detectors should be selected
according to the nature of the protected
area and the risks associated with it. This
might involve using different technologies
to meet the distinctive requirements of
fire detection and avoiding false alarms.
The choice of detector type is initially
made during the system design and

sometimes revisited or even modified
during commissioning or maintenance,
but such decisions are not always well
recorded, and neither is their rationale.
As an aid to correct selection, and to
encourage decision-makers to record the
rationale for the choice of detector in each
protected area, annexe E, “The selection
and application of fire detectors”, has also
been added to the standard. b

Simon Sandland-Taylor is Director and Owner of
the Sandland-Taylor Consultancy
info@sandlandtaylorconsultancy.co.uk

Related competencies include
Related competencies
include Sustainability
Fire safety

Westminster considers renovation options
MPs and Lords have
suggested they would be
willing to relocate from the
Palace of Westminster to
nearby premises while it is
renovated, after a survey of
the building undertaken by
Deloitte resulted in three
proposals being put forward
for refurbishment.
The palace was
constructed between
1840 and 1870, and has
not been renovated since.
As one would expect, it is
now suffering from eroding
stonework and leaking castiron roofs, although
the existing structure
remains sound.

1 4 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

However, another problem
is the vast network of pipes,
cables and machinery for
heating, power, water and
other services, some dating
back to the 1940s. Other
hazards include asbestos,
high-voltage power lines
running next to Victorian
steam pipes and gas mains,
and 130-year old sewage
ejector pumps at the end of
their useful life.
While the time is right for
refurbishment of the palace,
the logistics are not easy.
Deloitte therefore carried
out a detailed survey of the
palace, and proposed the
following three options:

bb work undertaken while
MPs and Lords still use
the palace on a day-to-day
basis, which it estimates
would take 32 years to
complete at a cost of £5.7bn
bb work undertaken
following a partial decant,
with Commons and
Lords moving in turn into
temporary accommodation,
which would take an
estimated 11 years at a cost
of £4.4bn
bb a full decant for six years
from 2025 during the works,
at a cost of £3.5bn.
A joint committee
of MPs and Lords

favoured the third option
and relocating within the
Westminster area, because
there was resistance to
moving Parliament any
further away.
The aim it to set up an
independent Olympic-style
delivery authority to examine
the various costings and to
report before a final decision
is made in a vote around
mid-2019. b
Alan Cripps FRICS is RICS
Associate
Director of the Built
Environment
acripps@rics.org
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A student’s progress

S

In the first in a series of regular updates, Mimi de Paiva-Kynch provides her
insights as she progresses through the Assessment of Professional Competence

Starting my training to gain
chartered surveyor status
with RICS, I feel daunted
but excited by the challenge
ahead of me.
I decided to become
chartered so I can develop
my professional and technical
knowledge, and show my
colleagues and customers I
work to the highest technical
and ethical standards.
I have just entered the third
year of my part-time building
surveying degree, having
worked for South Oxfordshire
and Vale of White Horse
District Councils’ building
control team for the past year
and a half.
The APC – the route
on which I am enrolled –
generally involves 24 months
of structured training before a
final assessment document is
produced, an ethics test taken
and a professional interview
conducted, to ensure an
applicant’s readiness for
membership of RICS.

Diary
Once my application is
complete and I have access
to the online Assessment
Resource Centre, I feel
anxious to start working
on the diary. My pathway is
Building Control and within
this, optional competencies
must be selected alongside
those that are mandatory.

this means I am reading the
regulations, legislation and
professional guidance even
more regularly to help justify
my entries, which is good
learning reinforcement.

New year

“
The relationship with my mentor
is invaluable as it confirms I am
working in the correct direction

One of the most crucial
comments in those first few
days is from my colleague
and mentor, who advises
that we should decide my
competencies so I can start
working on the diary as soon
as possible. The diary requires
entries explaining how
competencies have been met,
and around 400 days’ worth
of experience are needed
during the course of the APC.
This is good advice
for two reasons. First, it
reminds me that, while some
competencies I have thought
about choosing looked very
interesting, getting experience
of them could be incredibly
difficult. Second, if I leave
starting the diary for too long,
I will struggle to remember in
any meaningful detail what I
have worked on.
The relationship with
my mentor is an invaluable
one because it helps to
confirm I am working in the
correct direction, both in
choosing competencies and
in identifying work that fits
the levels within them. It also
provides confirmation on the
Image © iStock

appropriate tone in which
work should be written.
Having a mentor is also
important in that she can offer
a second opinion when I am
choosing training courses,
and this can help with CPD
hours. Some of the mandatory
competencies can be difficult
to achieve through work
alone, so a training course will
be beneficial in some areas.
Furthermore, I find it useful
to hear the lessons my mentor
has herself learned, including
experiences that went well
and helped her on her journey,
as well as things she may
have done differently.
Continuing to work on the
diary keeps me busy. I try to
fill it in at the same time each
evening so it becomes habit.
Entries can be made for either
a full or half day, and working
at the office during the
morning and mostly on site
for the rest of the day fits this
format well.
I try to write enough in
each entry to keep them
from sounding repetitive from
one day to the next. While
sometimes time-consuming,

A couple of months into my
APC, I start the new year
feeling positive, and have
a plan of next steps. My
mentor and I have our next
meeting in January and review
my diary and the summary
of experience sections,
which we agree I am now
in a good position to write.
The summary consists of a
150–200-word competency
statement in addition to the
diary entries.
In meeting my mentor,
I confirm which training
courses I have booked –
including Understanding the
Assessment of Professional
Competence, organised by
RICS for those in the first 12
months of the process – and
we review this against the
action plan we made at our
initial meeting.
I will continue recording my
daily work and look forward
to the next few months as I
progress through my pathway.
Luckily, I have a supportive
work environment that I know
will help me immensely in
my journey to becoming a
chartered surveyor. C

Mimi de Paiva-Kynch is a trainee
building control surveyor at South
Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse
District Council
mimi.depaiva-kynch@
southandvale.gov.uk
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Michael Wright’s pioneering work in Hong Kong public housing has seen him
identified as one of the outstanding surveyors of the past 150 years by RICS’
Pride in the Profession initiative. Sarah Speirs tells Wright’s inspirational story

The Wright approach

O

ver the course
of 30 years, the
work of Michael
Wright in Hong
Kong immeasurably
improved the living
standards of many
residents, and
established much of the infrastructure
that makes the territory what it is today.
During his time there, Wright’s
achievements included designing
the first public housing estate in the
city, overseeing the construction of a
pioneering reservoir and commissioning
the plans for a mass transport network.

Building standards
After moving from the UK to Hong Kong
in 1938, Michael Wright spent three
decades working in various roles in the
city’s Public Works Department. He
was also a leading member of the Hong
Kong Housing Society, a not-for-profit
organisation set up in the 1940s to
address a major housing shortage.
This had been caused by a combination
of the Japanese occupation and bombing
of the city during the Second World War,
and an influx of migrants following the
end of hostilities. Through his work for
the society, Wright changed the face of
public housing in the territory.
Sheung Li Uk, completed in 1952, was
the first public rental housing estate in
Hong Kong (http://bit.ly/2nPARu1). It was
set up as a pilot project by the society to
provide low-rent housing for poor families
in the city, and was funded in direct
response to a fire in the Shek Kip Mei
squatter area that made 53,000 people
homeless overnight.
The society asked Wright to design the
estate, and it became the first example
of public housing being built to standards
that subsequently became known as the
“Wright principle”.
1 6 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

Wright had been deeply
worried about the state
of housing in Hong Kong.
Beyond the substandard
construction of
some blocks, he was
particularly concerned
with the impact on
the personal dignity and
health of those who lived in
overcrowded rooms with shared
kitchen and bathroom facilities. This
concern had been exacerbated by his
own experience of shared living quarters
as a prisoner of war.
Sheung Li Uk presented an opportunity
to build better-quality housing, and
being responsible for the design Wright
proposed self-contained flats with
separate kitchens, bathrooms and
balconies. The final design provided
housing for 360 families as well as a
community centre.
The society dubbed this move away
from shared facilities to self-contained
flats the Wright principle. His designs,
which protected the privacy of residents,
became the standard for all the society’s
future projects.
Wright continued his focus on
public housing at the Public Works
Department, where he was involved in the
construction of a number of new estates,
although Sheung Li Uk was the first and
most important.

Plover Cove Reservoir
By the early 1960s, Wright was Deputy
Director of the Hong Kong Public Works
Department. In this role, he oversaw a
series of major infrastructure projects,
the best known perhaps being the Plover
Cove Reservoir.
Hailed as the first of its kind, this
tripled the storage capacity of Hong
Kong’s reservoirs at a time when the
territory was facing a water shortage.

The then Director of Public
Works, Allan Inglis, had
warned that the territory
would be 16m gallons a
day short of a full supply
during the winter of 1964
(http://bit.ly/2jvBgiF).
The construction of the
Plover Cove Reservoir, the
first sea reservoir anywhere in
the world, involved building a 2km-long
dam across the mouth of a bay, before
seawater was pumped out and replaced
with freshwater.
The project involved engineers from
all over the world and was described
by the South China Morning Post as
“one of the world’s major engineering
feats”. Overseeing the work, Wright was
prompted by its success to propose
the creation of a further reservoir, High
Island, although building work did not
begin until he had left the department.
The two reservoirs remain a vital
source of water in Hong Kong today,
together holding 85% of the territory’s
freshwater supply.

Mass transport network
In the mid-1960s Wright was appointed
Director of Public Works, and his focus
shifted to transportation to tackle the
growing levels of traffic in the territory.
Significant transport works completed
during his tenure include the Lion Rock
Tunnel, which opened in 1967, and a
number of major roads, including Lung
Cheung Road and Ching Cheung Road.
He also conducted a feasibility study
for the Cross-Harbour Tunnel, Hong
Kong’s first underwater link. This was
later commissioned by the government
of Hong Kong, and now connects the
financial and commercial districts either
side of Victoria Harbour.
However, perhaps the most significant
transport project that was begun while
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Michael Wright improved the
living standards of Hong Kong
City residents immeasurably
Wright was director at the Public Works
Department was the establishment
of a mass transit system. Under his
leadership, the department published
a series of reports seeking to address
Hong Kong’s growing traffic problem, the
most significant of which proposed the
creation of what is today known as the
Mass Transit Railway (MTR).
The original idea was for a 64km rapid
transit rail system to be constructed over
the course of a decade. Although Wright
was keen for the project to get under way,
construction of the new system was not
signed off by the Hong Kong government
until 1972, three years after he had
returned to the UK.

“
Wright’s story

demonstrates the
power of building
standards and how
they can transform
people’s lives

The first rail route did not open until
1979, and the plans also changed
considerably over the years – the system
has now grown to 218km with 11 lines
and 159 stations. Today, more than 5m
trips are reportedly made every day, with
a remarkable 99.9% of these on time
(http://bit.ly/2BNxLzy).
While Hong Kong’s MTR is much larger
than the one envisaged in the 1960s,
Wright’s original vision of a transport
system to ease traffic flows and provide
a quick and clean way for Hong Kong
residents to travel has been realised.

Setting the standard
During his career in Hong Kong, Wright
oversaw a host of different projects of
varying scale.
But it is for his work in public housing
in particular that he is remembered. In
1975 a new estate, Lai Tak Tsuen, was
named after him in recognition of the
contribution he had made to public
housing (http://bit.ly/2BQqfnC).
Wright, who died in January at the
age of 105, considered housing to be
his most important contribution to Hong
Kong (http://bit.ly/2z4MnVK). Wright’s
work in Hong Kong was also recognised
Image © Shutterstock

in his home country, and in 1967 he was
created a Companion of the Order of St
Michael and St George in the Queen’s
Birthday Honours.
His story is especially important
because it demonstrates the power
of building standards and how they
can transform people’s lives. It is an
example of the vital role surveyors play
in safeguarding the quality of the built
environment. By establishing the principle
that all new public housing should be
designed in a way that protects human
dignity and privacy, Wright and the Hong
Kong Housing Society improved the lives
of many people and set the standard for
such accommodation in the territory.
To see more examples of the vital work
carried out by surveyors over the past
150 years, visit www.rics.org/150. b

Sarah Speirs is RICS Global 150 Director
sspeirs@rics.org
R
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A degree of difference
LABC has launched two new building control degrees following a review
of training for the profession. Lorna Stimpson explains more

I

have spent the past
two years helping to
lead LABC’s review
of performance,
standards,
competencies and
learning. As part of this,
members have had to
agree a definition of good local authority
building control and create a framework
for the competencies to support it.
Since the Audit Commission’s closure
in 2015, all local authorities have had a
duty to manage the performance and
ensure the competency of staff, including
building control surveyors.
In practice, this can be demanding
because their internal audit procedures
have been devised to deal with difficult
functions such as child protection,
benefits, education and other vital
services, and are not necessarily suited
to the needs of building control staff.

Common approach
Although internal audits are tough
and embedded into every council’s
constitution, each of them takes a slightly
different approach; so, as part of its
review process, LABC members agreed
to create a common one.
In 2016, the organisation set up a
group to reduce processes to their
core elements and create a quality
management system that would work
for all building control teams. It took us a
year to agree these functions and distil
the processes down accordingly, but any
local authority team can now see these
as flow charts.
Next, we looked at the various types
of work and applied the process maps
to different classes of construction
– for example, domestic extensions
and conversions, new low-rise homes,
commercial premises, and complex
high-risk buildings. By doing so, we were
able to look at the competencies required
of our technical support staff and all
levels of surveyors.
We also revised the LABC constitution
to establish a powerful standards
1 8 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

committee, separate from the board,
having its own powers and the scope
to recruit an independent chair and
specialist members. This committee
will also support the Building Control
Performance Standards Advisory Group.
These changes all came together in
2017, when LABC started to test the
standards in local authorities being
audited by Alcumus ISOQAR.

External help
LABC subsequently turned its attention
towards training. Outside help was
essential to this process, and we worked
with the University of Wolverhampton
to help us understand how to meet the
needs of the building control profession
through academic learning. The
university enabled LABC to embrace
new disciplines, including structured
learning objectives, learning plans and the
measurement of outcomes.
We were interested to see what would
happen when we added tests into our
formal learning, and how the requirement
for additional pre- and post-course
learning would affect delegates. These
extra demands definitely made our
learners nervous, but also increased
their commitment because they then
perceived the training to be of greater
value and importance.
Building control managers’
expectations also changed. Our learning
objectives were specific and there was
a degree of scepticism that there would
be immediate outcomes and benefits; so
we were absolutely delighted with the
feedback, because managers reported
that they could see and measure the
change in their staff after the tests.

Challenges
LABC discovered that new building
control recruits, even those with a
building or surveying degree, may have
received just 40 hours of learning on the
Building Regulations.
This is nowhere near enough, and
simply means that graduates understand
that the regulations have many parts and

that the primary legislation is the Building
Act 1984. Building control surveyors
need a full working knowledge of the
regulations across all areas of structure,
fire, energy and so on, so learning has
to be comprehensive, in-depth and
supported by a work experience and
mentoring programme.
LABC’s Learning and Development
Working Group considers that those with
an ordinary construction-related degree
need a minimum of two years’ additional
work-based training and experience
before they can, as building control
surveyors, competently apply the relevant
legislation to the full range of projects.
This means they should understand
design, construction, regulations,
guidance and enforcement.
We have also introduced ethics into the
training process. Part of the experience
is learning that the role should be
independent: although we cooperate with
clients’ design and construction teams,
we are not their consultants, and it is
important to be impartial.
Ultimately, we work with developers
to monitor their compliance with the
standards set for the health, safety and
wellbeing of persons in and around
buildings, plus those ensuring buildings’
environmental performance.

Qualifications
LABC started by looking at performance,
initially concentrating on standards,
and has now provided accredited
qualifications for structured job training
and planned experience.
In December, LABC, the University
of Wolverhampton and the Chartered
Institute of Building signed a
memorandum of understanding to launch
a new foundation degree, an honours
degree and an apprenticeship in building
control. All of these have now been
created, and the latter approved by the
Institute for Apprenticeships, offering
trainees a fully supported route to
becoming professionals.
All employers in England with a salary
bill in excess of £3m will be able to draw

RI CS BU ILDING
CONT ROL JOUR NAL

down funding from the apprenticeship
levy to pay for employees to take the
building control degrees, although this
funding is not yet available in Wales.
The qualification will be work-based
and consist of a two-year, in-house
LABC foundation degree, based on three
modules covering domestic building work,
new housing and complex buildings. This
will be followed by a two-year level 6
top-up degree at the University of
Wolverhampton, taken part-time through
block release, to complete the BSc
(Hons) in building control.
The modules are built on the LABC
Learning Management System and
offer learning through online tutorials,
videos, professional diaries and webinars,
together with an intensive, week-long
class conducted face to face, in which
students use building plans to identify
common construction flaws.
Level 4 and 5 diplomas in building
control surveying will be awarded by the
Chartered Institute of Building in both

“
Building control

surveyors need a full
working knowledge
of the regulations
across all areas
England and Wales, while the
foundation degree in building control
surveying will be awarded by the
University of Wolverhampton.

establish closer ties with professional
institutions, including RICS, so that our
formal qualification route can be linked
with such bodies.
LABC has invested a huge amount
of money and time in this work, and we
want to see it used and developed. Local
authorities have a two-thirds share of
the building control market and there
are more than 3,000 people working
in our network, so all bodies should
take account of the role we play in the
construction sector. b

Adaptable approach
Although Dame Judith Hackitt’s review
of Building Regulations and fire safety
could have an impact on our standards,
competencies and qualifications, LABC
has an audited ISO certification and
a structured approach to learning, so
we believe we can adapt to any of its
recommendations. We’d also like to

Lorna Stimpson is Deputy Managing Director
at LABC
Related competencies
include Sustainability
lorna.stimpson@labc.co.uk

RICS runs practical workshop with Israeli ministry
The Israeli Ministry of Finance
successfully launched
its ninth building control
surveyor training programme
in partnership with RICS last
July (see Building Control
Journal November/December
2017, p.8). In November, RICS
and the ministry ran a five-day
building control simulation
workshop in London, to
complement learners’
conceptual knowledge and
the technical competencies
they developed during the
nine-month programme.
The workshop focused
on developing the practical
elements, behaviours and
activities that are essential
for building control surveyors.
Individual and group activities
concentrated on the
assessment and application
of regulations, with exercises
covering topics including
fire and structural safety,
and consideration given to
the risk-based approach to
achieving compliance.
Analysis of buildings
provided an opportunity for
individuals to identify critical
Image © Getty

components, materials and
details that would form part of
a site inspection regime and
enable on-site confirmation of
compliance with the Building
Regulations.

Workshop participants also
visited UK construction sites
to view the works in progress
and consider the application
of the Building Regulations on
a real site (see photo, below).

Workshop participants visited One Mayfair Church, formerly
known as St Mark’s Church, in central London to see construction
work in progress

These inspections allowed
the individuals to gain handson experience, review the
materials they had considered
when assessing plans and, in
some instances, challenge the
transitional process on site.
The visits were supported by
the contractors, who actively
presented their projects
and answered attendees’
questions.
All elements required a
formal presentation by each
of the groups that reflected
their learning and the potential
challenges of applying the
regulations and complying
with building control. b

Heigor Freitas is a RICS Training
Product Manager
hfreitas@rics.org
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Mislaid emphasis
While the focus on health and wellbeing in sustainability standards is welcome,
we should not lose sight of the wider environment, argues Alan Fogarty

S

ustainability standards
are mainly concerned
with reducing
environmental damage
and the consumption
of resources – and
rightly so. They also
address the internal
environment and factors that affect an
occupant’s health and wellbeing, such as
comfort, access to natural light, biophilia
and air quality (see article opposite).
The so-called second wave of
sustainability, including the WELL
Building Standard and Fitwel certification
schemes, unashamedly focuses on health
and wellbeing, with the occupant placed
at the centre of all considerations.
This approach goes well beyond the
design concerns of more traditional
sustainability standards, as it assesses
issues such as fitness and mind, and
how these are affected by corporate
policies, aesthetics and, more recently,
local communities. Another important
differentiation between WELL and its
predecessors is the emphasis it places
on testing building performance in use.

Ongoing monitoring
In-use testing means compliance with
the standards set is checked on site
at completion and every three years
afterwards, helping ensure the standard’s
objectives are upheld over time.
This ongoing monitoring prevents the
WELL standard from being a box-ticking,
paper-chasing exercise, as was often
the case with traditional standards.
Previously, when a building’s sustainability
credentials were certified it was deemed
compliant and no future assessments
were necessary, but in many cases this
meant a failure to perform as expected.
Yet, while the new standards are an
improvement, we should remain cautious.
It’s rather a paradox that the enthusiasm
for health and wellbeing that defines this
second wave of sustainability standards
is being undermined by the single-minded
approach that makes them so desirable.
The attention on regulating health and
wellbeing in the workplace has meant
2 0 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

that what happens outside this lacks
the same close scrutiny. Instead, wider
environmental concerns have been left
to the remit of traditional standards, and
they are often not fit for the purpose.
If the latter fail to achieve their
objectives then the new standards also
fail, as the long-term health and wellbeing
of occupants cannot be ensured without
a healthy external environment. In its
simplest terms, air quality outside affects
air quality inside. Yet in 2017, two years
after the Paris Agreement on climate
change was made, world annual carbon
emissions have depressingly increased
by 2% rather than stabilising or reducing,
and time is running out.

Measurable improvements?
The greater emphasis on health and
wellbeing in the WELL standard has had
a noticeably positive effect on occupants
in the buildings it regulates.

“
Environmental

concerns have
been left to the
remit of traditional
standards
Yet in every case the results can be hit
and miss. Where the new standards all
potentially fall down is that they refer to
other standards as a benchmark, but do
not verify whether the criteria of those
standards are fulfilled – or even that they
are up to the task.
The regulations around thermal
comfort serve as a useful case in point
as they offer a “one size fits all” approach
and remain largely subjective. But there
are many objective aspects that also
affect an occupant’s thermal comfort,
including levels of clothing, metabolism,
age, state of mind and so on.
This makes designing a space
comfortable for everyone a
near-impossible task. Certainly, allowing

occupants flexibility in terms of dress
code and where they sit can alleviate
many of the problems. Giving individuals
personal agency, even just the provision
of windows they are allowed to open,
makes them feel more in control and
tolerant of any remaining discomfort.
But while thermal comfort standards
may be achieved on day one when
everything is checked, there are many
things that can still result in increased
levels of discomfort over time.
Temperature settings being changed
on the basis of who shouts the loudest
are one such issue, and the general lack
of maintenance in some buildings is
another significant contributor. The time
of year when the test is carried out can
also have a notable impact on results.
In conclusion, while standards that
test conditions in the building every three
years are an improvement on systems
that provided lasting certification after
one initial assessment, they still do not go
far enough. We need a radical rethink of
how we monitor these new standards.
Moreover, while the introduction of
standards for health and wellbeing is a
good step in terms of placing occupants
at the centre of the design process, it
should not take our focus off the wider
aspects of sustainability. It is nonsense
to suggest that we can have healthy
interiors independently of a healthy
planet, and the first wave of sustainability
standards which seek to achieve this
must not be forgotten. b

Alan Fogarty is Sustainability Partner at Cundall
www.cundall.com

Related competencies include
Sustainability
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Natural
benefits
Ed Suttie explains how
biophilic design can
nurture us in the workplace

W

e all know the
benefits of
exercise and a
good diet. But
what about the
buildings in which
we spend most
of our lives? We
isolate ourselves from nature at home,
at work and in daily life, and evidence
abounds that this is to our detriment.
The relationship of health and wellbeing
with buildings is complex, and depends on
how we perceive and experience them.
You might ask: what materials are around
me? Why do I get a headache working
here? Why am I calm in this space? Why
am I hot when my colleague feels cold?
The WELL Building Standard, Fitwel
and other certification schemes have
directed attention towards the health
and wellbeing of building occupants, and
in offices this has also helped improve
productivity (see www.wellcertified.com
and www.fitwel.org).
These schemes also raise questions
never before asked of construction and
refurbishment projects. According to the
World Green Building Council, staff and
their benefits make up 90% of the costs
of an office-based company, so it would
seem wise to pay attention to people and
their needs (http://bit.ly/2jRYM8X).

Inspiring design
Harvard professor Edward O. Wilson
concluded in his book Biophilia that we
have an inherent connection to nature,
and a biological need for physical, mental
and social connections with it.
The natural world therefore has a part
to play in everything from our health
and wellbeing to our livelihoods and the
economy. The construction industry is no
exception to this, so to integrate it with
nature more effectively we can follow the
principles of biophilic design, a concept
that takes account of many features in
workplace environments that can support
health and wellbeing.

Biophilic design in Norway: an indoor green wall provides direct contact with nature
Research has shown that being in
natural environments or even viewing
depictions of nature has a positive impact
on our wellbeing. Natural environments
can alleviate negative emotions such as
anger, anxiety, depression and stress,
while helping us feel calm and be inspired.
Biophilic design brings us into contact
with nature in the built environment.
Leading offices in London and
elsewhere are already designing
environments around their occupants’
health needs – maximising natural
light, clean air and so on – as well as
considering the business case.
These projects are prompting
conversations and grabbing headlines, but
building owners and facilities managers
also want to know what they can do within
limited budgets and the need to ensure
a return on investment. As hard evidence
has been lacking, the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) has begun a biophilic
office project (http://bit.ly/2soP3ej).

Live office
BRE and Oliver Heath Design, supported
by a number of partners that produce
green walls, lighting and flooring or deal
with furniture and acoustics, started
the research project to strengthen the
evidence base for biophilic design and its
positive effects on office occupants. The
aim is to help realise the exciting potential
of our existing buildings.
A live office refurbishment on the BRE
Watford campus is providing robust indoor
environment and occupant data.
Baseline information is being collected
for a year in the existing building to
quantify how it functions now, covering
such characteristics as acoustics, light,
air quality, thermal comfort and materials,
including floor tiles, paint, doors, walls,
lighting and services as well as occupants’
health and wellbeing. A biophilic
Image © Biotecture

refurbishment will then be carried out and
office and occupants monitored again for
another year. A control environment has
also been established, which will remain
unchanged throughout the study.
The long-term findings are intended to
improve understanding of the influence of
biophilic design and product choices on
occupants. The project will result in open
guidance for facility managers, developers
and building owners and occupiers, while
professional institutions including RICS
and the Chartered Institution of Building
Services Engineers will use the findings
the better to equip their members. It could
ultimately inform the Health and Wellbeing
category in BREEAM as well.
Biophilic refurbishment doesn’t have to
be extensive or expensive – the choice of
floor covering, wall paint and lighting all
have significant biophilic qualities – and
choices informed by research evidence
can help create positive, healthier and
more energising workplaces for the future
from the offices of the past. C

Ed Suttie is a director of research at BRE
ed.suttie@bre.co.uk

Assessing Health and Wellbeing in Buildings
http://bit.ly/2n2Z92W

Related competencies include
Sustainability
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Where there are no standards for
innovative construction products,
CE marking can prove valuable.
Alison Paskell outlines the benefits

In harmony

I

nnovation often
exceeds the pace at
which standards and
regulations are written.
However, the lack
of guidance on the
performance of new
construction products
can be an issue for building control
surveyors, leaving them in two minds as
to whether or not to adopt an innovative
solution. Will it satisfy the requirements of
the Building Regulations?
In order to address this, some new
products bear a CE mark when they
become available, which means they have
been manufactured in accordance with
either a harmonised European standard
(hEN) or a European Assessment
Document (EAD).
The mark also demonstrates
that products are consistent with
the manufacturer’s declaration of
performance, which must accompany the
product. In plain English, a CE marking is
a presumption of conformity.

Two routes
Manufacturers will have taken one of a
pair of routes to CE marking, and each
of these uses a system of harmonised
technical specifications; respectively,
hENs and EADs.
Both technical specifications detail
methods of testing, as well as what is
known as the assessment and verification
of constancy of performance. The latter
defines the degree of involvement by
a third party, such as the British Board
of Agrément (BBA), in assessing the
conformity of a product.
These specifications harmonise the
methods of assessing, testing and
2 2 A P R I L / M AY 2 0 1 8

“
CE marking is a
presumption of
conformity

declaring performance characteristics.
This allows comparisons to be made
between similar products because,
for instance, they will have been
tested in the same way by a Technical
Assessment Body or Notified Body in
Germany as they have in the UK.
That said, local building regulations
place requirements on the performance
of the construction, not the products
themselves, so building control
surveyors need to ensure that a product
has the correct characteristic for a
particular application.
The Construction Products Regulation
(CPR), which is often referred to as
Regulation (EU) No. 305/2011, states
that it is mandatory to CE mark against
a hEN. The development of hENs is
undertaken by members of the
European Committee for Standardisation
together with the European Committee
for Electrotechnical Standardisation,
who work jointly to develop the
standards that are necessary to support
European legislation.
The European Organisation for
Technical Assessment (EOTA),
meanwhile, produces EADs as the
basis for issuing European Technical
Assessments (ETAs) for products
that are either not covered or not fully
covered by a hEN; these assessments
are an entirely voluntary route towards
CE marking of construction products.
Image © Shutterstock

Technical experts
EOTA members are technical experts from
across the EU and partner states. The
knowledge they share is considerable, and
their collaboration ensures that innovative
construction products have a route to
market within a reasonable timeframe.
As the CPR was introduced to remove
technical barriers to trade, it is important
to acknowledge that this is the main
legislative document governing the
placement of construction products on
the market.
On the other hand, it is also worth
noting that if a product does not have CE
marking it may simply be that there is no
hEN for it, so the manufacturer of that
product could have made the decision
not to take the voluntary ETA route
and instead progressed with a national
approval, such as a BBA Certification in
the UK.
The European Commission is currently
looking at revising the CPR, and it is not
yet known what changes will be made.
To date more than 280 EADs have been
developed and 4,200 ETAs issued by
more than 1,300 manufacturers. This
certainly suggests that the tailor-made
assessments coordinated by EOTA are
worthwhile for all parties. b

Alison Paskell is Client Experience Manager at
British Board of Agrément and Convenor at the
European Organisation for Technical Assessment
Communications Working Group
Related competencies
include Sustainability
apaskell@bbacerts.co.uk
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Reaching an
Agrément
Alan Thomas outlines the criteria that must
be fulfilled to secure Kiwa’s BDA certification

I

have received some
interesting questions
from a number of
readers in response
to a piece I wrote last
year about the Kiwa
product certification
scheme (Building
Control Journal November/December
2017, p.6).
They want to know in particular if
this is equivalent to the British Board of
Agrément (BBA) certification, and how far
Kiwa looked into the Building Regulations
and other statutory and non-statutory
requirements during our assessments.
The position is that Kiwa BDA
assessment is rigorous and thorough, and
we approach assessments from a similar
standpoint as the BBA in its Agrément
Certificate assessment. Indeed, were the
option available to us, we would name
the documents we produce Agrément
certificates; however, this is a UK
trademark of the BBA, so we instead call
our certificates BDA Agrément and have
registered that as our own trademark.
Kiwa BDA is an international body with
considerable experience of developing
certification guidelines for a range of
building products and systems. The
company also has testing laboratories
across Europe, offices in more than 40
countries, and is now in the top 20 global
certification organisations. BDA founder
Prof. Nico Hendricks is an internationally
known figure thanks to his work on
developing standards and technical
specifications across Europe.

“
The requirements

of the Building
Regulations are to
the fore in a BDA
Agrément

We can see from a recent example
of a BDA Agrément, for Springvale’s
Beamshield insulated flooring system,
that it has been assessed thoroughly
against an extensive range of criteria
(http://bit.ly/2zlmzsR). The BBA would
address similar characteristics if looking
at such a system, and present its findings
in its own document format.

Regulatory requirements
The requirements of the Building
Regulations are also to the fore in a BDA
Agrément, as is only appropriate – and
not just the English regulations, but also
those applying elsewhere in the UK,
including most recently in Wales. These
are the same regulations considered by
the BBA in its assessments.
We make no claim that our Agrément
is superior to the BBA’s, but it is a widely
accepted equivalent. We contend that
we offer commercial and efficiency
advantages for manufacturers, while
adopting a technical approach similar to
the BBA’s.
BDA Agrément is accepted as
independent third-party evidence of
compliance by the NHBC, Premier
Guarantee and LABC, in accordance with
their respective standards and technical
requirements. We are also accredited
by the UK Accreditation Service for our
assessment procedures.
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building products that they approve,
involving a check on any changes in
regulations and other statutory or
non-statutory documents considered
in the original assessment, as well as a
reappraisal of all audits undertaken at the
manufacturer's premises.
So, the similarities between the Kiwa
BDA and the BBA approach are more
striking than the differences. The key
elements assessed by Kiwa BDA are:
bb thermal performance
bb condensation risk
bb structural performance
bb durability
bb building physics
bb linear thermal transmittance at
junctions (psi values)
bb delivery and handling
bb installation
bb maintenance.
The scope of our assessments covers:
bb conditions of use
bb frame of reference, including
standards, codes of practice, test reports
and job visit reports
bb independently verified characteristics
bb factory production control
bb annual verification procedure
bb points of attention for the specifier
and specific details
bb installation procedure
bb compliance with Building Regulations
and any other required standards
bb geographical boundaries of use
bb validity.
The Kiwa BDA Agrément is a packed with
key data, and the Beamshield example
lists 38 sources of technical information,
European and British Standards and
other reference material consulted by
the assessors. There are also detailed
technical drawings of typical installations
and guidance of considerable value, not
just to building control surveyors but also
to architects and contractors. C

Assessment criteria
Guidance on Kiwa BDA’s approach to
evaluating products and systems is
available online, and details the criteria
applicable to our assessments in general.
These include the pedigree of data
offered by manufacturers, validity periods,
factory production control requirements
and the mandatory annual surveillance
inspection regimes that ensure the
agreed specification of the product or
system will always conform with the
published Agrément.
Both Kiwa BDA and the BBA operate
a three-yearly recapitulation cycle for

Alan Thomas is a KIWA BDA Associate, who
worked at the British Board of Agrément
for 28 years
alan.thomas@kiwa.co.uk

Related competencies include
Legal/regulatory compliance
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UPDATE
Association demands role for
specialist fire designers
The Association for Project Safety (APS)
has called for every new UK construction
project to be designed by people
equipped with the skills, knowledge and
experience best suited to the project, so
as to help mitigate fire risk.
APS president Bobby Chakravarthy
commented: “Fire safety should never be
considered an off-the-shelf package
bolted on to the construction design.
Effective design can further limit the risk
[presented by] fire, not just for the
people [who are] living and working in

buildings, but for firefighters and other
emergency services.
“No one group of industry
professionals has a monopoly on
knowledge, which is why all projects
need a suitable organisation to oversee
all design decisions from a risk
management perspective. Construction
defects and design flaws must be
eradicated, so when these buildings are
inspected in future years they get a
clean bill of health.”
n www.aps.org.uk

Pile design guidance revised
The London District Surveyors Association has published a new version of its
design document for piles in London clay, which is widely used by building control
across the capital’s 32 boroughs.
The main change to the Guidance Notes for the Design of Straight Shafted Bored
Piles in London Clay is the inclusion of design guidance to Eurocode 7. The
document was first published in 1999 and was based on research by Arup director
Dinesh Patel, who also undertook the 2009 update.
For a free copy, please visit
n http://bit.ly/2nIwMbu

Asbestos label
system pioneered
A college of further education has
become the first in the UK to use a
specialist new labelling system for
fast and convenient identification
of asbestos-containing materials in
its buildings.
Chesterfield College has
adopted Lucion Environmental’s
quick-response, code-based
system to ensure that full details of
the presence of any asbestos in a
particular location is made
immediately available to whoever
may need it. Lucion Environmental
recently completed a first phase
survey of parts of the
organisation’s property portfolio.
n www.lucionservices.com
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Robust Details
handbook updated
The online version of the Robust
Details handbook has been updated.
Changes include the following:
bb guidance on the use of plain dense
blocks in place of the rebated blocks
shown in E-FC-6 and E-FC-7
bb the flanking walls on pages 2 and
3 of E-FC-18 have reverted to
20 kg/sq. m of gypsum board, rather
than the 22 kg/sq. m that was included
in the June 2017 update
bb in Appendix A1, there is additional
guidance on the correct use of
Type A wall ties, and clarification of
the requirements for lining generic
spandrels and rooms in roofs.
To download a free copy of the
handbook, visit the Robust Details site.
n www.robustdetails.com

EVENTS
The World Built
Environment Forum Summit
23–24 April, Intercontinental –
The O2, London
The two-day programme will explore the
impact of digitalisation on business models
and the consequences for cities and their
surrounding regions.

n www.rics.org/wbefsummit

Increase in
excavation work
injuries reported
Building Safety Group has reported a
16% rise in excavation work breaches
on construction sites. The figure is
based on around 11,000 independent
inspections conducted for the industry
over a six-month period, comparing
the third and fourth quarters of 2017.
The Health and Safety Executive
advises that excavation work should
be made safe by setting up trench
supports, battering back, fencing or
other similar measures.
n www.bsgltd.co.uk

STANDARDS
Forthcoming

Surveying safely professional
statement
Reinstatement cost
assessments of buildings
guidance note
n www.rics.org/standards

Recently published

Whole life carbon assessment
for the built environment
professional statement
n www.rics.org/wholelifecarbonps

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
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BBA certifies first robot system
Testing experts at the British Board of
Agrément (BBA) have certified the
organisation’s first construction service
provided by a robot.
The Q-Bot system uses compact,
remote-controlled vehicles to move
around inside floor voids applying
polyurethane foam insulation to the
underside of timber or suspended
concrete ground floors in both new and
existing buildings (see photo, below).
Q-Bot was tested by BBA at its

laboratories in Watford, Hertfordshire
and also on site to confirm its fitness
for purpose.
The process starts with a survey by
trained installers, following which a 3D
map is created that allows the operator
to assess and plan the installation, and
the remote-controlled SprayBot then
applies the polyurethane foam insulant
to a depth of 100–150mm. The
installation can be monitored, recorded
and measured to ensure full coverage
and correct insulation
depth is achieved.
Monitoring after
installation on a
Victorian property
showed a 78% reduction
in heat loss through its
floor, a 40% reduction in
cold air infiltrating the
house, and an overall
energy efficiency
improvement of 24%.

RICS revises
designated body
scheme
RICS has made a number of changes to
the rules of its designated professional
body scheme, which enables the
regulation of firms for general insurance
distribution activities on behalf of the UK
Financial Conduct Authority.
The changes, which came into effect
on 23 February, include:
bb a new 15-hour annual requirement
for CPD
bb an increase in professional
indemnity insurance cover to €1.25m
for single cases and €1.85m for the
annual aggregate
bb new requirements for insurance
product information documents
bb the need to provide details on
remuneration received.
For more information, email
regulatorycompliance@rics.org.
n www.rics.org/dpbscheme
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DON’T PUT OUT THE FIRE.

PREVENT IT.

Induction hobs cause cooking fires 6 times faster *
Stove Guard. The intelligent stovetop safety device
that prevents toxic smoke and cooking ﬁres on all
types of electric hobs.
The sensor detects dangerous temperatures and
automatically cuts the power to the cooker before a ﬁre
can start - advanced protection at a fraction of the cost
of other ﬁre safety systems which wait for ﬁres to start.
Small, discreet and affordable - ensure safety and
independence with Stove Guard.
To ﬁnd out more email us
at info@unicook.eu
or visit www.unicook.eu

NO MAINTENANCE

THE STOVE GUARD EXPERTS

NO REFILLING

5-YEAR GUARANTEE

NO FIRES

EN50615 COMPLIANT

10-YEAR BATTERY LIFE

WIRELESS

*Metal plate vs induction hob.
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The judgement of your peers
Mark Anderson considers the merits of independent auditing for building
products in Australia

T

here is mounting
disenchantment
with the system
of private
certification for
building products
in Australia, and
in some quarters
there is talk of a return to making local
government responsible for this function.
But doing so is not necessarily the
answer, given that knowledgeable public
staff have been leaving the public for the
private sector. So what is the solution?
Could compulsory peer review for
performance-based products decrease
the risk to the public?
At present, there are two pathways to
compliance in Australia: a prescriptive
and a non-prescriptive one. The former
is tried and tested, while the latter
enables certifiers to approve alternative,
innovative designs, provided they are
satisfied that performance measures
have been met.
The second, performance-based
approach is in the UK not just about
the development of technical codes
containing objectives, functional
statements and deemed-to-satisfy
provisions, but is complemented by
the accountability of the fire engineer
and project team, and the responsible
allocation of risk to the fire engineer and
other engineers involved.
It is primarily an holistic approach, with
designers and innovators getting together
at an early stage to develop inventive
designs, rather than assessing the project
against the code when the design stage
has been completed or is locked in.

“
There are two
pathways to
compliance in
Australia
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The prescriptive approach
In Australia, such innovative solutions are
usually only considered to satisfy
non-prescriptive provisions, as the
certifier seeks to minimise potentially
problematic features of a product rather
than involve fire engineers unnecessarily
at an early stage.
This approach means that issues
associated with innovative designs can
be examined and fully costed at an early
stage. It would also enable provisions
for fire safety, disabled access or other
matters to be properly resourced, or for
a design flaw to be eradicated at the
beginning of a project.
However, although there is a single
Building Code of Australia, each of the
eight states and territories enacts it
differently, and this does not help ensure
a uniform approach: for example, some
states do not require that structural
engineers formally certify their designs.

Peer review
A peer review of alternative products
would not necessarily remove all the risk,
but it would ensure that the system is
more transparent. The downside could be
the extra time and cost of the process.
However, there is a possibility of using
fast-track methods, and passing the cost
on to those who use innovative solutions.
It is also likely that any cost increase
would be small in comparison to the cost
of defect or design failure. Peer review
would remove as well the risk that an
individual making decisions may not have
done so appropriately or may have failed
to give them proper consideration.
If a system of peer review were
established by federal act under the
auspices of the Australian parliament,
this would ensure auditing of the
certifiers were better funded, enable an
industry overseer to work at a higher
level of government, and allow national
performance targets and fees to be set.
A uniform building act, run both
nationally and regionally through state
governments, would provide a consistent

approach. Adoption of local codes would
help when dealing with the diverse
building types in Australia, which are
designed to cope with cyclones in the
north and bushfires in the south.

Mandatory auditing
Auditing of building certifiers in Australia
is not mandatory. In general, the building
industry is a complaint-driven, reactive
process rather than one that seeks or
sets targets. Independent auditing of the
system, which includes all products and
not just alternative solutions, would be
more beneficial.
This is the system currently used in
Scotland, for instance, which includes
customer charters, complaints
procedures, a common approach
to resourcing the function, and the
standardisation of qualifications and
training. Thanks to the system, the 32
Scottish local authorities have increased
public confidence and have met targets
set by Holyrood. The process has also
improved public safety and allowed
Scotland to retain the building control
function in local authorities, while still
meeting developers’ needs with regard to
cost and speed of completion.
The adoption of mandatory peer review
of alternative solutions, the provision of
a uniform national act and auditing of the
certification process in Australia would
therefore, in my opinion, provide the
safeguards that are required to ensure
public safety.
This does not necessarily mean
that local authorities would have to
carry out auditing, but their set-up and
transparency do lend themselves to such
an improvement. If the private sector
cannot provide a robust system, then
it may well be that the role needs to be
reclaimed by government. b

Mark Anderson is Team Leader at Professional
Certification Group
mark.anderson@pcgroup.net.au
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Summit London
23–24 April 2018
Intercontinental London – The O2

Global strategic thinking and practical
solutions to the most pressing
challenges of our changing world.

Join the discussion about this
rapidly changing sector. Register
now to benefit from the early
bird rate at rics.org/wbef

Dispute resolution
training that’s aligned
with your business
Tailored, flexible and delivered by experts
Our bespoke, in-house training programmes are tailored to suit
your organisation’s requirements, current skill set, experience level
and area of expertise. We can deliver to your specifications at a time
and date that works for you. Whether it’s a one-day workshop
or 18-month diploma, we can deliver training on your premises,
online or via distance learning.

Start adapting your skills and services.
Request a call-back today: t: 02476 868 584 and w: rics.org/drsinhouse
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Benchmark your quality and
expertise as a qualified mediator
The RICS ACRE Mediation Accreditation will prepare you to mediate the
most complex disputes to the highest standards across land, property,
construction and infrastructure.
During the course you will learn to:
• Appreciate and anticipate the complexities, pitfalls and opportunities
of mediation
• Apply your mediation skills in a variety of commercial situations
• Mediate complex disputes to the highest standard

This course entitles you to fellowship of CIArb upon
completion of all related assignments and a peer interview.

Find out more about ACRE™ Mediation and book your place:
t 024 7686 8584 e drstraining@rics.org

Over

55 years
of independent
construction
cost data

More than

20,000
cost analyses

Helping you manage
and mitigate your risk
BCIS data helps our customers:
• Make better-informed investment decisions
for now and in the future
• Control project costs pre-, during and
post-construction
• Determine long-term strategies up front,
minimising inflated costs.

Discover BCIS today. For a FREE demonstration
visit rics.org/costdata or call +44 (0)24 7686 8433
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