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Freedom of Information request reference number: 6946.1 
 
Date of response: 07/11/2022 
 
Request: 
 
Please can you provide a copy of your full consultation responses to the Government’s call for evidence 
in the Technical Review of Approved Document B of the Building Regulations which ran from 10:30am 
on 18/12/18 to 11:45pm on 15/03/19. 

Response: 
 
Please find the document attached to this response. 
 
Personal data has been removed from the attached documents under section 40 of the FOIA – Personal 
Information.  

We have dealt with your request under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. For more information 
about this process please see the guidance we publish about making a request on our website: 
https://www.london-fire.gov.uk/about-us/transparency/request-information-from-us/ 
 

 
 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/36/section/40
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/36/section/40
https://www.london-fire.gov.uk/about-us/transparency/request-information-from-us/




 

Page | 2 
 

We await further updates from MHCLG on how the accompanying Building Regulations consultation process 
will be amended and how those changes will work in practice. We call for the procedural guidance5 to also be 
reviewed. We recommend that time limitations between the depositing of plans and construction working 
commencing are tightened to prevent gaming of the system if key technical changes are to be made within 
Approved Document B during that approval/construction period.  
 
There remains a disconnect with the Building Regulations 2010 requirements and the Regulatory Reform (Fire 
Safety) Order 2005 (“the FSO”) expectations of continuous improvement through the fire risk assessment 
process. Regulation 4(3) of the Building Regulations 2010 sets out that where the work did not previously 
comply with Schedule 1, when the new work is complete it should be no more unsatisfactory in relation to 
that requirement than before the work was carried out. This is interpreted as allowing fire precautions to be 
removed and replaced on a like-for-like basis - effectively meaning a building can be refurbished many times 
without the general fire precautions ever being improved up to modern standards.  
 
Reviewing this guidance is just one aspect of an overall design, approval and regulatory system that has been 
identified as being broken by Dame Judith Hackitt within the Independent Review of Building Regulations and 
Fire Safety6 (the Independent Review). Until all aspects of this system have been suitably addressed then 
buildings and all people living in, working in or in any other way using them will remain vulnerable in the event 
of a fire, as will any attending fire crews.  
 
London Fire Brigade welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this call for evidence, and to support the 
review process proactively in creating new guidance material that seeks the right level of fire safety provision 
for both members of the public and our firefighters. 
 
There is a public expectation that the technical review of Approved Document B will provide safe buildings as 
part of the wider regulatory framework review and this work must deliver on this expectation. 

 
 
Approved Document B - Review 
 
The primary purpose of the guidance is to support the functional requirements of the Building Regulations. 
Due to the historic lack of regular review it often lags behind common practice and new and developing 
construction methods and techniques. It can therefore contain solutions which may, in turn, be out of date. 
 
We seek an ongoing commitment towards a regular review period of the guidance, as recommended by 
Dame Judith Hackitt. We recommend that there should be a period of no more than five years between 
reviews which aligns with recommendation 6.2 (b) made by Dame Judith in her final report. This will ensure 
that new research, or revised information/opinion about the suitability of aspects of the guidance, are taken 
into account in a timely manner. 
 
This review should be timed alongside the review of the other Approved Documents to ensure that there are 
no inadvertent impacts of any changes in other areas. These guidance documents should complement each 
other and be developed in unison. 
 
At the time of writing, the clarified volumes of the Approved Document B have not been published and any 
revised content is therefore unknown. Some of the material within this consultation response has been raised 
previously by LFB. These are key issues that should be taken into consideration in any further development of 
the guidance.  
 
 

 
5 Building Regulations Fire Safety Procedural Guidance 
6 Building a Safer Future, Independent Review of Building Regulations and Fire Safety: Final Report, May 2018 
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Applying the technical aspects of the guidance 
 
As raised in our response to the consultation on the clarification of Approved Document B, a key 
consideration must be who will be using and applying the technical detail within it. The guidance is open to 
being misapplied by a non-competent user, which is further complicated as it is possible to use ambiguous or 
out of date guidance, ‘convenient’ interpretation of the guidance and/or ‘gaming’ the guidance. The 
effectiveness of the design guidance relies upon its competent use, and the implementation of that design in 
terms of its construction quality and the ongoing maintenance of the building. 
 
The guidance is not designed to be a text book and nor should it be. While commentary is beneficial to 
confirming the intent of aspects of the guidance, it should not need to explain the fundamentals of fire safety 
principles that need to be understood for correct application. A full appreciation of the principles of fire safety 
design and an understanding of how the guidance has been developed is required to apply the guidance 
properly. Therefore the competence of those applying (and assessing) the technical aspects of the guidance 
to demonstrate compliance is critical. 
 
Along with competence relating to the technical aspects of the guidance there should be a full understanding 
and appreciation that the guidance should be used with particular regard for how the different parts of the 
guidance work with each other and not in isolation, undertaking an holistic approach to the design process. 
 
LFB’s experience is that the guidance is often deemed to be the ‘maximum’ level in terms of benchmarking 
fire safety design. We also have experience of some designers being under the impression that a solution is 
appropriate simply because the guidance doesn’t explicitly say that it isn’t. The review of the guidance 
therefore needs to reflect this reality and ensure that the language and detail in the documents cannot be 
open to misinterpretation or abuse. 
 
Loopholes that currently exist in the guidance should be closed and areas open to interpretation should be 
rewritten to ensure these can no longer be used. 
 
Call for evidence 
 
As the scope of the review acknowledges, the guidance was developed to take into account how buildings 
are used, human behaviour, materials and technologies and fire service operational response.  
 
The way in which people inhabit and use buildings has evolved, with greater reliance on technologies as an 
integral part of our lives. The pace and development of technology and the materials we use to construct our 
buildings has changed, with many designs including environmental, sustainability and alternative fuel 
technology innovations. We also have an aging population and a desire for supported living at home rather 
than in a residential care setting which can lead to adaptations in design.   
 
The pace of change over the years, including the examples above, has left the guidance lagging behind, due 
to a lack of a fundamental review of the guidance for a considerable period of time and further highlights the 
need for regular review. 
 
Scope of the guidance 
 
We would urge more explicit detail regarding the scope and limitations of the guidance to prevent 
inappropriate use. LFB has direct experience of the guidance being applied to extremely tall buildings (for 
example a residential building in excess of 100m in height), when buildings such as these should be designed 
using a fire engineered approach. 
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For example, at present the guidance gives design information for buildings up to and including 30m in height 
for areas such as fire resistance periods. Because the guidance does not provide information as to what to 
apply for buildings of 60m, then the figure detailed for 30m in height is used, more often than not without any 
form of supplementary assessment or justification to confirm its suitability. We would therefore suggest that a 
height limit of, for example 50m, should be included beyond which the guidance cannot be used. The same 
could also be applied for a depth limitation to ensure that particularly deep basements are also outside the 
scope of the guidance and a full fire engineered approach from first principles should be applied. 
 
Height and depth should not be the only criteria for considering limitations in adopting the guidance, and 
consideration should be given to overall compartment sizes, number of floors and building use. Buildings 
where extensive mixed use beyond what would be considered ancillary (e.g. plant room areas) should also be 
outside the scope of the guidance. 
 
Changing the definition so that a building automatically falls within the guidance if either height or number of 
floor thresholds are met would prevent the current practice of designing a building up to a current threshold 
without having to put in additional design requirements, which is not in accordance with the spirit of the 
Regulations. One example where this occurs would be the design a block of flats to a height of 29.9m rather 
than 30m to explicitly avoid having to install sprinklers.  
 
There is also a need to consider which building methodologies are included in the scope of the guidance. 
Some technological advances in using modern methods of construction may not be suitable for use in 
conjunction with Approved Document B without additional measures or further research to demonstrate their 
suitability.  
 
Approved Document B should provide an unambiguous definition of what the guidance applies to. This 
should be revisited during the regular review process that we are also advocating. Taking an approach that 
covers what is covered by the guidance, rather than detailing exclusions, should ensure that any unforeseen 
design applications are not inadvertently included. 
 
External fire spread 
 
While we welcome a ban on combustible materials in external wall systems we have urged caution to ensure 
this is not seen by some as the primary solution, or the only solution, to the issues raised by the Independent 
Review. The banning of combustible materials is dealing with a symptom but not providing the cure. There is 
much more to be done to ensure the safety of buildings, now and in the future, so that people are safe and 
feel safe. Urgent action still needs to be taken to improve the way buildings are designed, built and also 
maintained throughout their life cycle. 
 
The guidance for buildings below the current threshold of 18m in Approved Document B does not always  
reflect the intention of the Building Regulations. 
 
There is no justification for controlling or restricting fire spread on certain buildings above 18m yet providing 
no control or restriction for buildings below that threshold or other buildings types which are not currently 
covered by the ban. 
 
The functional requirements of the Building Regulations provide that the external walls of the building will 
adequately resist the spread of fire. Those functional requirements are not related in themselves to building 
height or building type and we are of the opinion that nor should any solutions adopted by either law or 
guidance.  
 
If a threshold, potentially a lower threshold than a height of 18m, is retained, we suggest that some control 
over combustible items on all buildings below this height should also be instigated. An option to achieve this 
may be to require buildings below the threshold to use products of limited combustibility, for the façade 
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system to undergo large scale testing and classification in accordance with BS 84147/BR 1358, and make 
amendments to that testing/classification to incorporate measures for smoke production and flaming droplets.  
 
 
Automatic fire suppression systems (AFSS) 
 
Areas where we seek a full technical review include the use of automatic fire suppression systems (AFSS), 
such as sprinklers and water mist, particularly in relation to where we previously called for a review as part of 
the consultation process in 2013 on the removal of the local Acts, and in particular Section 20 of the London 
Building Acts (Amendment) Act 1939. 
 
We question whether the 30m height for AFSS in residential premises remains the appropriate height 
threshold. Our opinion is that a general height of 18m (considering current thresholds) is more appropriate. 
However, we would like to see AFSS fitted in: 

• All purpose built blocks of flats (or all blocks over six storeys at the very least). 
• All homes where vulnerable people live. 
• All buildings housing vulnerable residents such as a care homes or sheltered accommodation. 

If a height threshold is retained we would expect this to be reviewed regularly. 
 
There should also be a clear expectation that where AFSS is provided in a block of flats that it is throughout 
the building in terms of any ancillary spaces, excluding the usual exceptions such as stairs and lobbies. 

Our evidence shows that housing developers are consistently ignoring expert advice on sprinklers. Every 
year, we inform thousands of developers that sprinklers should be included in their planned build. However, 
an audit of purpose built flats built or refurbished in 2016 found only two out of the 15 blocks spot checked 
had had sprinklers fitted. Although we are telling developers that sprinklers will save lives, in most cases we 
can’t force developers to fit them and it is extremely difficult to follow up and determine whether our advice 
was taken and sprinklers incorporated into the build. Self regulation in the building industry is not working 
and so we feel compelled to ask the Government to step in. 

Further, we have found a deeply concerning lack of AFSS in care homes, retirement homes and hostels, with 
sprinklers fitted in just one per cent of incidents our fire crews have attended. Of the 428 fires London’s 
firefighters attended at such premises in 2017, sprinklers were installed in just five of these incidents. There 
were three fatalities at these incidents and a further 53 people were injured. 
 

Within the guidance as it stands, other tall buildings including hotels and student accommodation do not 
benefit from the inclusion of AFSS and we believe they should. It should be noted that BS9999 includes an 
expectation for AFSS to be included for all building types over specified heights. 
 
AFSS coverage for warehouses should also be fully reviewed due to the potential risks posed to attending 
firefighters due to the size, scale and the way these buildings are now used. 
 
Approved Document B should also include stronger signposting towards Building Bulletin 100: Design for fire 
safety in schools (BB100) as the appropriate guidance for fire safety design of schools and it should reiterate 
the importance of AFSS for these important community assets. Many schools are being built, or undergoing 
major refurbishment, without AFSS being included and we are concerned that the expectation set out in 
BB100 that sprinkler systems are included is being consistently ignored. There is overwhelming evidence that 
despite the expectation set out in BB100, sprinkler systems in schools are not being included even where the 

 
7 Fire performance of external cladding systems 
8 Fire performance of external thermal insulation for walls of multi storey buildings 
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fire service has recommended their inclusion. For example, LFB reviewed a sample period in 2017 and found 
that between July 2016 and June 2017, we responded to 184 building control consultations for new builds or 
refurbishments in schools in London but sprinklers were only adopted in just over 2 per cent of cases. 
 
Our considered view is that sprinklers need to be made mandatory in all new builds and major 
refurbishments.  We note that the Government did not respond formally to the consultation on BB100 issued 
in the summer of 2016 and would urge the Department of Education to revisit this and undertake an urgent 
review of BB100.  
 
Homes for vulnerable occupants 
 
The majority of fire fatalities occur within the home and often involve the most vulnerable members of our 
community. Ensuring that their needs are carefully considered in the design of buildings where they are likely 
to live is crucial.  
 
At present there is little which provides specific design recommendations in relation to specialised housing. 
The guidance must recognise that the needs of individuals can vary greatly, hence the National Fire Chiefs 
Council (NFCC) guidance on specialised housing making reference to the person centred approach. The 
guidance in its present form does not align with adopting this approach but this could be remedied by 
reviewing the purpose groups and specifying active/passive measures such as the inclusion of AFSS and 
specific means of warning and escape measures such as not using an escape window. 
 
The guidance relating to residential care homes in particular warrants a careful review and we advocate that 
AFSS should be included in all care homes regardless of their size and that more detail regarding the 
management of a progressive horizontal evacuation is needed to ensure the effective implementation of the 
design principles. 
 
The guidance on the layout of automatic fire detection such as smoke alarms in domestic dwellings should go 
further and include reference to a person centred approach. By themselves, smoke alarms cannot prevent all 
fire deaths, especially for people with mobility difficulties or people who may not be able to respond to them, 
and they can also be vulnerable to poor installation or deliberate damage. However, smoke detection plays a 
key part in providing early warning of a fire and combating the risks of and from fire. In some cases fire 
detection alone cannot reduce the fire risk to acceptable levels and in these cases a combination of linked 
smoke detection, telecare and AFSS may be needed. In 2017/18, 49 per cent of homes where there was a fire 
attended by the Brigade did not have a working smoke alarm. We were so concerned by the number of fatal 
fires that had no working smoke alarm fitted in the home that in February 2017 we took the unprecedented 
step of releasing this information ahead of inquests into the fire deaths in a bid to prevent further lives from 
being lost. 
 
It is important that, as a first step in reducing fire risk in the homes of vulnerable people, linked smoke 
detection is fitted in all rooms where a fire could start and that the resident can hear the alarm throughout the 
property, yet this is seldom the case. This is particularly pertinent where someone has either behaviours that 
increase the risk of a fire starting, they are unlikely to react quickly to a smoke alarm or they cannot move 
quickly to escape. 
 
Means of escape for disabled people 
 
Regardless of building type, all occupants should be provided with means to be able to leave a building with 
minimal reliance on others to facilitate this. When considering disabled occupants, an evacuation strategy 
must ensure an equity in terms of the evacuation plan which includes taking into account the individual’s right 
to not incur any further deterioration in their health (which could occur for those with complex health needs) 
and to maintain their dignity during this process. LFB has long advocated the use of evacuation lifts as part of 
the design strategy for buildings. 
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Refuge provision should always accompany evacuation lifts to ensure the safety of occupants while they await 
the lift arrival. This refuge should be a suitable location and ensure that the individual(s) are always 
communicated with in order to provide reassurance regarding the developing situation. An assessment 
should also be made to account for the number of occupants that are likely to require it during an evacuation. 
 
LFB has received design proposals which include placing refuges within toilet spaces, for example. While this 
might be suitable to meet fire safety requirements, in our view it is not compatible with duties under the 
Equalities Act 2010 as it clearly risks humiliating and degrading treatment of disabled people. In our view such 
solutions should be specifically ruled out in the guidance as contrary to principles of inclusive design. 
 
In terms of residential accommodation, even those including elements of extra care, we do not regularly see 
proposals including appropriate consideration for supporting any disabled people in escaping from the 
building and this needs to be reviewed. More purpose built blocks of flats incorporating ‘extra care’ needs 
and the increased use of short term lets for holiday rentals can significantly change the demographic of a 
building. Careful consideration to support the evacuation of disabled people should not be exclusively 
confined to consideration for wheelchair users but also any occupant who may need additional support. 
 
There is a tendency to include disabled refuges in residential cores at the basement or ground level where 
typically a car park is provided. However it is often unclear who will maintain and manage the accompanying 
evacuation strategy. This has the potential for providing a confusing situation where disabled occupants are 
left to work out their own evacuation plan dependent upon where they are in the building and are not 
provided with appropriate communication and support. This is unacceptable in our view. 
 
‘Stay put’ and the design of blocks of flats 
 
Stay put is an evacuation strategy central to residential building design for many decades. Blocks of flats are to 
be designed, built and maintained so that occupants can safely stay in their flat while a fire occurs elsewhere in 
the building. Regulatory requirements therefore focus on inhibiting fire spread rather than facilitating early 
self-evacuation by occupants not affected by fire and smoke where they are. While Approved Document B 
does not use the term ‘stay put’ or describe the evacuation strategy in any detail, the evacuation process is 
based on these design principles. 
 
Designing and constructing buildings so that they resist adequately both the internal and external spread of 
fire and confine the fire to the compartment of origin has been generally successful and has been shown to be 
largely effective following the more widespread introduction of purpose built blocks of flats and maisonettes 
from the late 1950s onwards. Requiring standards which ensure fires remain confined to the room or flat 
where they start not only protect the lives of residents and firefighters in those buildings, but has in-built 
benefits to protecting property, the environment and our communities.  
 
LFB has been clear that a stay put strategy is the correct advice in a purpose-built block of flats that have been 
built and are maintained correctly. Appropriate construction, management and maintenance of buildings is 
clearly critical.  
 
A wholesale review of Approved Document B should consider whether the design principles which enable 
stay put are the only way of supporting safety within these buildings. In addition to considering how to ensure 
fire spread is inhibited, consideration should be given to other measures which would provide additional 
layers of protection. This should consider all options such as appropriate height thresholds, the number of 
staircases, the vulnerability of intended occupants, additional use of evacuation lifts and the more widespread 
use of critical life safety systems such as AFSS. 
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Design for the fire service 
 
We also seek a full review of firefighting access and facilities. This is to ensure that firefighters are offered the 
highest level of protection when entering buildings and are afforded the best opportunity to preserve life and 
prevent significant damage to buildings and the environment. 
 
This review should include the vehicular access arrangements, and the provision of water for firefighting 
purposes (including fire hydrants). In addition when firefighting shafts are provided in buildings of a certain 
height or depth, they must allow firefighters to safely conduct internal firefighting, and search and rescue 
operations . 
 
Changes in both operational procedures and the equipment we carry (including our ladder capability) which 
have occurred over the past few decades have not been accompanied by a review of the design provisions 
and this needs a thorough and urgent review. 
 
One example would be changes made in operational procedures to afford greater protection to firefighters, 
such as taking a primary firefighting jet from the floor below the fire floor, have not been reflected in the 
guidance for aspects such as considering hose distances, therefore floorplates are still as large but firefighters 
are now, potentially, travelling further. 
 
LFB tragically experienced the death of two firefighters within a basement in 2004 and wants to see a 
thorough technical review on both ventilation provisions and the designs of basements which can present 
significant hazards for firefighters.  
 
There remains a need to review legislation relating to water supplies for firefighting operations. Along with 
unclear guidance, this presently results in an inconsistent approach by developers and water companies 
which has a direct relation on the speed at which firefighting can commence.  
 
There is a lack of legislative powers to seek improvements in fire service access and facilities through the life 
of the building which means  that it is imperative that the design for firefighters is right from the outset. 
 
Clarification of Approved Document B 
 
In October 2018 we responded to the MHCLG consultation regarding the clarification of Approved Document 
B. At the time of writing this consultation response we are unclear whether feedback provided as part of our 
October response has been included or was considered outside the scope of the clarification exercise due to 
the guidance not having been published. We would welcome clarification on this. 
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LFB comments for the review of the Building Regulation 

Name  

Position (if applicable)  

Organisation (if applicable) London Fire Brigade 

Address (including postcode) LFB HQ, 169 Union Street, London SE1 0LL 

Email address 

Telephone number 0208 555 1200 

Please state whether you are responding 
on behalf of yourself or the organisation 
stated above  

On behalf of London Fire Brigade 

Please indicate whether you are applying to this consultation as: Select one 

Fire and Rescue Authority professional   X 

 

Instructions for completing the table: 
 
Please provide comments in the table below, bearing in mind the following 4 principals.  

➢ What issues need to be resolved?  
➢ Why should they be reviewed?  
➢ What evidence already exists?  
➢ What are the potential impacts of change?  

 
Please provide any evidence you or your organisation have to support your suggestion If your comment relates to a specific area of technical guidance in ADB, please also provide the following: 

➢ The specific Approved Document B Volume number you are referring to (Volume 1 or Volume 2) & the specific section and subsection you are referring to (e.g. section 2.5), the specific paragraph (e.g. 2.5(a)(i)) and if applicable the specific diagram, 
table, note or appendix you are referring to.  

➢ Please ensure you clearly detail your justification for change in the comment box.  
 

Please clearly detail your proposed amendment in the proposed change box. 
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