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Overview 

This document summarises the analysis of the responses to the Welsh Government 

consultation on the Safer Buildings in Wales White Paper. The White Paper set out 

proposals for comprehensive reform of legislation that contributes to building safety 

in Wales. It focused on legislative change across the lifecycle of buildings as well as 

setting out aspirations for culture change in the way buildings are designed, 

constructed and managed. 

Action Required 

This document is for information only. 

 

Further information and related documents 

Large print, Braille and alternative language versions of this document are available 

on request. 

 

Contact details 

For further information: 

Building Safety, Housing Safety, Regulation and Improvement Division 

 

Welsh Government 

Cathays Park 

Cardiff 

CF10 3NQ 

Email: BuildingSafety@gov.wales 

 

Additional copies 

This summary of response and copies of all the consultation documentation are 

published in electronic form only and can be accessed on the Welsh Government’s 

website. 

Link to the consultation documentation: Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation 

  

https://gov.wales/safer-buildings-wales
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1. Introduction 

Background 

1.1 As part of the Welsh Government’s response to the Grenfell Tower fire, a Building 
Safety Programme Team was established with an objective to comprehensively 
review the existing building safety system. Part of this review involved putting 
forward proposals for extensive reforms to the way that multi-occupied buildings in 
Wales are designed, built, lived in, and managed.  

1.2 In January 2021, the Welsh Government published the White Paper ‘Safer 
Buildings in Wales’. The White Paper consulted on proposed cultural and system 
change, outlining proposals for reform to make multi-occupied buildings safer for 
residents.  

1.3 The consultation set out the policy goals the programme of work is intended to 
deliver in response to the problems found by the Hackitt Review1, the Grenfell 
Inquiry Phase 12, and the Welsh Government’s own Building Safety Expert Group.  

1.4 The proposals involve the development of primary and secondary legislation to 
establish a new Building Safety Regime, which would cover all multi-occupied 
residential buildings.  

1.5 The consultation ran from 12 January to 12 April 2021 and received 95 completed 
responses. Responses included: 

 28 responses to the online consultation form  

 50 responses received by email which followed the format of the online 
consultation form 

 17 responses which gave a narrative response to the proposals, also received 
by email 

1.6 Strategic Research and Insight (SRI) were engaged to analyse responses and 
provide a detailed report on key themes, comments and views. This information 
was reviewed and considered by Welsh Government and formed the basis of this 
summary report.  

  

                                                           
1 Independent Review of Building Regulations and Fire Safety: Hackitt review 
2 Grenfell Tower Inquiry 

https://gov.wales/safer-buildings-wales
https://gov.wales/safer-buildings-wales
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/independent-review-of-building-regulations-and-fire-safety-hackitt-review
https://www.grenfelltowerinquiry.org.uk/
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2. Methodology 

The Consultation 

2.1 The online consultation response form consisted of 104 questions, with closed 
‘yes/no’ agreement questions and opportunities to provide open-ended responses 
about various aspects of the proposals for the new Building Safety Regime. It 
included a ‘further comments’ question at the end to capture any additional 
considerations which respondents might have. 

2.2 All open-ended responses received, regardless of format, have been read and 
classified thematically using a standardised coding frame. The coding frame was 
developed using the computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software 
(CAQDAS) package MAXQDA. The main themes are summarised in chapters 4 to 
10.  

2.3 While coding frames indicate respondents’ key comments and the strength of 
feeling about certain issues, the number of responses is not the only factor to take 
into consideration. It is important to note that the frequency of key themes cannot 
be used to interpret the balance of views in the same way that a closed question 
can. It should also be noted that where a proportion of respondents have 
commented in support of particular parts of a proposal, it does not follow that 
those not making these comments oppose that part of the proposals.  

2.4 A table of the number of responses and indication of those providing a positive, 
negative or neutral response to each question, where possible, has been provided 
in the Appendices, for reference.3  

Structure and content of the report 

2.5 The report is ordered by the sections and questions in the consultation response 
form. The report adopts a common set of terms to indicate the proportion of 
responses under discussion:  

 ‘Majority/most’ refers to over half of the responses or subset of responses 
under discussion 

 ‘Many‘ refers to around a third to a half of responses 

 ‘Some’ roughly refers to fewer than a third but more than four responses 

 ‘Several’ roughly refers to between four and ten responses 

 ‘Few/handful’ refers to between two and four responses 

2.6 The commentary throughout the report presents a summary of the responses 
submitted to the consultation. Any recommendations are those of the 
respondents, not the authors.   

                                                           
3 It was not possible to indicate positive/negative/neutral responses to all 
consultation questions as some questions were not quantitative/scale-based 
questions which can be coded to show strength of feeling. Where this is the case a 
total number of responses to the question is provided instead. 
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2.7 Submissions were comprehensive, sometimes highly technical, and often points 
were unique or highly specific. Definitions of technical language can be found in 
the glossary at the end of the report in the Appendices.   
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3. General overview of the consultation responses 

Demographics 

3.1 Respondents were categorised by sector for the purposes of analysis and these, 

as well as the geographical location of responses, are set out in Tables 1 and 2 

below.  

 Professional/industry bodies include organisations which represent members 
of particular professions.  

 Members of the public include residents and leaseholders, as well as people 
with knowledge and experience of sectors relating to construction and fire 
safety.  

 Local authorities are comprised of those responding on behalf of teams within 
the local authority, including housing teams, but excluding Building 
Control/Planning teams which have been analysed separately. 

 Industry includes private companies/contractors that operate in the 
construction and fire safety landscape.  

 The fire sector includes individual Fire and Rescue Services, as well as other 
bodies specifically related to fire and rescue. 

 

Table 1: Response by sector 

Type of response Count 

Professional/Industry Body 27 

Members of the public  14 

Building Control/Planning 12 

Local authority 7 

Social Landlord (local authorities and housing associations) 6 

Industry 6 

Third sector organisations 5 

Residential property Managing Agent 5 

Other 5 

Fire Sector 5 

Other public sector 2 

Not specified 1 

Total 95 
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Table 1: Response by location 

Location Count %* 

Wales only 54 57% 

Multinational/ 

outside of Wales 
39 41% 

Not specified 2 2% 

Total 95   

*Percentages have been rounded to 0 decimal places 
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4. Setting out the Scope of the Building Safety Regime 

4.1 Section five of the consultation focused on the principles of the proposed reforms 
and sets out their proposed scope. This includes the types of buildings that would 
be covered by the building safety categories, the situations where a property 
would fall outside of the scope of the regime, and the logic behind the two 
proposed options regarding how buildings are categorised on the basis of risk.  

Principles of reform 

Q 1. Do you agree that the Building Safety Regime in Wales should apply to all 
multi-occupied residential buildings with two or more dwellings? Please support 
your view. 

4.2 Most respondents agreed with this proposal, but some had reservations, made 
additional points for consideration or wanted further clarification. A minority 
disagreed or gave a neutral response.  

4.3 Some reinforced their agreement with the proposals, stating that houses in 
multiple occupation (HMOs), converted flats, purpose-built flats and sheltered 
housing posed greater risks and were towards the upper end of the scale for 
casualties compared with other residential properties and, therefore, require 
stricter controls. 

4.4 Comments from respondents raised the following points regarding the proposed 
scope: 

 The scope of buildings proposed by the regime should be a starting point, and 
should be extended if necessary. 

 Many respondents suggested that the scope should be extended to cover 
mixed-use buildings with single flats or dwellings over or below higher risk 
commercial properties.  

 Clearly defining which types of HMOs were covered by the regime is 
important.  

 Others also wanted to see the scope extended to include other categories of 
buildings, such as those used for health and social care, due to the 
vulnerability of residents.  

 Others wanted the scope to include other residential occupancies that are not 
private dwellings, such as holiday lettings or serviced apartments.  

 Others supported a risk-based, staged approach to implementing the full 
scope, with highest risk buildings prioritised.   

4.5 There were also calls for a single category for all buildings within scope, 
recognising a need for high standards of safety in construction and 
recommendations of the Hackitt review. The minority who disagreed had concerns 
about the proposals for a number of reasons, including the burden which the 
proposals would place on various stakeholders and a potentially over-prescriptive 
approach. 

 A few noted the need for a fuller impact analysis to assess and justify the 
proposed changes.  
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 Some indicated that there should be a focus on a risk-based system based on 
building height, occupation and building materials used.   

 Some called for a more proportionate regime which will consider the 
administration and other costs involved in managing property and 
leaseholders. They pointed to the onerous nature of the scheme for smaller 
blocks of apartments.  

 Some felt that it should not apply to multi-occupied residential properties that 
have no communal areas. It was felt that these presented a very low risk and 
inclusion in the regime would be disproportionate.  

4.6 Some felt that the scope of the proposed regime would put additional pressure on 
capacity and deplete resources available to Local Authorities to be able to handle 
cases efficiently. Other points raised for consideration included:  

 Any new regime will need to complement rather than duplicate existing 
measures. 

 Reliance on prescriptive routes to compliance does not account for issues such 
as the quality of installation, or a lack of understanding of the interaction 
between different elements of the building.  

Building Safety Categories 

Q 2. Do you agree that there should be two ‘Risk Categories’ for the Building 
Safety Regime? Please support your views. 

Q 3. Do you agree with the proposed scope of Category 1 buildings? Please 
support your view. 

Q 4. Do you agree with the proposed scope of Category 2 buildings? Please 
support your view. 

4.7 Opinion was mixed as to whether there should be two risk categories. Most 
respondents tended to agree, but not always with the exact definitions proposed4. 
Some felt there should be at least two categories, but suggested variations. A few 
disagreed with the two-category model, most of whom preferred a three-category 
model. There was some overlap with the responses given to question 1.  

4.8 There were mixed opinions on the proposed scope of Category 1 buildings. Two-
thirds agreeing, but some with caveats; a third, disagreed, although often raising 
similar issues as those who agreed.  

4.9 There were mixed views on the proposed scope of Category 2 buildings. While 
around half the respondents agreed with the proposed scope for Category 2, 
support was not as strong as it was for the scope of Category 1. Around two-fifths 
of respondents disagreed, most unconditionally.  

4.10 As there is significant overlap between the responses to questions 2 to 4, the key 
themes are noted below.  

                                                           
4 Category 1: buildings of 18m or more in height or more than 6 storeys and contain 
two or more dwellings. Category 2: residential properties with two or more dwellings 
that are no more than 18m in height. See 5.3 in the consultation document for further 
detail. 
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4.11 Although most agreed that there should be two categories, a few preferred a three 
categories model. They suggested that the two-category model was too broad and 
that categorisation should be dependent on the risk, which will be affected by 
complexity, size, occupation and fabrication. Respondents noted that the 
proportionality of requirements could change dramatically in such a broad 
category, a three-category of risk model would allow for a more proportionate 
approach. Comments highlighted the following points: 

 A more bespoke risk assessment could be used to inform the level of risk 
posed by any given building.  

 A three category model provides a better template for ensuring that 
obligations on lower risk buildings are not excessive or disproportionate, while 
ensuring building safety. Respondents provided a range of different proposals 
for a three-category model. 

 Some, especially housing associations, highlighted the need to consider 
properties containing large numbers of vulnerable people and which category 
these ‘types’ of buildings should fall into.  

 Housing associations often indicated a preference for a three category model, 
various suggestions were provided on changes to the definition of these 
categories.    

4.12 A few respondents said that two categories oversimplified the issue and did not 
account for the complexity of the types of building. A number of alternative 
definitions were provided for a two category model. Many suggested that 
Category 1 should have a wider scope to include other types of building, such as 
those with vulnerable occupants, mixed-use buildings, and some non-residential 
buildings where evacuation risks are greater. Respondents also suggested the 
height threshold for category 1 to be lowered. Other factors for consideration were 
also raised regarding the scope of Category 1: 

 Several noted that if two categories of risk are to be applied, height should not 
be the only trigger, and overall risk should be considered based on the 
number of units, occupancy risk, impact of surroundings of the building and 
other potential hazards.   

 Most often comments referred to expanding Category 1 to include buildings 
such as care homes, children’s residential homes, hospitals, schools, 
sheltered living, and high rise non-residential, as well as premises which fall 
under the specialised housing guide.  

 Others proposed buildings such as hotels, offices and entertainment venues 
included in the scope of Category 15.   

 A few respondents pointed to changes that could be made to the building 
regulations in relation to use of materials in and on buildings, as well as 
means of escape.  

4.13 Many of those who caveated their agreement or disagreement with the proposed 
scope of Category 2 buildings repeated their views that some building types 

                                                           
5 NB: The White Paper did not propose changes to the sectors/premises identified 
here and as such did not seek their views. It would be unreasonable to impose 
requirements on them without further consultation. 
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should be included in Category 1, either from the start of the new regime or as the 
regime evolves.  

4.14 Other points relating to the scope of Category 2 included: 

 Some respondents wanted to see the following types of properties included in 
the scope of Category 2: flats above or below commercial premises, such as 
takeaways; more properties where people sleep, such as hotels, serviced 
apartments, care homes and public buildings where large numbers gather.  

 Several noted that the scope of category 2 includes too many low-risk 
buildings and highlighted the need for the regulatory requirements to be 
proportional to size of building and associated risk. 

 Some respondents proposed a single risk category, with buildings in scope 
subject to the same level of controls.  

 Clarity is required on the definition of a multi-occupied building and which 
specific buildings and occupancy types are affected.  

HMOs 

Q 5. Do you agree that licensed HMOs should be included within the scope of 
the Building Safety Regime? 

4.15 Most respondents agreed that licensed HMOs should be within scope of the 
Building Safety Regime; a minority disagreed, and several had mixed views. Many 
highlighted that their elevated risk profile warranted inclusion, irrespective of their 
height. Several noted specifically that HMOs often house vulnerable residents at 
greatest risk of fire, including those living alone, the elderly, and those with 
substance abuse problems. Other views highlighted by respondents included: 

 Respondents highlighted the need for clear definitions of HMOs within scope, 
particularly for specialised housing.  

 Respondents highlighted the already complex legislative landscape relating to 
HMOs, especially where used for domiciliary care. There were concerns that 
new legislation could duplicate existing measures and would need to be 
managed carefully in order avoid confusion, further complexity and additional 
burdens.  

 A few respondents would prefer to see only certain types of HMO included 
within the scope of the regime. These included those which are part of a taller 
building complex made up of multiple dwellings or specialised housing, 
accommodation provided for staff, and extra care premises. It was noted that 
many HMOs in Wales are dwellings in terraces, rather than tower blocks. A 
few would prefer that HMOs should be considered using a risk-based system, 
i.e. to capture premises that are residential or have people using the premises 
on a long-term basis. They suggested that this system should deal with 
height, floor area and the mobility of residents or occupiers.  

 Some respondents suggested inclusion of HMOs which do not require a 
licence.  
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Exemptions 

Q 6. Do you agree with the exemptions as set out at Figure 6? Are there any 
other categories of building that should be included within the scope of the 
regime during occupation? Please support views 

4.16 Views were very mixed in response to this question, with around half of the 
respondents disagreeing with the exemptions, a third agreeing and the remainder 
having mixed views.  

4.17 Those who agreed with the exemptions often caveated that this was on the 
assumption that these categories of building would be covered by the Fire Safety 
Order (FSO), the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 or other legislation. Some suggested 
that exempted building types do not have any greater risk due to construction, 
some of which have supplementary design guidance to make designs more robust 
and reduce risk.  

4.18 Others felt that building complexity combined with sleeping risk meant that some 
types of buildings should be considered differently, e.g. care homes, hospitals, 
MOD accommodation, prisons and hotels. However, these and other respondents 
agreed that it is the vulnerable nature of the occupants which require a greater 
level of protection for some building types calling on Welsh Government to expand 
the scope of the regime in due course.  

4.19 Most of those who disagreed with the exemptions would like to see additional 
categories of building included within the scope of the regime. There was 
particularly strong support for including building categories which are occupied by 
vulnerable people or where the profile of the occupants suggests higher risk for 
example care and nursing homes, hospitals, supported living schemes, 
specialised housing; holiday/ hotel accommodation, and student accommodation. 
Some respondents also suggested that hospitals, care homes and supported 
living accommodation should be subject to the proposed construction Gateways 
process, irrespective of height.  

Flats above high-risk premises 

Q 7. Do you think that any extra measures should be taken as regards single 
flats above high-risk premises like restaurants and takeaways? Please support 
your views. 

4.20 Most respondents felt there should be extra measures in place regarding single 
flats above (or below) high-risk premises. A minority disagreed with the proposals, 
proposing that these risks could be adequately addressed through other 
legislation, including the new Fire Safety Act 2021 and Rent Smart Wales. 
Comments highlighted the following themes: 

 Respondents provided views on what properties should be considered high 
risk. Respondents recognised the complexity of mixed-use buildings of this 
nature.  

 Some noted that passive fire safety measures are of particular importance in 
these types of buildings, particularly when they are generally unattended.  A 
number of additional fire protection measures were proposed including issues 
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of compartmentation, interlinked fire detection and alarm systems, sprinkler 
installations in the commercial premises. 

 Accountability between commercial premises and flat owner/ occupier. 

Other comments on the scope of the regime 

Q 8. Do you have any other comments on the issues we have raised in this 
section? 

4.21 Most respondents had no further comments to make, these are covered in the 
section to which they apply the most. However many respondents took the 
opportunity to raise concerns about the impact of the new regime on resources, 
including not only regulators and enforcers, but also to the wider public sector. 
The impact on the workload, capacity, competence and experience of Local 
Authority Building Control (LABC) as well as Fire and Rescue Services were 
raised. 
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5. The Building Safety Regime (Design and Construction 
Phase) 

5.1 This section of the consultation sets out the objectives of the UK Government’s 
draft Building Safety Bill in relation to design and construction as it will apply in 
Wales. It sets out the proposed reforms in relation to the system of ‘Gateways’ 
and information on regulation of the Design and Construction phase.  

5.2 In addition, this section set out the ‘Golden Thread’, a system of recording 
information about the design, construction and maintenance of Category 1 
buildings, which would be relevant to dutyholders to support management and 
decision making. The consultation also set out the creation of a Key dataset, as a 
subset of the Golden Thread, for basic information to be held openly and 
accessibly as public record. This information would differ depending on the 
category of building.  

Golden Thread 

Q 9. Do you agree that a consistent approach with England to the information set 
out in the Golden Thread and Key dataset is appropriate? 

5.3 In general, a majority of respondents agreed, often without reservation, with the 
principle of a consistent approach with England when it came to the Golden 
Thread and Key dataset. Respondents identified that this would implement the 
recommendations of the Hackitt review.  

5.4 Various benefits were anticipated from adopting an approach which aligned with 
England including consistency, clarity and accountability, and benefits to 
maintenance and management of buildings and potential cost savings due to a 
common approach to recording, storing and retrieving golden thread information. 

5.5 A key requirement for the Golden Thread and Key dataset was its accessibility. 
Concerns were raised that the Welsh Government would need to consider who 
needs to have access to these, and whether any specialist software needs to be 
made available to do so.  

5.6 A small number of responses expressed concerns or disagreed with the proposals 
to align with the approach for England, for reasons including: 

 A focus on buildings of 18m or higher, and potential challenges for Wales to 
influence the direction of policy in the future. 

5.7 A number of suggestions were made to enhance cross border working and 
adoption of the Golden Thread and Key dataset, as well as how these could build 
on existing information, such as the Unique Property Reference Number (UPRN) 
rather than the creation of new systems; other suggestions made were about the 
specific content of the Golden Thread or Key data set and how these could be 
managed electronically. 
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Q 10. Do you agree that it is appropriate for all buildings within scope of the 
Building Safety Regime to provide information in relation to the key dataset? 

5.8 The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal, often reflecting on the 
importance of recording and sharing up to date information in relation to 
understanding and managing risk to occupants and building safety more broadly. 

5.9 The benefits of providing this information for the Key dataset were seen to be 
better transparency, accountability and clarity for aiding decision making when it 
came to fire safety. Respondents expressed concerns that information is not 
always available for existing buildings, particularly in Category 2. Consequently, a 
few felt the requirement to provide this information could be onerous and 
suggested the need for an extended implementation period, which takes into 
account the timescales involved in gathering the data.  

5.10 Access to the Key dataset and the differing information required by different 
stakeholders and relevant authorities was a common theme. It was generally 
agreed that the level of access to information should depend on the relevance and 
expertise of each stakeholder. There were opposing views as to the value of the 
information within the Key dataset for residents. The Fire Sector suggested a Key 
dataset specifically for the purpose of aiding operational firefighters, with key 
stakeholders offering to work with the Welsh Government to help produce it. 

5.11 Respondents expressed the importance of clarity on how the system would be 
effectively monitored and how checks would be undertaken to ensure accuracy.  

Dutyholders during Design and Construction  

Q 11. Do you agree that the broad duties set out are appropriate?  

Q 12. Are there any additional duties we should include?  

5.12 The majority of respondents agreed that the broad duties set out are appropriate. 
However, respondents reiterated the importance of clarity and transparency in the 
duties and responsibilities of dutyholders, with comments stating explicitly that 
they agreed with the five dutyholder roles or highlighting roles which they felt were 
particularly important.  

5.13 Suggestions were made around the potential for other dutyholder roles to be 
created, as well as the ability for an organisation or a number of named individuals 
to collectively take on a duty holder role.  

5.14 Respondents highlighted the need for clarity for those taking on dutyholder roles 
and if there were any relevant ways of working that would have to change as a 
result. The time required to embed new ways of working and ensure industry was 
effectively responding to change were also highlighted. Where respondents had 
queries or disagreed with the proposed duties, this was in relation to the lack of 
duties imposed on initial designers or contractors, with the compliance and co-
operation of initial designers or contractors seen as directly impacting the ability of 
Principal Designers and Principal Contractors to fulfil their roles.  

5.15 Other additional dutyholders proposed included: 

 The role of a fire engineer  

 An accountable fire consultant  
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 An accountable building control 

5.16 Other proposals included the need for dutyholders to be sufficiently competent for 
their role and calls for some dutyholder roles to apply to all building projects. 

Q 13. Do you agree that there should be a named individual identified where the 
dutyholder is a legal entity? Please support your views. 

5.17 While most agreed with the concept of identifying a named individual where 
dutyholders are identified as a legal entity, there were some polarised views on 
this proposal. Supporters suggested that having a named individual would 
enhance accountability by providing clarity around who is ultimately responsible 
for building safety.  

5.18 However, those opposed to the proposal had a range of concerns about how this 
would work in practice. These included respondents who felt that naming a 
corporate entity was sufficient and that naming an individual was unnecessary, but 
others felt naming an individual could have drawbacks in itself.  

5.19 Concerns were expressed about the level of prescription around job level, with 
fears that an individual with no real authority within the organisation could be 
named and would then be blamed when things went wrong or at the other end of 
the spectrum, a named individual at board level might have little operational 
proximity and would, therefore, not be the most appropriate person to hold this 
responsibility. An additional concern was that individuals would be unlikely or 
unwilling to put themselves forward for such a role considering the risk of personal 
criminal liabilities especially, for example, among volunteer board members of 
housing associations.  

5.20 Practical issues with having a named individual were highlighted, including shared 
responsibilities, and staff turnover, such incidences would require a mechanism to 
swiftly update the information of the person with responsibility should this 
individual change. 

5.21 Additional requirements for this dutyholder role were suggested including the need 
for qualifications/training for these positions; limiting the number of buildings for 
which an individual can be responsible and that named individuals would require 
legal authority to act.  

5.22 Additionally, it was suggested that there should be the possibility of naming a 
‘deputy’ alongside the dutyholder or that a named job position could be an 
alternative.  

5.23 Other queries and comments requested details about how the provision of these 
details would be regulated, clarification about whether the responsibilities of the 
named individual could be delegated (and specifically whether or not this could be 
delegated to contractors acting as advisors).  
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Gateways and Building Control Bodies 

Gateway One: before planning permission is granted 

Q 14. How effective are the existing arrangements for Local Authorities and Fire 
and Rescue Authorities to consider issues of availability of water during the 
preparation of Local Development Plans? 

5.24 Many respondents felt that existing arrangements are ineffective or insufficient, 
and that the availability of water is not something currently considered as part of 
Local Development Plans (LDPs). Responses suggest that Fire and Rescue 
Authorities are either not consulted, do not comment on, or are unable to locate 
records or resources around flow pressure; and that more extensive consultation 
with Fire and Rescue Authorities would be appropriate and welcomed as water 
pressure is regarded as a major issue for fire suppression. The current 
consideration of water availability by Local Authorities specifically, was mentioned 
less frequently but was anecdotally said to be variable between Local Authorities.  

5.25 Several respondents pointed out that Dŵr Cymru are consulted as a statutory 
consultee during the planning process, are the most appropriate authority in 
determining water flows and pressure and are expected to raise any concerns 
they have with issues relating to water pressure or sewerage capacity. A duty for 
water companies to respond to consultations was suggested. 

5.26 When discussing the role of Fire and Rescue Authorities, multiple respondents 
commented that water pressure should be considered at an earlier stage to 
ensure that the correct guidance is available and to avoid burdensome 
engineering solutions later on during the Building Regulations consultation 
process.  

5.27 A few comments suggested that guidance should be specific about what 
information should be supplied around water pressure, including a more formal 
consultation.  

Q 15. Should Fire and Rescue Authorities become “specific consultation bodies” 
as defined by the Town and Country Planning (Local Development Plan) (Wales) 
Regulations 2005? 

5.28 There was general agreement and little disagreement that Fire and Rescue 
Authorities should become specific consultation bodies, but there were concerns 
about them having the necessary resources, training, and skills to effectively 
accommodate this requirement. Greater detail was called for with regards to the 
proposed scope of the Fire and Rescue Authorities role as consultation bodies.  

5.29 Nevertheless, in line with their role in considering issues of availability of water, 
respondents felt the inclusion of Fire and Rescue Authorities as statutory 
consultees would be beneficial. Respondents stated that Fire and Rescue 
Authorities are currently sometimes unaware of development programmes and 
are either involved too late in the process or not involved at all. Involving Fire and 
Rescue Authorities in the early stages would be beneficial for raising fire safety 
considerations but also to allow for their own planning.  

5.30 Other suggestions included that Fire and Rescue Authorities should comment on 
associated site concept masterplans; that their approval should be made available 
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to the Principal Designer, Principal Contractor and Architect to inform detailed 
design submissions; and that they should be consultation bodies for major 
developments only or solely for the purpose of assessing external fire service 
access.  

Q 16. To what extent do you agree with the proposed content of a Fire 
Statement? 

Q 17. Do you agree responsibility for the content of a fire statement should rest 
with the dutyholder? 

5.31 Many comments focused on additional content that they felt should be included as 
part of a fire statement. These included water requirement details for Fire and 
Rescue Authorities; a plan or drawing to assess encroachments; and that it should 
be open and not limited to specific criteria or areas.  

5.32 Other comments discussed scope, most commonly suggesting that fire 
statements should be applied to all categories of building. Others felt that the 
stated requirement for a fire statement, ‘if the area surrounding the building 
contains features which are critical to its safe operation’, was not sufficiently 
precise.  

5.33 There were additional suggestions that fire statements would require a clear 
purpose and guidance as well as clarity that the fire statement would have 
authority over other design requirements. Ensuring that Fire and Rescue 
Authorities are consulted (especially with regards to access) and raising the fire 
statement at the earliest opportunity were themes raised by multiple respondents.  

5.34 Most agreed that responsibility for the content of a fire statement should rest with 
the dutyholder but a minority took a neutral or negative position. 

5.35 Some respondents stated that a fire statement should require sign off from the fire 
industry, or assistance from fire industry professionals in the development of its 
content. Capacity of the Fire and Rescue Authorities to respond was flagged as 
an issue.  

5.36 A small number of respondents highlighted that a fire statement should be 
approved via the planning process so that the planning team can consult more 
widely if necessary; that there needed to be guidance and more detail about the 
content of the fire statement; and that dutyholders may require training to be able 
to appraise and manage the outputs. 

Gateway Two: before construction begins 

Q 18. Do you agree that Gateway Two should be a ‘hard’ stop point where 
construction cannot begin without permission to proceed? Please support your 
views. 

5.37 Most respondents agreed with the proposal that Gateway 2 be made a ‘hard stop’ 
point. They believed this would ensure that everything was in place and would 
identify non-compliant designs prior to starting. This was felt to be important from 
a building safety perspective by ensuring that designs meet safety requirements. 
The inclusion of a ‘hard stop’ was therefore seen as positively incentivising the 
obtainment of approval and resolution of differences at an early stage, 
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encouraging early engagement with Building Control and demonstration of 
compliance and best practice.  

5.38 However, a key concern was around the additional resources required from LABC 
in relation to the number and complexity of approvals. Respondents felt that 
building control departments should have additional resources and skills training 
to prevent unnecessary delays to projects.  

5.39 There were some areas where more clarity was needed about how this would 
work in practice with multiphase developments, with different parts designed and 
constructed over long periods of time. There was a desire for clarity around the 
role that FRSs would play, specifically whether they would continue to be a 
statutory consultee at this gateway and advise the regulator.  

5.40 A few respondents wanted the proposal expanded to include all categories of 
building regardless of height as well as refurbishments. 

Q 19. Should the Local Authority Building Control Body have discretion to allow a 
staged approval approach? Please support your views.  

5.41 While the majority of respondents agreed with staged approval in principle, 
respondents outlined the specific circumstances in which they believed staged 
approval would only be appropriate. Most commonly this was where projects were 
large or complex, which are currently often developed in different phases. A 
precedence was recognised for this in existing regulations and guidance, for 
example the LABC Building Regulation and Fire Safety Procedural Guidance.  

5.42 Others specified elements of projects which should make them eligible for staged 
approval, for example, where projects contain multiple units, mixed-use 
occupancies (commercial and residential), or to allow for a shell build. A few 
commented that allowing staged approval for these types of projects would be 
necessary for their commercial viability and would help to avoid delays. However, 
respondents placed conditions on these examples where staged approval could 
be appropriate, such as that it should be agreed as early as possible at stage 1 
and only where it is clearly evidenced that the stages would at no point 
compromise fire spread/compartmentation and building integrity. Other 
circumstances where a staged approach was deemed appropriate was where 
there was agreement from fire safety inspectors.  

5.43 However, a number of risks were highlighted in relation to staged approval, 
including the risk that later stages fail to meet safety requirements. Partial 
occupation was also raised as something which increased risk to occupants prior 
to the completion of building works, particularly where there is a sleeping risk or 
vulnerable occupants. A few respondents felt that further guidance needed to be 
issued to indicate circumstances where a staged approach would be appropriate 
(for example, what constitutes a ‘complex build’) and what information would be 
deemed critical at Gateway Two to allow work to commence. Specific rules and 
criteria would provide consistency in how staged approvals would be permitted 
across the country without hindering the construction process.  
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Q 20. What is an appropriate timescale for the Local Authority Building Control to 
respond to Gateway Two applications? Please support your views. 

Q 21. Should the Local Authority Building Control be allowed to extend these 
time scales? If so what would the circumstances be? Please support your views.  

5.44 Around a third of respondents gave specific timescales in which they believed 
LABC should respond to Gateway Two applications. These varied with the 
shortest suggested at 1 week to 12 weeks or more. The most common response 
was that it should be in line with Section 16 of the Building Act 1984, which allows 
the authority 5 weeks, or 8 weeks if agreed in writing.  

5.45 Those suggesting 3 weeks or less tended not to give reasons for their answers 
only indicating that they believed this timeframe should be sufficient in their 
experience, or to ‘align with the planning process’. Some acknowledged that there 
would be elements, components and some design matters which would not be 
available, but that currently these are managed without issue.  

5.46 Those suggesting longer timeframes typically mentioned the need to allow a 
period for consultation with Fire and Rescue Authorities, a process which most felt 
needed 14-20 days by itself. 

5.47 Adequate resourcing of LABC was regarded as paramount to avoiding 
unnecessary delays in responding. Excluding AIs, as proposed in the White 
Paper, was thought to compound timescale challenges.  

5.48 Respondents also highlighted that the industry needed to supply accurate and 
comprehensive information to support applications to allow building control to 
make decisions within the timescales, and that early engagement could also limit 
delays. Some thought that the timescales may need to be extended if the 
applicant is required to submit more evidence, and that there may need to be 
mechanisms by which all parties could extend timescales to resolve issues.  

5.49 There was a perceived need to distinguish between a decision and the 
acknowledgement of receipt of the application. Respondents commonly believed 
that receipt should be acknowledged quickly, with most suggesting within 2 days, 
and that this needed to be clearly distinguished from the decision timeframe. 
Consequently, some noted that the preferred terminology should be ‘decide’ 
rather than ‘respond’ to differentiate between the two and avoid confusion.  

5.50 Most respondents agreed that LABCs should be allowed to extend timescales. 
The most common reason respondents suggested that LABCs should be able to 
extend the timescales was where projects submitted were particularly complex, for 
example where fire engineered designs require third party checks, and where 
innovative designs or modern construction techniques require more thorough 
inspection. Similarly, respondents noted that additional evidence or information 
might be requested by LABC where this was deemed insufficient, and so the 
ability to request an extension was considered reasonable in this instance.  

5.51 Common reasons included where this was deemed necessary for safety reasons, 
e.g., where safety would be compromised by adhering to timescales; to allow for 
the involvement of third parties, e.g., Fire and Rescue Authorities and designers; 
and where an extension is agreed by all parties. 
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5.52 Those who opposed the extension did so on the basis that they felt the current 
timescales were appropriate for gateway approval; that an extension could affect 
project feasibility.  

Q 22. Do you agree that the Principal Contractor should be required to consult 
the Client and Principal Designer on changes to plans?  

5.53 The majority of respondents agreed that the Principal Contractor should be 
required to consult the Client and Principal Designer on changes to plans.  

5.54 Respondents highlighted the need for a record of any consultation with the 
Principal Designer or Client to amend plans in order to formalise the process and 
evidence sign-off for improved accountability. Some respondents stated that this 
was important because Principal Contractors may not understand the implications 
of making changes to designs; that changes can happen with little or no oversight 
as Principal Designers are often not involved in the construction phase; and that 
contractors can compromise building safety through value engineering. 

5.55 Several respondents felt that all dutyholders should either have sign-off or be 
aware of any changes, and that this was essential due to the duties imposed on 
different parties throughout the project.  

5.56 Another point raised in the responses was that, occasionally, the Principal 
Contractor and Principal Designer are a single body, and that there was a risk of 
insufficient independence in consultations where this is the case.  

Q 23. Do you agree the Principal Contractor should be required to notify the 
Local Authority Building Control of any proposed major changes before carrying 
out works? 

5.57 The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal, many without adding 
further comment. Others reiterated the importance of accurate information in the 
Golden Thread or emphasised that changes to plans could significantly affect 
safety and the importance of accountability in the process. Some made 
suggestions that the Principal Contractor should be required to consult and seek 
agreement with LABC, going beyond simply notifying them of major changes.  

5.58 There were requests for additional information about what notification would entail 
and under what circumstances LABC should be notified.  

Q 24. Do you agree that where major changes are made to the approved plans 
there should be a ‘hard’ stop and work should not proceed until the revised plans 
have been approved by the local authority?  

5.59 The majority of respondents agreed that major changes to approved plans would 
require a ‘hard’ stop calling a halt to work until revised plans have been approved.  

5.60 Several respondents viewed the hard stop as a vital element of the proposed 
Building Safety Regime to ensure compliance. They felt that a hard stop would 
drive a cultural shift, acting to quality control design work prior to commencing and 
would therefore prevent breaches from becoming ‘baked in’ to the building. 

5.61 A few respondents stated that approval decision making should not cause 
unnecessary delays to construction, suggesting a need for good communication 
with LABC as early as possible to mitigate against lengthy stops.  
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Q 25. What is an appropriate timescale for the Local Authority Building Control to 
respond to proposed major changes? Please support your views 

5.62 While a range of timescales were offered by various stakeholders, the most 
common response was that the timescales for LABC to respond to major changes 
should depend on the complexity of the change, for example, whether it would 
require additional consultation with the FRS or with consultants to approve the 
changes. While there was an acknowledged need for flexibility, with some stating 
that rigid timescales would not be appropriate due to safety taking precedence, a 
few respondents said that a degree of consistency was useful to provide certainty 
in the construction process.  

5.63 Among those who did give specific timescales, a near equal number suggested 2 
weeks, 3 weeks, 4 weeks, and 5 weeks as appropriate timescales. Those who 
suggested between 2 and 3 weeks made comments about the ability of LABC to 
meet the timescales depending on the resources available to them. Building 
control capacity was a common concern among respondents, who felt appropriate 
resourcing was key in hitting timescales regardless of what those timescales are. 
Those suggesting 5 weeks tended to do so because this was in line with Gateway 
Two approval, and with the understanding that major changes may require a full 
assessment of the plans as if they were a new submission.   

Gateway Three: before occupation 

Q 26. Do you agree that for new Category 1 buildings an Accountable Person 
must be registered before occupation of the building can begin? 

5.64 The majority agreed that for new Category 1 buildings an Accountable Person 
must be registered before occupation of the building can begin. Comments tended 
to focus on the benefits of the approach or make suggestions about the scope and 
practicalities of the proposal.  

5.65 Respondents said that this proposal aligns with the principle of clear 
accountability, ensuring a single dutyholder has the responsibility for decision 
making, and that both residents and regulators should be aware of who is 
responsible for maintenance and management in occupation.  

Q 27. Do you agree that a final declaration should be produced by the Principal 
Contractor with the Principal Designer to confirm that the building complies with 
building regulations? Please support your view.  

5.66 The majority of respondents agreed that a final declaration should be produced by 
the Principal Contractor with the Principal Designer confirming the building 
complies with building regulations.  

5.67 It was noted that the Principal Contractor and Principal Designer can be from the 
same organisation, raising a potential conflict of interest and acting as a form of 
self-verification, which was seen as less robust than verification by a third party, 
such as LABC or an inspector. However, the majority of comments noted the 
benefits of the proposal, including that the declaration gives greater 
accountability/responsibility that building works have been undertaken in line with 
approved plans. According to respondents, a declaration was needed precisely 
because the client or LABC cannot feasibly inspect every part of the work 
undertaken, and so the declaration would provide assurance to the accountable 
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person in occupation, provides legal recourse against poor workmanship, combats 
product swapping that could otherwise cause safety issues and would be an 
important part of handover documentation and health and safety information for 
ongoing maintenance and management.  

5.68 Regarding its wider role, respondents suggested that the final declaration should 
be: 

 In addition to, rather than instead of the final certificate. 

 Provided upon completion.  

 Legally binding and provide the basis for enforcement, as it will confirm liability 
if any breaches are found down the line. 

Q 28. Should Local Authority Building Control be required to respond to gateway 
three submissions within a particular timescale? If so, what is an appropriate 
timescale?  

5.69 This question raised similar considerations found elsewhere in the consultation 
with regards to setting timescales, namely that the LABC and Fire and Rescue 
Authorities need adequate resourcing to be able to meet agreed timescales, that 
lengthy timescales – or lack of prescription around timescales – risks unnecessary 
delays and wasted revenue for clients, and that rigid timescales may not always 
be appropriate due to safety taking ultimate priority. A few suggested that instead 
of imposed timescales, timescales should be agreed as part of the contract and 
fees. Conversely, however, a few stated that it is important to ensure that there 
are clear expectations on Local Authorities with respect to receiving comments in 
a timely manner, and that setting a service level agreement should ensure a 
nationally consistent service.  

5.70 A number of respondents offered timescales from 2 days to 5 weeks which was a 
smaller range compared to other timescale questions within the consultation. 
Almost three-quarters of those respondents providing timescales suggested 
between 2 and 3 weeks.  

5.71 Once again, some respondents noted that the timescales should depend on the 
complexity of the project, as well as the requirements for Gateway Three process.  

Q 29. Are there any circumstances where we might need to prescribe local 
authority Building Control’s ability to extend these timescales? If so, please 
support your view with examples.  

5.72 The most common circumstance respondents felt that LABC should be able to 
extend the timescales, was where information provided to them by dutyholders is 
insufficient, missing, appears inconsistent or requires clarification. Relatedly, 
where there is disagreement between parties, respondents felt that an extension 
could be justified for dispute resolution, as well as where all parties are in 
agreement that an extension should take place. 

5.73 As elsewhere in the consultation responses, respondents felt that projects which 
are particularly complex, for example those which have multiple buildings within a 
development or numerous new and existing alterations, should also result in 
LABC being given the choice to extend timescales.  
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5.74 A few respondents suggested that where there was evidence of non-compliance, 
such as deficient products, work or designs, misleading information, or other 
shortfalls, that there should also be an option to extend.  

Q 30. Do you agree that the Client during Gateway Two (if not continuing in the 
role as Accountable Person) must hand over building safety information about 
the final, as built building to the Accountable Person before occupation is 
permitted?  

5.75 The majority of respondents agreed with this proposal and the remainder gave a 
neutral response. Responses to this question reflected the importance 
respondents placed on the handover of building safety information for the ongoing 
management of the building throughout its life cycle. This was viewed as a vital 
element of the Golden Thread, for ensuring adequate safety prior to occupation, 
as well as for the new regime’s success in general, with respondents suggesting 
that the Accountable Person cannot be responsible unless the building safety 
information passed to them is comprehensive and correct.  

5.76 A few respondents suggested that either occupation should be delayed until the 
information is handed over, or that there should be consequences for failure to 
comply with the handover or failing to provide the correct level of building 
intelligence.  

5.77 A number made suggestions with regards to the handover: 

 The handover should be to the body corporate and building control library. 

 Building safety information should be made available to all relevant persons 
(i.e. anyone who would make changes to or maintain buildings, the FRS, the 
BSM, and all accountable people where multiple are permitted). 

 There needed to be a standardised document suite/model for handover. 

 The practice should be developed and evolve through procedural guidance 
and approved codes of practice. 

 The new accountable person may need to be called in by the AHJ, the Fire 
and Rescue Authority and HSE to discuss the project before they sign to 
become the new duty holder. 

Q 31. Do you agree it is appropriate to allow staged occupation (where 
previously agreed during Gateway Two) e.g. a mixed-use development? Please 
support your views 

5.78 While the majority of respondents outlined conditions in which they agreed it is 
appropriate to allow staged occupation, two themes in particular emerged from the 
responses – the safety element of completion and co-ordination and co-operation 
and communication.  

5.79 Some respondents felt it appropriate to allow staged occupation in the event that 
all safety elements had been completed and would not be compromised by 
occupation. They said that finished units within a building should be occupied only 
when common areas have reached a safe stage and that ongoing construction 
would not pose a risk to occupants. Some stated that this would require a clear 
set of stages from start to finish and safety tests or a review of safety due to the 
increased risk of occupation while construction is ongoing, or buildings 
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incomplete. Tests might include means of escape, compartmentation, and 
adequate separation between groups on site and empty space.  

5.80 A similar proportion of respondents noted the need for good co-ordination, co-
operation and communication in order to allow this to happen. All parties, 
including Building Control, Principal Designer and Principal Contractor, Fire and 
Rescue Authority, HSE, AHJ would need to be in consensus that the safety 
measures are appropriate, and all relevant documentation signed off by these 
parties prior to occupation, including that all aspects of B1-B5 are met as well as 
handover of the Fire and Emergency File. Some felt that this would require an 
inspection by fire inspectors and LABC that the building was safe for occupation.  

5.81 Several stated that agreement would be needed early in the project, with the 
rationale for staged occupation and fire strategies to deal with it outlined at the 
design/pre-construction stage. 

5.82 A few respondents highlighted that permitting staged occupation was important or 
necessary for certain developments (e.g., large scale and large mixed-use 
developments).  

5.83 Those who disagreed that staged occupation should be permitted did so on 
grounds of safety, believing that the level of risk was too high with too many 
uncontrolled or unforeseen hazardous circumstances involved in staged 
occupation to those occupying the completed areas of the building.  

Major refurbishments 

Q 32. Do you agree that Category 1 buildings undergoing major refurbishment 
should also be subject to the Gateway approach? Please support your views. 

5.84 Overall, the majority of respondents agreed that Category 1 buildings undergoing 
major refurbishment should also be subjected to the Gateway approach.  

5.85 Several respondents viewed this as an opportunity to bring existing building stock 
up to standard, with responses highlighting that the Building Safety Regime’s 
purpose is to protect all residents, not just those of new properties. This was 
thought to be an important element of the proposals by some, which they 
suggested would ensure proper regulation, which if not in place, developers might 
try to take advantage and result in inconsistencies where similar buildings may not 
have been through the Gateway approach.  

Q 33. Are there any other types of residential building or characteristics of a 
residential building that should require it to go through the Gateway process? 
Please support your views.  

5.86 A few respondents said that there were additional types of building or 
characteristics of building that should go through the Gateway process but gave 
no further details. There were 69 additional comments on building types and 37 
comments on characteristics which should be included which are categorised 
below: 
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Characteristics 

 Vulnerability of occupants/ 
Occupancy risk 

 Category 2 buildings regardless 
of height 

 Large number of flats 

 Changes in occupancy profile 

 Energy assessment 

 Drainage 

 Changes to building use 

 Buildings with non-simultaneous 
escape e.g., hotels  

 Major renewals/upgrades 

 Escape route/fire alarm as part of 
'material change' 

 

Building types 

  

 Care homes/assisted living 

 Hospitals 

 Sheltered schemes 

 Temporary accommodation (i.e. 
Hotels/ Hostels/ B&Bs) 

 Specialist housing (e.g., on-site 
accommodation) 

 Prisons 

 All major developments/  
residential buildings 

 Changes to building use 

 Any building with overnight 
accommodation  

 Residential building with 
community facilities 

 Student accommodation/ 
educational facilities 

 Any building 11m+ or three 
storeys or more 

 HMOs 

 Maisonettes 
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6. The Building Safety Regime (Occupation phase) 

6.1 Section 7 of the consultation outlined suggested approaches to ensuring the 
continued safety of buildings in the occupation phase.  

The Accountable Person 

Q 35. Do you agree that there should be a single and clearly identified 
Accountable Person for all premises covered by the Building Safety Regime? 

Q 36. Do you agree with the proposed approach in identifying the Accountable 
Person? Please support your view.  

6.2 The majority of respondents agreed that there should be a single and clearly 
identified Accountable Person for all premises covered by the Building Safety 
Regime. A few had mixed views and a few disagreed with the proposals.  

6.3 Most respondents agreed with the proposed approach to identifying the 
Accountable Person, although several disagreed and several had mixed views.  

6.4 Several respondents discussed the value that the Accountable Person added to 
building safety in Wales including: 

 Creating a positive culture with fire safety at its core.  

 Clear delineated duties and responsibilities.    

 Sharpening focus and ensuring action is taken; facilitating identification of the 
“right” person and providing accountability and responsibility. 

 Creating accountability. 

 Reducing delays in rectifying fire safety matters.  

 Managing risk.  

 Providing regulators with the appropriate contact details.  

6.5 Some respondents raised concerns with the proposals and these included:  

 The capacity of an individual (as opposed to an organisation) to undertake the 
role. 

 Individuals may incur liabilities and significant responsibility. 

 Overlap with the role of the Responsible Person.  

 Negative impact on time taken to deal with complaints.  

 The cost burden for professionals.  

 The future complexity of the legislative and regulatory landscape.  

 Conflict with existing roles e.g. CEOs in housing associations; Resident 
Management Companies and Right to Manage Companies. 

 Interaction with an already complex landscape in particular with freeholders, 
leaseholders, landlords and maintenance trustees. 

 Ensuring coherence with processes and procedures already in place for Rent 
Smart Wales. 
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 Ability to identify an Accountable Person. 

6.6 A number of respondents provided additional information to support the proposal 
and the role of the Accountable Person: 

 One designated Accountable Person where there are multiple people 
responsible for different elements of a building.  

 Clear process to identify and record the Accountable Person. 

 Production of clear guidance setting out roles and responsibilities.  

 Requirements to be set out for the role including the relevant qualifications, 
experience, competence with clarity on requirements for Category 1 and 
Category 2 buildings. 

 Access to the necessary resources (including financial) to fulfil the role 
effectively.  

 Clear remit to carry out the roles and responsibilities associated with the role.  

 Ability to appoint deputies who have access to budgets. 

 Access to ongoing training. 

 Clear handover processes for when Accountable Persons changes. 

 Expansion of the role to all buildings and should be included in HMO  
licences. 

 Clarification on the number of buildings an Accountable Person can be 
responsible for. 

Q 37. Are there specific examples of building ownership and management 
arrangements where it might be difficult to apply the concept of an Accountable 
Person? If yes, please provide examples of such arrangements and how these 
difficulties could be overcome.  

6.7 Some respondents provided a wide range of examples as to where it might be 
difficult to apply the concept of an Accountable Person: 

 Where absent and/or non-identifiable freeholders make it hard for 
responsibility to be identified or the duties that come with responsibility to be 
enforced.  

 Owners living overseas.  

 Situations where there are multiple owners (individual or corporate). 

 Ownership models involving shell companies. In some cases, such 
companies may be dissolved when enforcement action is brought against 
them.  

 Where a resident-controlled entity such as a Right to Manage Company has 
responsibility. 

 Multiple use buildings with multiple responsible people. 

6.8 Several responses suggested possible solutions for situations where there are 
absent landlords which included: 

 Solutions which accommodate many ownership models.  
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 Tenants forming management companies for communal areas.  

 Agreement with the need to defer accountability to the freeholder (although 
the impact of this needs further consideration).  

 The establishment of management companies and the identification of 
individual owners on registration.  

 A Local Authority-held register of Accountable Person names and contacts.  

 Identification from the outset of the management scheme an Accountable 
Person will operate within and how this will impact activity. 

 The scope of actions available to the Accountable Person to be clear and 
responsibility to be unambiguous.  

 Required competency of Accountable Persons. 

 The ability to appoint professional directors to management companies.  

Q 38. Do you agree that the default position should be that the Accountable 
Person is the freeholder?  

6.9 Most respondents agreed that the default position should be that the Accountable 
Person is the freeholder. However, some disagreed and others had mixed views. 

6.10 Those who disagreed or had concerns about this proposal (including respondents 
from the Fire Sector, Building Control and Residential Property Management 
Agents) highlighted that the role of the Accountable Person could be undermined 
if it defaulted to the freeholder and raised concerns about competency, 
accountability and responsibility. They highlighted the following points: 

 Freeholders may not be suitably qualified, competent or experienced to take 
on the duties and responsibilities of this function. In addition, they may not be 
best placed for the role where they delegate most of the management 
functions to others.  

 There are known issues with identifying a freeholder.  

 The freeholder may only have the right to take enforcement action following a 
breach and court ruling. Leaseholders may have rights within their lease 
which prevent the freeholder from recovering costs and demanding works to 
improve fire safety. 

 It may be difficult to choose an appropriate default director where there are 
multiple company directors, or where a company owns the freehold. 

 The implications of the proposals should be considered on certain types of 
properties, particularly small multi-occupied buildings. 

 A report by the Law Commission (July 2020) which stated that including the 
freeholder as Accountable Person, cuts across residents’ interests.   
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Q 39. For mixed-use buildings there will be a ‘Responsible Person’ under the 
FSO for the business premises, and an ‘Accountable Person’ under the Building 
Safety Regime for residential parts. Are there any requirements we should 
consider about how these responsible parties should work together to support 
and ensure fire safety of the whole building? 

6.11 Most comments relating to this question focused on the practicalities of the 
working relationship between the Responsible Person and the Accountable 
Person, assuming they are different people. 

6.12 Comments mainly centred on the need to have clear definitions and delineation of 
roles and responsibilities; allocation of costs and liability and agreement on how 
responsible parties will co-operate on the building management strategy, including 
sharing of fire risk assessment findings and other safety relevant information. 

6.13 There were concerns that the relationship between the Responsible Person and 
the Accountable Person might raise ambiguity over accountability, e.g. in shared 
areas. It was suggested that one of these should adopt the lead role. 

6.14 Other points included: confidence that this will evolve into a working system over 
time; locating the working relationship in a whole building approach; the 
Accountable Person and the Responsible Person may sometimes be the same 
person; and the need to address how costs are allocated, shared and recovered, 
with the mandating of an overarching agent to deal with both commercial and 
residential properties being a potential solution which is also currently common 
practice.   

Building Safety Manager 

Q 40. Do you agree with the proposed duties of the Building Safety Manager for 
Category 1 buildings? Please support your view. 

6.15 Most respondents agreed with the proposed duties of the Building Safety Manager 
(BSM) for Category 1 buildings. Several respondents disagreed; several others 
had mixed views.  

6.16 The majority of responses focused on the duties and characteristics associated 
with the BSM role. The key themes were that the BSM should and will act as a 
point of contact for residents and take on the day-to-day management of the 
building; that the BSM should manage others to do work, rather than do this 
themselves; and that the BSM should report to the Accountable Person. It was 
noted in general terms that both roles would need to rely on other professionals. 

6.17 Concerns raised in relation to the proposal included:  

 What the actual expectations would be in practice. 

 What liability would sit with the BSM. 

 Why the role would be limited to Category 1 and not extended to all buildings 
in scope. 

 Risk and complexity of a building should determine if a BSM was required as 
opposed to Category. 

 To fulfil the duties the BSM would need access to a budget and/or ability to 
raise funds. 
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 Access to insurance. 

 Access to appropriate training and support. 

 Issue relating to how the role would be enforced. 

 Importantly whether there are enough individuals willing to take on the role.  

6.18 A number of other comments were received:  

 The BSM has a duty to collate and store information as well as communicate 
this to the Accountable Person.  

 The BSM may need specific training on interaction with the Accountable 
Person.  

 How the role relates to that of the Accountable Person. 

 Combining the Accountable Person and BSM roles. 

 How accountability rests with the Accountable Person but day to day 
accountability rests with the BSM.  

 Whether the BSM could deliver Accountable Person and landlord 
responsibilities.  

 Whether the BSM could act as point of contact with sales and letting agents. 

 The need for the BSM to work with dutyholders, Responsible Person, 
regulators and the relationship between all the roles and legislation.  

 Whether the BSM role is already been undertaken by property owners.   

6.19 A key theme running through responses was the importance of the competence 
requirements for the role including where the Accountable Person and BSM role 
are combined.   

Q 41. Do you agree with the proposed division of roles and responsibilities 
between the Accountable Person and Building Safety Manager?  

Q 42. Is the relationship between the Accountable Person and Building Safety 
Manager sufficiently clear? Please explain your answer. 

6.20 Most respondents agreed with the proposed division of roles and responsibilities, 
but several disagreed. A notable minority made comments with no clear indication 
of whether they agreed with the proposal or not. Most respondents also indicated 
that the relationship between the Accountable Person and BSM was sufficiently 
clear, although there were caveats to this. However, a notable minority disagreed 
and several had mixed opinions. 

6.21 The most frequently raised comment relates to competency. Respondents 
recognised the need for specific skill sets in both roles and the reality that different 
appointed people will bring different skill sets to those roles.  

6.22 There were a number of comments and observations shared including: 

 The Accountable Person may not have technical knowledge and was more 
likely to be a high-level manager. 

 The BSM must be appropriately qualified or experienced and is likely to be 
more knowledgeable than the Accountable Person. 
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 A standard qualification requirement.  

 The need to avoid gaps in allocating responsibility between the roles. 

 A requirement for further clarification on when it would be acceptable not to 
appoint a BSM. 

 When an Accountable Person is deemed competent and licensed if this would 
negate the need for a BSM. 

 Development of a register of suitably qualified BSMs. 

 Ability to appoint deputies for both roles. 

 The importance of good communication; information sharing.  

 Division of responsibility may depend on individual organisations and property 
portfolios.  

 Clarification on how legal responsibility is apportioned and the extent to which 
the BSM may be able to operate on their own authority in some 
circumstances.  

6.23 Concerns about responsibility and accountability expressed in earlier questions 
were repeated, particularly relating to the overall responsibility of the Accountable 
Person.  

6.24 Additional points raised included: some responsibility may transfer between the 
roles depending on the circumstances; clarity is needed on how responsibility is 
recorded; if the Accountable Person cannot discharge duties (e.g. they are not 
qualified), then a qualified BSM should do so; the description of the BSM creates 
more of a role than that for the Accountable Person which contains 
responsibilities; it may be challenging to find people to take on the BSM role if it 
carries the liability rather than the Accountable Person; the need for standard job 
specifications across the board; and that conflicts of interest may arise if both 
roles are held by the same person, e.g. in a smaller organisation.  

6.25 It was suggested that the different roles and responsibilities of the Accountable 
Person and the BSM might lead to delays in action, e.g. where the Accountable 
Person controls the budget. Another queried whether qualified BSMs would 
always be happy to take instruction from non-qualified Accountable Persons.     

6.26 Issues were raised about these roles and how they relate to the FSO which 
highlighted the danger that the situation will become too complicated with too 
many roles, e.g. whether an Accountable Person, a BSM and a Responsible 
Person under the FSO are all necessary.  

Roles and Responsibilities 

Q 43. Do you agree that the proposed duties and functions set out in Figure 8 for 
Accountable Persons for Category 1 buildings are appropriate? Please support 
your view. 

6.27 Most respondents agreed unconditionally that the proposed duties and functions 
for Accountable Persons for Category 1 buildings as set out in Figure 8 of the 
proposals were appropriate. Several disagreed and a notable minority had neutral 
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or mixed views. Additional caveats were each generally made by only one or two 
respondents.  

6.28 Several respondents commented on the building categories themselves, including 
a fire sector respondent who reiterated that the threshold for Category 1 should be 
11m or higher. One respondent highlighted that annual fire risk assessments may 
be too onerous on small buildings and endorsed a low-level qualification for 
buildings of up to five flats.  

6.29 It was noted that the Accountable Person needs to be sure that all people who 
report to them, including the BSM and their contractors, are competent. This 
would include non-specialist contractors, such as internet cablers and decorators, 
who can compromise building safety (e.g. through compromising 
compartmentation).  

6.30 Another comment noted that it must be recognised that building safety is not just 
about fire risk, but includes other factors such as electrical safety, asbestos and 
legionella. The Accountable Person duties should reflect this.   

6.31 Clarity was also requested on what external advice, training and financial support 
would be provided to the Accountable Person. There was an expectation that a 
very limited pool of appropriate individuals may be willing to put themselves 
forward as an Accountable Person, meaning the Welsh Government may need to 
offer incentives to fill such positions in order to avoid a system failure where 
appropriate people could not be appointed to buildings. 

6.32 There were concerns about conflicts between the Accountable Person’s 
budgetary role and funding mechanisms under leasehold agreements. One 
detailed that while the Accountable Person role calls for them to make sure 
sufficient funds are available for necessary work, lease agreements may not 
permit them to collect from residents, and therefore spend such money. Also, it 
may not be reasonable for the freeholder to be financially accountable where they 
did not build the building. As mentioned elsewhere, there were also concerns 
about the significant financial impacts on many groups, including residents, and 
that it is important to define who is financially liable.   

6.33 Resident engagement was also identified as a key area for Accountable Persons, 
e.g., providing advice and information or handling complaints. One respondent 
recommended that clear guidance, controls and processes are put in place to 
protect residents’ interests and ensure the Accountable Person knows the extent 
to which they should be directly involved in the complaint handling process.  

6.34 Several respondents mentioned the Golden Thread, including one who welcomed 
the emphasis on structural integrity as part of the buildings’ safety case review. 
They felt monitoring this would help ensure compromises in structural integrity are 
identified and remedied as early as possible, reducing risk to residents. Others 
said that while information for the Golden Thread may be readily available for new 
buildings, it is not clear how challenges with handover of this information to 
dutyholders in the occupation phase will be addressed for existing buildings where 
information may be missing.  

6.35 A few responses pointed to the need to consider how the proposals relate to the 
existing building safety legislation landscape and to ensure that it could be easily 
adapted over time in consultation with professional bodies. The Welsh 
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Government was also asked to consider a perceived disconnect between the non-
worsening conditions of Building Regulations and the expectations of continuous 
improvement under the assessment process set out by the FSO.   

Q 44. Do you agree that the proposed duties and functions set out in Figure 8 for 
Accountable Persons for Category 2 buildings are appropriate? Please support 
your view.  

6.36 Most respondents agreed with the proposed duties and functions unconditionally, 
deeming them appropriate. However, a notable minority had mixed views and a 
similar proportion disagreed.  

6.37 Respondents outlined their views on building categories, covering themes similar 
to those identified in question 43 including the need to ensure that the 
requirements on smaller buildings with few dwellings are not too onerous and that 
duties and functions should be proportionate to building size and risk. 

6.38 As found across the consultation, several respondents acknowledged that 
preferences for Option A or B in relation to scope would impact on Accountable 
Person functions.  

6.39 Respondents noted the benefits of the suggested duties and functions of the 
Accountable Person role, including that it ensures information is available, to the 
Building Regulator and others, to show compliance with the new regimes; and that 
it places more robust responsibility on the Accountable Person to take the role 
seriously and ensure safer buildings for residents. 

6.40 Concerns and suggestions around the duties and functions of the Accountable 
Person role for Category 2 buildings included: detail of the role needs to be 
identified, as do the finances and infrastructure to support the role;  the process 
for the handover of new builds needs clarification; the Accountable Person should 
be responsible for electrical safety and education; the Accountable Person should 
not have a choice on the Building Control Bodies (BCB), due to experiences that 
this can drive down standards with certain builders and clients opting for AIs with 
a reputation for being “easy-going”; and that it will be difficult for the Accountable 
Person to ensure compartmentation in flats. 

6.41 Key points on resident engagement were highlighted, including: a resident 
engagement strategy should be available to all residents, regardless of the type of 
building that they live in (i.e. Category 2 as well as Category 1); and the need for a 
requirement which ensures the Accountable Person responds to complaints from 
tenants/leaseholders and that they investigate and provide a full response in a 
timely manner.      

Q 45. Do you think that the different roles and responsibilities for Category 1 and 
Category 2 Accountable Persons are sufficiently clear and proportionate?  

6.42 While a significant minority disagreed or had mixed views, most respondents 
agreed that the roles and responsibilities for Category 1 and Category 2 
Accountable Persons were sufficiently clear and proportionate in line with 
responses to questions 43 and 44.     

6.43 Respondents noted that the table in Figure 8 is useful in providing a side-by-side 
comparison of roles and might be helpful to adopt in the final Building Safety 
Regime. Should the Three Risk Category model be developed, as some feel it 
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should, roles and responsibilities would need to be re-defined in line with this 
model. There may, be an overlap between a Category 1 BSM and a Category 2 
Managing Agent.   

6.44 There were suggestions that the different roles and responsibilities are not 
proportionate for Category 2 buildings given their risk levels. Other comments 
highlighted that it was not possible to tell whether or not they were proportionate 
due to a lack of breakdown costs and cost recovery information. The need to 
consider the impact of cost recovery was also mentioned by others in points not 
related to the proportionality of roles.   

6.45 Resident engagement was another notable theme. Comments highlighted that 
residents behaviours are an element of the Accountable Person role that is hard 
to control and allow for in planning. However, as safety and wellbeing of residents 
is at the heart of reforms efforts should be made to develop appropriate skills to 
engage with all residents regardless of building category.  

Q 46. Are there any additional duties that should be placed on dutyholders? 
Please support your views. 

6.46 Some responses to this question repeated suggestions around the themes of 
competency and proportionality already noted in previous questions.  

6.47 Other duties suggested for dutyholders included:  

 Undertaking refresher training.  

 Being available 24/7 by phone and video conference.  

 Undertaking elements of building safety that stretch beyond factors associated 
with fire.  

 Additional responsibilities in relation to modifications or refurbishments to the 
building(s).   

6.48 One respondent suggested that “Activities for Modifications or Refurbishments to 
the Building(s) or Dwelling(s)” should be added as a separate category with 
specific responsibilities and accountabilities.  

6.49 Other comments included that: the proposed duties will be an improvement on the 
present situation where nobody seems to have full responsibility for anything; the 
need to ensure the competence of dutyholders; the proposals will not change 
anything, just increase costs; and the possibility that the dutyholder duties may 
need to be modified as plans are rolled out.  

Fire Risk Assessments 

Q 47. Do you agree with our proposed fire safety outcomes? Please support your 
views. 

6.50 The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed fire safety outcomes which 
were seen as clear, comprehensive, logical and in line with the intended outcomes 
of the proposals. Several disagreed and several expressed comments that did not 
indicate agreement either way and some felt unable to comment preferring this to 
be left to experts. Respondents made further comments on each of the five 
outcomes and other related points, outlined below.  
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6.51 Fire Prevention: There was concern that the phrase “the risk of fire breaking out 
in the building should be as low as possible,” was too subjective. Other comments 
included: the importance of awareness raising campaigns in prevention; the 
importance of management and checking; risk created as a result of residents i.e. 
smoking, inappropriate storage of materials; prevention is the most cost-effective 
safety measure; and the proposals need to pay more attention to fire loading.   

6.52 Fire protection: The strongest theme was the importance of early detection, and 
smoke/fire alarm systems, which some felt are missing from the proposals. The 
importance of compartmentation was also highlighted by respondents.     

6.53 Other issues included the difficulties in providing information for existing buildings 
to support Accountable Persons to demonstrate compliance.  

6.54 Escape: Comments included: the need for means of escape for residents and 
firefighters; escape routes should be well-lit, short and smoke free; people need to 
be aware of escape routes; specific strategies for vulnerable groups are needed. 

6.55 Other comments highlighted that: the escape outcomes were vague and generic; 
clarification is needed on whether the Evacuation Alert System is intended to align 
to the same standard as proposed for inclusion within Approved Document B 
(BS8629).   

6.56 Firefighting: The provision of firefighting facilities (e.g. Automatic Fire 
Suppression Systems (AFSS), water and access) is key. Provision of local fire 
extinguishing facilities was welcomed by some, but there should be clarity on who 
should fight fires in order to avoid the interpretation that residents are expected to 
do so.  

6.57 Specific requests for clarification included: expectations over the provision of 
information such as floorplans and what format they will be required in; whether 
private dwellings are covered; and the legal requirements around fire safety 
outcomes.  

6.58 Some comments covered the responsibility for fire safety within residents’ 
properties. Several felt that access issues meant it would be hard for an 
Accountable Person to have liability. Others felt that the landlord’s responsibility 
must extend within dwellings, and that they should have power of access in order 
to ensure safety. A few respondents said that there should be an onus on 
residents to play their part in maintaining safety. Raising resident awareness, 
across all outcomes, is crucial.  

6.59 Respondents commented on the relationship with existing legislation including: 
warnings of overlaps with FSO and the Housing Act and the need for clarification 
over which regulation will take precedence. 

Q 48. Do you agree with our proposed overall purpose of a fire risk assessment? 
Please support your views  

6.60 Most respondents agreed with the proposed purpose of fire risk assessments, 
with several saying that the fire risk assessment is a vital element of the 
proposals. A few disagreed and gave comments that did not indicate agreement 
either way. Most comments were each made in only one or two responses.  
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6.61 Respondents commented further on a number of points including who should 
conduct fire risk assessments, the relationship to the fire safety landscape and 
other related areas. These are outlined below: 

6.62 Fire risk assessments should be conducted by suitable qualified persons. One 
respondent said the assessor should be independent, but several felt that 
although this would be beneficial, it is not essential. Competence was more 
important. One said fire risk assessments should be left to experts in the area, 
such as fire engineers and fire officers. The assessor should also be accountable.  

6.63 A few respondents said the proposals are no different to existing practices and 
arrangements. Several responses advocated a consistent approach across Wales 
and England, with the current standard PAS 79-2:2020 suggested as the 
standard. While one respondent highlighted an urgent need for legislation to 
replace the FSO, another said that the proposal uses the term “suitably qualified 
person” which should be aligned to the FSO.  

6.64 Other comments included: uniformity is important to increase uptake/standards; 
the White Paper should highlight the need to take responsibilities seriously; advice 
from the assessor to the Accountable Person is crucial; proposals should focus on 
ensuring the quality of fire risk assessments; if the outcome of a fire risk 
assessment is building works, then this must feed into the Buildings Regulations 
process; fire risk assessments must be repeated if the building status changes 
and performed regularly if the situation is static. 

6.65 Fire risk assessments should also: take account of the creation of toxic gases and 
smoke during fires; include details of persons and organisations that the 
assessments have been provided to, and who serious failings in building safety 
have been reported to; and identify electrical safety risks.  

6.66 Currently, fire risk assessments vary in quality and the results of the risk 
assessments are often not effectively communicated or understood.   

Q 49. Do you agree with our proposed risk areas? Please support your views. 

6.67 Most respondents agreed with the proposed risk areas, most unconditionally, but 
some gave neutral responses and several disagreed. This section outlines some 
of the key comments made to support respondents’ views and which have not 
been mentioned previously.  

6.68 Risk areas: many respondents considered risk areas in general. Within these, the 
strongest themes were that good, clear and timely information for residents about 
the risk areas is key to fire safety, and that the proposed risk areas are the main 
areas that the Accountable Person is reasonably able to control.  

6.69 Other comments included: compliance should not be limited to just these areas; 
there should be a focus on communal areas; measures should be proportionate; 
the risk areas appear to be based on purpose-built, self-contained flats, and do 
not reflect the situation in HMOs or smaller blocks of self-contained flats in 
converted buildings; and the risk areas outlined present the highest risks to a 
building.   

6.70 Fire prevention: comments around fire prevention included: understanding cause 
and risk factors is key to fire prevention, fire loading must inform the risk 
assessment; the need to include electrical inspections and annual gas safety 



 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 39 of 92 

 

checks; ensure replacement components do not compromise compartmentation; 
and the phrase “in and around the premises” needs clarification.  

6.71 Fire protection: the use of smoke alarms for fire protection was divisive. A few 
felt that smoke alarms were key to fire protection. A few felt that the suggestion to 
install automatic fire alarms as a mitigation measure would be inappropriate in 
purpose-built blocks of flats due to false alarms. However, interlinked alarms may 
be necessary in higher risk properties.  

6.72 A few respondents shared the same view of Type 4 surveys being an important 
method of assessing fire protection in buildings.  

6.73 While the clarifications on apartment doors was useful, replacing doors will incur 
significant costs which may be borne by the leaseholders. 

6.74 Rapid fire spread on a building facade may compromise the compartmentation 
strategy. 

6.75 Escape: Escape routes should be a focus. It is important that people know where 
their escape routes are and that they are kept clear. Person-centred risk 
assessments may be key. Escape routes may be difficult to alter in existing 
buildings. Some suggested that the mitigating factors outlined in the White Paper 
need further consideration. 

6.76 Firefighting: A few respondents noted the need for a clear definition of firefighting 
equipment in order to prevent the fire extinguisher industry installing portable 
firefighting equipment in communal spaces. The opportunity should also be taken 
to revise guidance (particularly the LACORS guidance) to ensure consistency in 
relation to the requirements around portable firefighting equipment. 

6.77 A few welcomed the recommendations around firefighting but highlighted 
significant resource and cost implications on housing associations in complying 
with the recommendations. 

6.78 Risk areas identified in the proposals do not seem to adequately consider early 
detection and alarms, or early suppression. Some respondents specifically 
mentioned the importance of sprinkler systems. 

6.79 Some respondents felt that existing provision for firefighting varies significantly 
between buildings. It is important that risks are adequately assessed, and 
measures taken to reduce those risk levels during any improvement works. 

6.80 Residents: There was consideration of costs to residents. Measures should 
always be proportionate, and leaseholders not put in a position whereby their 
homes and investments become unaffordable. Another respondent asked whether 
residents should expect the “Gold Standard” where fire risk assessments highlight 
areas that need improvement, linking this to responsibility for costs which may 
impact residents.  

6.81 One respondent said greater emphasis should be given to the occupant profile 
and ability for self-escape.  

  



 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 40 of 92 

 

Q 50. Do you agree that a fire risk assessment must be reviewed annually, and 
whenever premises are subject to major works or alterations for all buildings 
within scope?  

Q 51. Do you agree that only a suitable, qualified and experienced fire risk 
assessors should undertake fire risk assessments for buildings within scope? 
Please support your views.  

Q 52. Do you agree that fire risk assessments must be permanently recorded?  

6.82 The majority of respondents agreed that fire risk assessments should be reviewed 
annually and when major works or alterations were being undertaken although 
several had mixed views and several disagreed. Further suggestions were made 
including: 

 Annual reviews would be appropriate, but not necessarily annual inspections 
or full assessments e.g. could be every 2-3 years if there have been no 
changes. 

 Annual reviews may be more appropriate for higher risk buildings rather than 
lower risk buildings, with appropriate definitions of risk e.g. could vary by 
building category.  

 Assessments should also be undertaken following a fire or the issuing of 
enforcement notices under housing or fire safety legislation. 

 Assessments should be considered as live working documents with health 
and safety or fire safety check information being included to determine when 
additional reviews are appropriate. 

 Annual reviews will help improve resident safety and identify resident activity 
which might compromise building safety. 

 The cost and workload created by an annual inspection programme was of 
concern, particularly to social landlords, including who will be liable to cover 
these costs. 

 Costs should be limited by introducing a proportionate inspection programme 
based on risk.  

 A Safety Case should be considered to inform inspection strategies, in line 
with the Hackitt Review. 

 Concerns that assessments should be conducted by a competent person and 
whether there is enough capacity e.g. qualified/insured/competent assessors. 

 Clear definitions of ‘major works or alterations’ would be needed along with 
clearer wording to minimise varying interpretation. 

 The majority of respondents agreed that only suitably qualified and 
experienced fire risk assessors should undertake fire risk assessments. Some 
gave comments which did not indicate agreement or disagreement.  

6.83 Respondents noted the need for the standardisation of skills, whether via a 
competency framework, accrediting bodies, certain types of training, or minimum 
qualifications for entry to the role. Skills in other disciplines may also be necessary 
in order to undertake robust fire risk assessments, including communication skills. 
However, some felt that competency to undertake fire risk assessments comes 
from relevant experience, or profession, as much as it does from qualifications 
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(e.g. they should only be completed by Fire Engineers). Other comments 
highlighted additional points: 

 Continuing Professional Development (CPD) should be considered a 
requirement for assessors to keep skills up to date.  

 There may be a need for building-specific knowledge as well as fire safety 
expertise due to variation in building types. Others thought that more skills 
might be required for a full assessment than for a review.  

 Clarification was sought on what constitutes “suitably qualified and 
experienced individuals” with suggestions that standards should be the same 
in Wales and England.  

 Terminology should be aligned to remove ambiguity, and offer consistency 
across regulations, as the FSO and the proposed English draft Bill both refer 
to a competent person, rather than suitable qualified and experienced person. 

 Fire risk assessments should include the qualifications and accreditations of 
the assessor. An approved register of competent assessors might also be 
beneficial in regulating the workforce and ensuring that qualified and 
appropriately skilled and/or experienced assessors undertake work 
appropriate to their skill set.    

6.84 Almost all respondents agreed that fire risk assessments must be permanently 
recorded. A few disagreed and a few responses were neutral.   

6.85 Several noted the importance of recording the progression of a building’s safety is 
recorded. This ensures that fire engineers have enough information to make 
recommendations and makes the assessment process transparent and 
accountable.   

6.86 Some respondents also commented on how long fire risk assessment records 
should be kept for. Suggestions ranged from maintaining records for the previous 
two years to seven years. Some would welcome a statutory time limit.  

6.87 Other comments noted that rights of access to these records for various 
stakeholders would need to be set out clearly e.g. regulators, general public.  

Q 53. Do you have any views about whether Accountable Persons or their 
employees should be precluded from conducting fire risk assessments 
themselves?  

Q 54. Do you have any views on enforcement or sanctions for non-compliance 
with regards to the Accountable Person?  

Q 55. Do you have any views on enforcement or sanctions for a person 
undertaking a fire risk assessment without suitable qualifications or experience? 

6.88 The strongest feeling was that either the Accountable Person or their employees 
could conduct fire risk assessments, as long as they are competent. Competency 
is more important than who undertakes the fire risk assessment. Other points 
raised focused on conflicts of interest where there may be in-house capacity, as 
well as the need for consistency with England. 

6.89 The Respondents noted the importance of enforcement or sanctions for non-
compliance with regards to Accountable Persons. The following points were 
highlighted: 
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 Accountability is crucial (e.g., for Accountable Person; corporate 
responsibility).  

 An effective and consistent enforcement process is crucial including clear 
sanctions, a clear path to enforcement supported by clear guidance, to ensure 
awareness of responsibilities and liabilities related to individual roles. 

 The enforcement regime should not create additional burden on regulator(s) 
to recover fines. Recovering a £1,000 fine is currently not cost effective for 
Fire and Rescue Authorities. 

 Liability of the Accountable Person needs to be clarified for certain 
circumstances. 

 Levels of enforcement and sanctions should be proportional to other 
regulators and legislation. 

 Consideration should be given to replacing the Accountable Person, and 
mechanisms for doing so, if they are not effectively carrying out this function. 

 Breaches should be a matter of public record, especially in severe cases. 

 The Accountable Person may be a volunteer resident. There were concerns 
that too much of a “stick” approach to enforcement is likely to reduce the 
number of volunteers for these roles.  

6.90 Views on enforcement or sanctions for a person undertaking a fire risk 
assessment without suitable qualifications or experienced included: 

 Those undertaking assessments need to be able to evidence their 
competency. It is the Accountable Person’s responsibility to ensure that they 
are suitably qualified or experienced. 

 It should become an offence for a fire risk assessment to be conducted 
without appropriate qualifications with sanctions which reflect the breach or 
number of offences, including legal or criminal law sanctions. 

 The fire risk assessment should be invalidated if conducted by someone 
unqualified or not competent. 

 Other sanctions suggested were: suspension from working; having licence 
revoked; fines (e.g. equal to the cost of repairing the damage); criminal 
offences (e.g. for negligence and fraud; for a person misrepresenting their 
qualifications); and prison sentences. 

 Where assessors are internal to an organisation, enforcement or sanctions 
may not be appropriate.  

 To reduce the complication of enforcement and sanctions, a model of ongoing 
monitoring similar to that used for gas engineers may be suitable, where 
failure to meet standards requires retraining and suspension until standards 
are satisfied through re-testing.  
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Compartmentation 

Q 56. Do you agree with our proposal to create duties with regards to 
compartmentation on Accountable Persons? Please provide information to 
support your views. 

Q 57. Do you agree with our proposal to create duties with regards to 
compartmentation on residents? Please provide information to support your 
views. 

6.91 Most respondents said that they agreed with the proposal to create duties with 
regards to compartmentation on Accountable Persons. Only a few responses 
disagreed. A few provided comments which gave no clear indication as to the 
extent of their agreement. Key themes in the additional comments were: 

 Maintaining compartmentation is fundamental to both building and resident 
safety. Making compartmentation part of the Accountable Person’s duties is a 
good way of ensuring that it is always factored into maintenance and 
refurbishment. The Accountable Person will also have to prove the suitability 
of compartmentation.  

 Resident action can undermine compartmentation and there are difficulties in 
monitoring private residences. If the Accountable Person cannot access 
dwellings, then it is hard to make them responsible.  

 Clarification was requested on how compartmentation is to be maintained in 
multi-occupied buildings with no internal communal spaces, as this would 
require access to dwellings.  

 Various stakeholders have a role to play in protecting compartmentation; this 
will involve resident engagement and awareness raising to support this, 
including residents being made aware of the importance of using competent 
contractors.  

 Residents should have a duty to report changes that impact on 
compartmentation and allow access for inspection and remedial work. An 
Accountable Person should have the right to take legal action where a 
leaseholder fails to take action. Conflicts should be resolved quickly and costs 
of enforcement, which will fall onto leaseholders via service charges, must be 
reasonable. 

 Compartmentation should be part of the fire risk assessment and should 
include the impact of resident action. Where compartmentation breaches or 
insufficient fire stopping has been identified in an assessment, further 
compartmentation surveys should be required.  

 Cost implications were identified for Category 2 buildings, including for social 
landlords. Concerns were raised about cost implications for residents of older 
buildings where the cost of both investigation and remediation are likely to be 
very high. This needs to be addressed and expectations clearly outlined.  

 Compartmentation was seen as easy to establish during the construction 
phase, and it is the designer’s/builder’s duty to get this right.  

 Some respondents highlighted the need to carry out more intrusive (Type 4) 
surveys to assess structural fire protection.  



 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 44 of 92 

 

6.92 Most respondents said that they agreed with the proposal to create duties with 
regards to compartmentation on Accountable Persons. Only a few responses 
disagreed. A few provided comments which gave no clear indication as to the 
extent of their agreement. Key themes in the additional comments were: 

 The need for clear engagement and guidance for residents on their 
responsibilities and how to report issues to the Accountable Person. 

 Accountable Persons and BSMs should support residents. 

 Work carried out by or on behalf of residents should be completed by 
appropriate/competent contractors and must meet certain criteria to ensure 
structural integrity and fire safety measures are maintained; contractors need 
to be aware of the requirements and take responsibility for following them. 

 There should be a duty for residents to have a fire risk assessment every 3/5 
years and when they sell their flat. 

 A responsibility to ensure compartmentation should form part of the 
tenancy/leaseholder agreement.  

 Responsibilities for residents/leaseholders should extend to other aspects of 
fire safety and not just compartmentation (e.g., alarms, detectors and 
ventilation).    

6.93 Respondents noted that duties on residents to address compartmentation issues 
would be difficult to enforce with questions raised about how non-compliance 
would be tackled. Issues raised included how this would be handled for vulnerable 
residents, those who repeatedly do not comply, people who have left but are not 
contactable, and identifying who is living in a property. Sanctions for tenants are 
complex and fall between the FSO and Housing Act and leaseholders and lease 
agreements generally do not cover matters relating to fire safety.  

Safety Case 

Q 58. Do you agree the concept of a Safety Case for Category 1 buildings is an 
appropriate way to assess and manage the risk of building safety issues? 

Q 59. What do you believe would be a reasonable timescale for existing 
Category 1 buildings to create a Safety Case? 

6.94 The majority of respondents agreed that the concept of a Safety Case for 
Category 1 buildings is an appropriate way to assess and manage the risk of 
building safety issues. A few disagreed and several gave responses that did not 
indicate agreement or disagreement. Additional comments were made around the 
following points: 

 Consistency is needed with other approaches including the Safety Case being 
developed in England. 

 The Safety Case is an additional document for the Accountable Person to 
produce, the contents of which are mostly covered by the Golden Thread and 
fire risk assessment. Some suggested that a separate requirement was 
unnecessary and that merging the Safety Case, fire risk assessment and Fire 
Safety Statement should be considered although others felt that the Safety 
Case might be more user-friendly for residents. 
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 There may be a capacity issue and a need to upskill people to develop Safety 
Cases. 

 The approach both mirrors and complements an approach outlined by 
Community Housing Cymru in its transparency document, Safety First in 
Housing: Our shared responsibilities with residents as Housing Associations. 
The Safety Case process is a fundamental part of tenant engagement and its 
scope is considered wider than fire risks alone.  

 The scope of the Safety Case needed to be clearer as to what structural risks 
are to be covered and whether it is limited to fire hazards or extends to other 
hazards within the building.  

 Responsibility for developing the Safety Case will ensure that the Accountable 
Person contributes to the management of structural and fire risks and may 
encourage ownership of a premises. 

 Because the work is evidence-based, with the Accountable Person having to 
prove a building is safe, Safety Cases should provide an effective base of 
information to help manage a premises. 

 The Safety Case should apply to all in-scope buildings. 

6.95 Suggestions for reasonable timescales for existing Category 1 buildings to create 
a Safety Case ranged widely from within one month to five years or more.  

6.96 However, about a third suggested within four months and another third suggested 
within 1-2 years. The most common response was two years. Most respondents 
qualified their responses to this question indicating that the timescale should 
depend on specific factors e.g. risk; whether it is an old or new building and what 
type of information Safety Cases will require. It was also suggested that 
timescales should be set following an Impact Assessment on costs, quality and 
time needed.  

6.97 Some respondents focused on factors that might limit the production of Safety 
Cases including the amount of housing stock an organisation is responsible for; 
age, structure, condition and complexity of buildings. 

6.98 Timescales may also be difficult to set as a number of technical specialists may 
be required to contribute which would make planning timelines more complex; and 
delays in the recruitment of an Accountable Person might also impact if there is 
reluctance to take responsibility for costly issues.  

Mandatory Reporting 

Q 60. Do you agree there should be a mandatory reporting duty on dutyholders 
in the occupation phase? 

Q 61. Which incidents/issues do you think should trigger such a duty and why? 
Please provide examples 

6.99 Most respondents agreed that there should be a mandatory reporting duty on 
dutyholders in the occupation phase.  

6.100 Respondents reported a wide range of incidents that should trigger a mandatory 
duty to report. These have been grouped into the most commonly reported areas: 
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 Resident action (see below)  

 Fire  

 Structural failure  

 Compromise of fire detection 
systems  

 Building use change  

 Compartmentation defects or 
breaches  

 Anything with a bearing on 
building/resident safety  

 Structural defect  

 Arson  

 Significant incidents 

6.101 Resident action included: residents replacing fire doors and refusing to have a fire 
door installed; residents refusing access and tampering/vandalism of fire safety 
features. It was also suggested that residents should be able to report near 
misses without fear of sanction. 

6.102 For some respondents, triggering incidents went beyond fire to any incident that 
affected the health and safety of residents. 

6.103 Some respondents warned of the dangers of having a list of triggers specified in 
legislation due to the large range of incidents that could happen in an occupied 
residential building. These could not be exhaustively listed in the legislation, as 
something may be inadvertently omitted. Instead, a range of incident classes 
should be defined e.g. any incident resulting in death or injury; any incident that 
results in declaration of a crime scene. Others recognised the need for a balance 
between having a specific list of major and minor issues, and the risk of allowing 
people to interpret and they suggested that only the regulator should decide on 
the level of response/trigger that should be reported. 

6.104 Respondents suggested that the Welsh Government look at how other sectors 
have implemented this type of regime in their industry to gather best practice and 
learn any lessons on how this can successfully be achieved. Other themes in the 
comments around mandatory reporting were: 

 Advantages of mandatory reporting include: culture change; transparency; 
learning lessons; trend identification; and accountability. 

 This should be a matter of public record, so that tenants and prospective 
tenants, new tenants, owners and prospective owners may have access to it. 

 In order to encourage compliance and create a culture change, a mandatory 
reporting scheme should guarantee anonymity and/or immunity from 
prosecution for dutyholders.  

 Clear parameters for reporting will be needed to avoid over-reporting which 
will have resource impacts on regulators in order that they can respond 
appropriately.  

 Details of a formal reporting process should be decided in liaison with the 
insurance industry to ensure that the regulator is not duplicating the role of the 
insurers. 

 How their duty would interact with existing mandatory reporting requirements 
(e.g. RIDDOR6). 

                                                           
6 Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 2013. 
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 The proposals only mention this duty for the Accountable Person, but this duty 
should be explicitly extended to the BSM for clarity.  

 A formal process detailing the method of reporting, the details to be reported 
and the outcome of any investigation following the incident should be set up. 

 This requirement should be for Category 1 buildings only. 

Registration and Licensing 

Q 62. Should there be a requirement for the Accountable Person to register under 
the building safety regime during the occupation phase? 

Q 63. Are the registration process requirements sufficient? Are there any others 
that should be included? If so, please outline and explain.  

6.105 The majority of respondents agreed that there should be a requirement for the 
Accountable Person to register under the building safety regime during the 
occupation phase.  

6.106 Benefits of the proposal were that it will provide governance over the integrity of 
Accountable Persons and help identify risks of unprofessional conduct; 
demonstrate competency; help ensure safety measures are addressed; identify a 
clear point of accountability; and identify a point of contact for regulators and 
residents. As the process will make the Accountable Person known to the 
regulator, it is likely that only those who genuinely are accountable will register.  

6.107 Concerns included that it may be hard to identify Accountable Persons where 
there are several people/legal entities with various levels of responsibility for the 
day-to-day safety of the building; it will be challenging to ensure all Accountable 
Persons have registered; and that the freeholder is unlikely to be the appropriate 
person to be the Accountable Person by default as freeholders of large buildings 
are likely to delegate day-to-day management to others. Other comments 
suggested that: 

 The proposals follow the Rent Smart Wales model. 

 The proposals are likely to reduce the number of residents willing to volunteer 
to take on the role of Accountable Person (for example, where there is a 
Residents Management Company).  

 Accountable Persons must be registered on an easily accessible database 
and records updated with any changes in Accountable Person. 

 Deliberate failure to register during the occupation phase should be a criminal 
offence.  

 Clarity was sought on what would stop anyone being a suitable Accountable 
Person, how the registration process will be handled and by who.  

6.108 Half of the respondents agreed that the registration process requirements 
proposed were sufficient. However, many respondents did not indicate whether or 
not they agreed with the proposals and several disagreed. Suggestions about the 
process requirements included the following: 
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 Some felt that others should also be registered including leaseholders who 
sub-let7 , fire risk assessors if the assessment is being conducted in-house 
and BSMs along with a list of their qualifications. 

 It should be established at registration that the BSM is competent and 
licensed; registration should require a general/H&S risk assessment; 
consideration needs to be given to the costs and resources needed to support 
this process, which may be beyond the available budget; and good 
management will be the key to success. 

 Clarification was requested on: how long registration will last; what constitutes 
a “fit and proper person”; the cost implications of registration; what is meant 
by “those performing the property management function”; and how the 
Accountable Person proves the requirements of registration. 

 Other comments included: varying opinions about whether training 
requirements were excessive or appropriate; where an organisation is 
appointed as a BSM the organisation should appoint a nominated individual 
who meets the competence criteria; consideration of different ownership 
structures may be necessary to ensure the legislation is effective; and queries 
whether the impacts on resources registration may have on local authorities 
had been considered. 

Q 64. Should there be a requirement for dutyholders (both the Accountable 
Person and the Building Safety Manager) to obtain a building safety licence in the 
occupation phase? Please explain your answer.  

Q 65. Are there any other requirements that should form part of the licensing 
process for Accountable Persons in addition to completion of basic training about 
the building safety regime and the fit and proper persons test (Category 1 
buildings only)?  

6.109 Most respondents agreed that there should be a requirement for dutyholders to 
obtain a building safety licence in the occupation phase. However, many 
respondents gave answers which did not indicate whether they agreed and a few 
disagreed with the proposals.  

6.110 Many respondents addressed the competency of dutyholders noting that it is 
important that the licenced person is competent and that this is evidenced at 
registration. The licencing process provides reassurance and clarity to residents 
and the regulator about dutyholder competence, including duty awareness and 
management abilities. If the Accountable Person is identified as a corporate entity, 
there must be an awareness that skillsets and competencies within that entity 
could change significantly as staff come and go. Competency requirements may 
also vary depending on building type. 

6.111 Respondents also raised queries about the licencing process including, who will 
manage it; the need for clarity on the required number of licences to be held; how 
information will be collated and managed (e.g. centrally; on a public register); the 
process for reassessment (e.g. how often and how onerous it will be); and who 
will issue licences and monitor the process. 

                                                           

7 As is the case for the Housing (Wales) Act 2014 and Rent Smart Wales. 
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6.112 Suggestions for displaying the licence included: as part of resident information 
packs; within the building; and making it available for inspection by relevant 
authorities. Other points raised included: 

 A building safety licence should be proportionate to building risk and building 
category.  

 If the Accountable Person is to be the owner of the building, requiring a 
licence would appear to restrict the right to own a property. A few respondents 
suggested a duty similar to that set out in both the Management of Health and 
Safety at Work Regulations and the FSO, to appoint one or more people to 
advise them, would appear more appropriate. 

 The possibility that there may be multiple BSMs who need to obtain a licence 
along with the Accountable Person; and an appropriate licence should be 
obtained as soon as any part of a building is occupied in order to protect 
residents.    

6.113 Respondents were asked if there were any other requirements that should form 
part of the licensing process. Suggestions included: 

 Suitable training should be undertaken, including the need to pass a test and 
undertake CPD. Some suggested refresher or top-up training as a condition of 
licence renewal. Concerns were voiced about the ‘basic training’ requirements 
suggesting that construction and building studies cannot be learned quickly. 
Training should include support and guidelines for resident engagement, how 
to engage residents on compartmentation, accredited training on the 
development of PEEPs, including an understanding of the requirements of the 
Equality Act, in addition to building/fire safety legislation and knowledge of the 
impact of impairment on evacuation planning. 

 The fit and proper persons test could be similar to the Rent Smart Wales 
licence/HMO licence. Such tests should extend to understanding an 
individual’s background, including whether they hold other positions or 
previous relevant activities which may lead the regulator to require the 
Accountable Person to make a case as to their suitability. Conflicts of interest 
should also be identified and declared. 

 Several suggested that the requirements are a minimum level and could be 
expanded in the future once the new regime is better understood.  

Q 66. Should there be a competence requirement and/or minimum qualifications 
for those managing Category 2 buildings? If so, what criteria should those 
engaging in such services meet? 

6.114 Many of the responses that were submitted to this question, agreed with the 
proposal and a few saw it as key to driving up standards across the sector. A few 
said BSMs should be registered, and checks made that they are a fit and proper 
person for the role; they must also have insurance.  

6.115 Advantages of a building safety licence for those managing Category 2 buildings 
included raising awareness of responsibilities, providing evidence of this 
awareness and evidencing competence.  

6.116 The need for a competency requirement, including basic knowledge, was 
highlighted by some respondents. As before, tests of competency, training, skills 
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maintenance and appropriate evidence of competency at renewal of licensing 
were noted as being important. 

6.117 Other comments included: 

 The need for appropriate resourcing of a regulator.  

 Challenges associated with enforcement at this level. 

 Considering the Rent Smart Wales processes.    

 Links to current requirements for assured shorthold tenancy in a private 
rented property and the Housing (Wales) Act. 

Going Further: Managing Agents and those providing 
management services 

Q 67. Do you agree that there should there be regulation of all residential 
property management? Please support your views. 

Q 68. What standards should those carrying out residential management 
functions meet? Should there be a differentiation between the standards required 
for those managing Category 2 buildings, and those managing unadopted 
spaces? Please support your views.  

Q 69. How could the issues of probity and responsibility be evidenced in such a 
system? Please support your views 

6.118 Most respondents agreed that there should be regulation of all property 
management although comments from some did not indicate their level of 
agreement and several disagreed with the proposals.  

6.119 Respondents commented on the advantages of the regulation of property 
management including:   

 To raise competence across the sector.  

 Achieve standardisation across the sector.  

 Address bad practice and skills gaps.   

 Increase confidence in the competence of Managing Agents.  

 Support relationships between tenants and leaseholders. 

 Provide clear lines of accountability. 

 Align the whole residential sector including housing building control; fire 
safety; Rent Smart Wales under one regulatory system to align to the Hackitt 
report’s vision of a holistic approach to building and fire safety. 

 Address ambiguity over responsibility between Managing Agents and 
Responsible Persons over enforcement of fire safety breeches. 

 Focus on long term safety of buildings for residents.  

 Regulate who can become a Managing Agent.  

6.120 Other points raised were:  
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 The Welsh Government should be working with the UK Government to 
support the implementation of the Regulation of Property Agents Work Group 
recommendations which covers estate agents across the UK and letting and 
Managing Agents in England. 

 Professional bodies such as RICS, Propertymark and Association of 
Residential Managing Agents (ARMA) have a role to play in regulation of 
residential property management e.g. providing regulatory guidance, training, 
development, and standard settings. It is worth considering the requirement 
for dutyholders to be a member of such a body and for Welsh Government to 
approve such bodies. 

 The new proposals should be considered within the light of other measures 
already in place within the regulatory landscape and other models of similar 
processes in other sectors. 

 Other comments related to proportionality including suggestions of a risk-
based approach; regulation of all residential property management being seen 
as beyond the scope of this Bill; regulation should only be considered if 
relating to Approved Document B. 

6.121 Respondents provided additional information on the standards required and 
proposals for day to day operations for property management including: 

 Minimum entry requirements to demonstrate knowledge and understanding of 
construction and fire safety. 

 Qualifications including national standards of accredited training including 
tests with high pass thresholds. 

 All company directors and management agents qualified to a minimum of 
Level 4 (e.g. Level 4 Diploma in Fire Safety).  

 Qualifications provided by professional bodies.  

 Certified training on responsibilities of their role for all Right to Manage and 
Residents Management Company directors, even where they have appointed 
a Managing Agent.   

 The need to be a fit and proper person. 

 Maintenance of standards relating to Approved Document B, B1-B5. 

 Facility management standards ISO 41001.  

 Profile and competencies should align with IRGCSG.  

 Signing up to a government approved redress scheme. 

 Managing Agents holding client money should belong to a government 
approved Client Money Protection Scheme. 

 Licensing of all agencies operating a residential property business. 

 Licensing of all staff employed within agencies with a requirement to adhere to 
a Code of Practice and be suitably trained and qualified. 

 Consideration should be given to whether standards are extended to 
situations where an individual or a group of persons has some responsibility 
towards the management functions of the building (e.g. residents who form a 
tenant management organisation).  
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 All standards should be clearly explained and enforced with consequences for 
those that fail to follow them. 

 Standards linked to category of risk. 

 Appropriate management of un-adopted spaces.  

6.122 Suggested methods for evidencing the issues of probity and responsibility 
included: 

 Qualifications, continuous professional development and membership of 
appropriate professional bodies. 

 Maintenance of a log book and/or portfolio. 

 Audits; appropriate use of technology; digital submissions platform.  

 Licensing including references; DBS checks; approved standards and 
benchmarking.   

 Sharing complaints, concerns and experiences. 

 Reporting systems; escalation processes; sanctions; mandatory reporting.  

 Governance structures.  

6.123 Other comments covered:  

 The potential cost and resource burden of the system needs consideration 
(learn from the experiences of Rent Smart Wales).  

 A recommendation to focus on higher risk buildings and alignment of the 
principles of probity to the registration process.    

6.124 One respondent said that, in their experience, in most Category 2 properties in 
Wales, the freehold is held by a Residents Management Company. This means 
that passing the obligation to them as the freeholder can be meaningless as they 
generally appoint a Managing Agent to do the work. Further, the liability of each 
director of these companies is usually limited to £1. Appointing one of these 
directors as the Responsible Person would change that individual’s liability and 
expose them to possible criminal prosecution, regardless of insurance being in 
place. As none of the directors are likely to agree to take this on, this remit would 
revert to the Managing Agent who would incur costs (e.g. insurance, periodic 
inspection by a suitably qualified Fire Safety Officer). Once again, these costs will 
be passed back to the leaseholders. 

6.125 A related point in another response, was that a glaring omission in the report is 
that massive costs will fall on residents, especially existing leaseholders (e.g. 
repairs, trying to gather data for the Golden Thread for existing buildings). The 
respondent said that the plight of leaseholders is being ignored, and that the 
Welsh Government needs to propose a funding solution to avoid the financial ruin 
of residents. The response drew on the example of Grenfell, and organisations 
party to the Grenfell disaster that should be bearing costs.   

6.126 Another response noted that building insurance in the occupation phase should be 
mandatory to ensure that any specified materials that are found to be defective 
(but are accepted as suitable at the pre-occupation phase) are covered.  

6.127 Another response noted detail around costings for the registration and licensing 
scheme for Accountable Persons is not mentioned in the consultation document.  
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The response highlighted that, as the consultation states, registration, licensing, 
training, and fit and proper persons tests already exist as requirements to be a 
landlord and/or agent through Rent Smart Wales. The response continued that, 
even without the new proposals, many landlords are already having to pay two 
kinds of licensing fees and passing two fit and proper persons tests due to the 
existence of Rent Smart Wales and other property licensing schemes. The 
response suggested that the new Accountable Person qualification criteria 
provides the perfect opportunity to streamline licensing without compromising 
standards, making Rent Smart Wales the “one-stop shop” it was described as 
throughout the passage of the Housing (Wales) Act 2014. Additional standards for 
HMOs could be incorporated into Rent Smart Wales, and the incoming Fitness for 
Human Habitation Standards, via the Renting Homes Act 2016. This negates the 
need for local licensing and maximises the potential of the infrastructure built by 
the Welsh Government.     

Supported accommodation  

6.128 One respondent noted that in supported accommodation, the Accountable Person 
should be the landlord and not a Managing Agent. In supported accommodation, 
the support provider and Managing Agent is often a small to medium sized charity 
without the skills or resources to be the Accountable Person, whereas the 
landlord, who is usually a Registered Social Landlord, does have the skills and 
resources. It is the Registered Social Landlord who should be the Accountable 
Person.  

6.129 The respondent added that training, registration and qualification requirements 
need to be proportionate and support providers who find themselves carrying out 
lower-level, day-to-day work. The Accountable Person should not face 
administrative, training and financial burdens associated with higher-level duties 
they won’t be required to undertake. They also suggested funding must be 
provided to support any additional activity of support providers and the roles of 
everyone need to be clearly defined within the management agreement. 

6.130 In some cases the landlord is a third sector support provider. In these cases, the 
Welsh Government needs to think about how to support organisations who do not 
possess expertise in this area.   

6.131 While the response gave general support to fire risk assessments and fire safety 
outcomes, it added that there is a need for clarity over who has responsibility for 
what, in settings such as supported accommodation, where landlords and 
Managing Agents are likely to share responsibilities. The Accountable Person 
should be responsible but the support provider (likely to be a Managing Agent) 
should be involved.  

Other comments  

6.132 The Association of British Insurers said that guidance on the required professional 
qualifications and registration for those fulfilling these roles will be essential for 
insurer confidence. Also, they supported the use of independent third-party 
certification as an indicator of competence and quality for those involved in the 
implementation and maintenance of fire protection systems. They also agreed that 
only suitably qualified and experienced fire risk assessors should undertake fire 
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risk assessments for buildings within scope and must be reviewed annually, and 
whenever premises are subject to major works or alterations for all buildings 
within scope. 

6.133 Some of the response focused on redress schemes pointing out that property 
management agents in England are already legally required to be a member of a 
redress scheme, even when managing single dwellings. This enables residents to 
take their complaint to one of two schemes, which are free and impartial. 
Highlighting their own experience with redress schemes in general, Trading 
Standards say that there is no equivalent in Wales. However, being a member of 
a redress scheme will raise confidence for consumers/residents that their 
complaints can be dealt with in a timely manner, and at no cost to themselves.  
Before approaching any redress scheme, the complainant must have attempted to 
resolve any complaints directly with the property Managing Agent. Also, 
depending upon the circumstances of the individual (e.g. mental health) there 
could be the risk that they will not pursue legitimate cases because of fear and 
anxiety of court processes; redress schemes avoid the need to go to court.  

6.134 One response reported on a consultation of their members. Their response 
included: it is important all personnel have a duty of care at all levels for the 
coordination necessary to ensure consistency of safety which similarly  extends to 
adjacent buildings - to attain this, there needs to be greater clarity on the 
responsibilities of duty holders; there needs to be adequate training of assessors 
to undertake fire risk assessments (some form of standardisation has been 
introduced by BSI through the publication of PAS 79 -1 & -2) assessors need to 
understand the full ramifications of the available information they are reviewing; 
with regards to fire protection, it should be stated that the interface between 
doors/windows and the compartmentation walls need careful control and 
consideration. 
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7. Residents: Roles and Responsibilities 

Requirements on the Accountable Person with regards to 
Residents 

Promoting Building Safety 

Q 70. Do you agree that all Accountable Persons should be required to promote 
building safety (as set out at para 8.2.4)? Please support your views. 

Q 71. Do you agree that this information should be provided in a way that is 
accessible and understandable, and should, where relevant, reflect the specific 
needs of residents? Please support your views.  

7.1 There was no disagreement that Accountable Persons should be required to 
promote building safety, or that this information should be provided in an 
accessible and understandable manner. 

7.2 Respondents often noted that information sharing helps residents to keep 
themselves safe. It promotes understanding and dialogue around fire safety 
among residents, improves responsibility among individual residents, facilitates 
escape in a crisis and makes the building safer overall. It also helps building 
managers to manage safety provisions on a day-to-day basis.  

7.3 Respondents felt it was important that residents are shown safety measures, that 
new residents are inducted on safety procedures to check their understanding and 
raise any issues proactively and that the information is relevant and specific to the 
building that they occupy.  

7.4  A few respondents had issues with the term ‘residents’ as it appeared in the 
White Paper, stating that ‘resident’ is not a term used in property law, meaning the 
category is unclear or open to interpretation. 

7.5  Respondents made the following suggestions to make information as accessible 
as possible:   

 Information should be available in languages other than Welsh and English, 
depending on the known spoken languages of residents. 

 Information might be more effectively communicated via pictures and 
diagrams with annotations, rather than large amounts of written text. 

 Communal areas should have emergency instruction signs. 

 Information should be in both digital and physical formats for ease of access. 

 Disability-friendly forms, such as braille, audible and easy-read formats are 
needed. 

 Information should be free of technical jargon and written in ‘plain English.’ 

 Information should be regularly updated, preferably as and when things 
change, rather than as part of an annual review.  

 Efforts are made to make the information available for leaseholder and non-
leaseholder residents.  

 Fire safety information should be included in tenancy/lease agreements. 
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7.6 Additionally, a few respondents were concerned about the burden of the 
requirements on building managers. It was also noted that some individuals and 
organisations will have limited experience of providing this information to residents 
and may require guidance to support meaningful adherence to this requirement.  

Q 72. Do you agree that a nominated person who is a non-resident would be 
able to request information on behalf of a resident who lives there? If yes who do 
believe that nominated person should be? (Relative, carer, person with lasting 
power of attorney, other)  

7.7 The most common response regarding requesting fire safety information was that 
the information should be accessible for any interested party. However, others 
specified that this should be limited to carers, relatives and those with power of 
attorney or other legal responsibilities for the occupier where the occupier does 
not have capacity to request the information themselves. Several respondents 
stated that it was their understanding that many buildings currently operate with 
these provisions already in place.  

7.8 Nevertheless, there were concerns around data security and creating distinctions 
between those who should and should not be able to access the information. 
Some level of restriction for building security purposes was therefore advised, as 
the information could contain details of layouts and secure areas. Consequently, 
some felt that connections between the resident and nominated person should be 
documented, along with clear and transparent reasons for the nomination.  

7.9 Additional circumstances where it was suggested that nominated persons should 
be able to request information on behalf of residents included: 

 By landlords or non-resident leaseholders who wish to share the information 
with residents. 

 Third parties with a financial stake in the premises, including organisations, so 
that they can satisfy themselves that the fire safety standards are adequate. 

 Where a resident does not have sufficient IT skills to access digital 
information. 

Q 73. Is there any other information that an Accountable Person should be 
required to provide on request? Please provide information on the two different 
categories of building if relevant. 

7.10 Respondents made general suggestions about information that an Accountable 
Person should provide on request. These suggestions, in order of frequency, 
included: 

 Safety system information that does not compromise building security. 

 Chain of command for concerns/escalation etc. 

 Information to help residents conduct alterations safely. 

 Details of any legal notices served by the Fire and Rescue Authority or Local 
Authority, including any resulting actions. 

 Training about roles and responsibilities for residents who are members of the 
tenant resident association, board members or directors of Tenant 
Management Organisations.  

 Special evacuation arrangements for those with difficulties self-evacuating. 
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 The current Electrical Installation Condition Report (EICR) for the common 
areas of the building. 

 Information on aspects related to the Safety Case.  

 Fire safety guidance and assessments for the building (including evacuation 
strategies). 

 Basic electrical safety information. 

 Information on any attempted arsons. 

7.11 Other considerations on information requests raised by respondents were that: 

 Multiple requests at a time would occupy considerable managing time. 

 It is important to understand why a request is being made, as the detail might 
be technical and therefore require lengthy discussions and consultations with 
technical experts. 

 Accountable Persons should be exempt from providing financial/personal 
data. 

 Comparisons can be made with existing measures (e.g., HMO Management 
Regulations require property managers to provide information and occupiers 
to comply with managers’ reasonable requests). 

Develop and deliver a resident engagement strategy 

Q 74. Do you agree that for Category 1 buildings the Accountable Person must 
provide the information as set out at para 8.2.10? Please support your views. 

Q 75. Is there any other information that you think it would be useful to provide? 
Please support your views.  

Q 76. In what ways could an Accountable Person demonstrate that they have 
established effective two-way communication? 

7.12 The majority of respondents agreed that for Category 1 buildings, the Accountable 
Person must provide the information as set out in the proposals.  Many agreed 
with without making any further comments.  

7.13 Additional comments were often general, stating that the Accountable Person 
should provide as much information as possible and engage with residents as 
much as residents require.  

7.14 Suggestions for demonstrating two-way communication included recording 
communications and actions arising in a database, an established robust 
complaints procedure, internal and external audits and self-evaluations, tenant 
satisfaction surveys, and periodic surveying by the Welsh Government. Additional 
forms of dialogue with residents suggested by respondents included group 
portals, digital communication, resident groups with recorded minutes and 
newsletters. 
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Roles and Responsibilities of Residents 

Q 77. Do you agree that there should be a new requirement on all residents of 
buildings within scope to co-operate with the Accountable Person (and their 
appointed representative) to allow them to fulfil their duties under the Building 
Safety Regime? Please support your views. 

Q 78. Do you think there should be any specific requirements to facilitate this? 
Please support your views.  

7.15 There was little disagreement that there should be a new requirement for 
residents to co-operate with the Accountable Person. Respondents stated that co-
operation is essential for building safety and that an Accountable Person would 
struggle to ensure safety without co-operation from residents.  While sanctions for 
non-compliance were suggested, legal enforcement was not seen as the only 
route to compliance, as respondents highlighted that residents must be made to 
understand that co-operation is vital for their own and others’ safety.  

7.16 It was suggested that this requirement should be part of a lease/tenancy 
agreement, and that periodic access should be permitted to carry out safety 
checks and works in flats, for example, to ensure that residents do not make 
material alterations without prior approval or tamper with safety features. 
However, there was unease with the term ‘prior consent,’ which was considered 
too broad and open to potential abuse where residents are charged fees for 
requesting permission for minor changes. A clearer definition, supporting 
information and engagement on reasonable costs would be required.    

7.17 It was recognised that responsibility requirements could inconvenience residents 
and would be difficult to enforce without breaching residents’ privacy, and there 
needed to be a balance between enforcement and the rights of residents. 
However, it was evident that respondents felt that a clear set of rules for residents, 
plainly set out and communicated, would facilitate co-operation. 

7.18 There were also concerns around the cost of access, with some respondents 
stating the process needed to be efficient, and costs minimised to leaseholders. A 
few were concerned the cost of enforcement would be passed to the leaseholder 
via the service charge liability, rather than being financed by the building owner. 

Q 79. What safeguards should be put in place to protect residents’ rights in 
relation to this requirement? Please support you views.  

Q 80. Do you agree that there should be a new requirement on all residents of 
buildings within scope not to knowingly breach compartmentation? Please 
support your views. 

7.19 Respondents reiterated their comments in question 77 and 78, stating that 
residents would need clear communication and guidance to be made aware of 
their rights. 

7.20 Respondents felt that access should not be granted without consent from the 
resident, or by enforcement from the courts where consent is not given but access 
is required. Additional complaints procedures and direct access to arbitration, a 
tenants’ committee, the local authority/regulator, an ombudsman or another third 
party for residents would provide additional safeguarding measures where there 
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were disputes about access to premises. Others suggested that support services 
or other representatives should be involved or present for vulnerable residents.  

7.21 A few respondents felt that sufficient safeguards for residents were already in 
place in primary legislation for the prevention of harassment and illegal eviction.  

7.22 The majority of respondents agreed that there should be a new requirement on all 
residents of buildings within scope not to knowingly breach compartmentation, 
although a small number had mixed or negative views. Most comments noted the 
need to educate and engage with residents on its importance and their 
responsibilities regarding fire safety.  

7.23 Some respondents reflected that it would be difficult to prove that 
compartmentation had been knowingly – rather than unintentionally – breached, 
as residents may lack the technical knowledge to realise where breaches have 
occurred. Consequently, a few suggested that residents should be encouraged to 
appoint a professional where they needed advice and reiterated the importance of 
inspections and auditing premises.  

Escalating Complaints to the Regulator 

Q 81. Do you agree that there should be a single process for escalating concerns 
to the regulator in relation to the Building Safety Regime, regardless of the 
category of building or where it is in the building lifecycle? Please support your 
views. 

7.24 The majority of respondents agreed with implementing a single process for 
escalating concerns to the regulator. They called for a clear and consistent route 
and process to be established, regardless of building category or age. 
Respondents felt that this process would be important for a number of reasons, 
including ensuring trust and transparency in the system and ensuring that 
concerns are appropriately investigated and addressed. Respondents suggested 
a whistleblowing mechanism be set up so concerns can be relayed directly to the 
regulator, with consideration for an option for anonymous reporting to the 
regulator to minimise barriers to using the process. Other suggestions included: 

 The process should be simple and easy to use for residents and dutyholders. 

 A clear structure or filtering system to ensure proper use and avoid excessive 
or vexatious complaints.  

 Attempts should be made to resolve disputes locally prior to escalating to the 
regulator. 

 The process should add value and not cost or bureaucracy.  

7.25 A small number raised concerns that as a result of this proposal, residents would 
be more informed about their premises under the new regime, which could mean 
more complaints will be generated, and lead to an increased workload for the 
regulator.  

7.26 There were also numerous requests for greater clarity on the process, including 
who the regulator would be for escalation, what the process would be where there 
were persistent complaints to the regulator for issues which had been resolved, 
whether there will be guidance available for how an Accountable Person should 
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operate a complaints procedure, and whether sub-tenants or those privately 
renting will also have access to the regulator. 

Q 82. Should a similar model be established to allow leaseholders to apply for a 
change/ removal of a Building Safety Managers? What would be an appropriate 
mechanism to do this? Please support your views. 

7.27 While the majority of respondents agreed with this proposal, many qualified their 
agreements with comments, queries or concerns. A notable minority also had 
mixed or negative opinions. 

7.28 A key point from respondents was that the route for expressing concerns and the 
process for removal of BSMs should be clearly defined, with specific criteria which 
would justify removal and a system for logging complaints.  One suggestion was 
that the process should be similar in nature to the single process for escalating 
complaints to the regulator.  

7.29 Respondents suggested several established templates to use in the establishment 
of this process, including: 

 The Commonhold and Leasehold Reform Act 2002, which allows 
leaseholders to take over the management of their building without having to 
prove fault on the part of the landlord via Leasehold Valuation Tribunal.  

 The existing procedure for ‘Appointment of Manager’ under the 1987 Landlord 
and Tenant Act. 

 Utilising existing mechanisms for change of premise management from The 
Right to Manage Regulation 2011. 

7.30 However, respondents also suggested that this avenue should be explored only 
where concerns and complaints about BSMs brought to the attention of the 
Accountable Person have not been acted upon satisfactorily or as a last resort.  

7.31 There were concerns that leaseholders could use this mechanism to delay 
enforcement notices, or that small groups of leaseholders could change to an 
agent they have a previous relationship with, rather than due to legitimate 
complaints. Consequently, a few suggested the process would require adequate 
regulation with a system in place for appeals, potentially using an independent 
representative national group to mediate.  

7.32 Additional considerations included whether the Safety Case/Key dataset would 
require review in the event that the BSM or Accountable Person changes, whether 
interim management arrangements need to be in place while circumstances are 
investigated and whether removal of a BSM would make it difficult to find a 
replacement.  

Disability, Evacuation and the Law 

Q 83. What roles and responsibilities are appropriate for Accountable Persons 
with regards to people who cannot safely self-evacuate? Please support your 
views. 

Q 84. Should Accountable Persons be required to collate details of all those who 
would require assistance?  
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7.33 Respondents stated that the Accountable Person should be responsible for 
ensuring that Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPS) are in place and 
assisting residents in formulating their plans requiring them to be aware of the 
buildings resident profile. Part of this responsibility would be to ensure information 
is accurate and up to date, with regular reviews of the information, and that the 
plans are suitable for the individual and building in which they live. Accountable 
Persons should also provide the means of reporting self-evacuation issues for 
consideration and alteration of plans and identifying suitable refuge points.  

7.34 Some respondents were concerned that it may be practically difficult for 
Accountable Persons to ensure measures are in place for those who cannot 
safely self-evacuate in practice, especially if staff are not physically on site at all 
times of the day and night to assist with evacuation. Others stated that if buildings 
were built to standard, the need for evacuation should not arise. Nevertheless, 
one respondent stated that failing to provide safe means of evacuation could be 
discriminatory for disabled people.  

7.35 Queries were raised about the level of information residents would be compelled 
to supply to Accountable Persons, how often an Accountable Person should be 
required to update information and how this may impact them fulfilling these 
duties. Others questioned whether disabled residents would be legally required to 
make a declaration to that effect and raised concerns around hidden disabilities 
such as autism, which could have a bearing on the ability to self-evacuate. 
Concerns were also highlighted around people with experiences of homelessness 
and living in supported accommodation who may encounter additional barriers to 
understanding/complying with fire safety advice and being able to take on 
responsibilities as a resident.  

7.36 A related concern was raised over the wording of paragraph 8.5.5 of the White 
Paper, which states that for most multi-occupied buildings, especially purpose-
built blocks of flats, the appropriate action in the event of fire is to ‘stay put’, as this 
advice was criticised for contributing to the loss of life during the Grenfell Inquiry. 

7.37 While the majority agreed with the requirement for Accountable Persons to collate 
details of all those who would require assistance, a number raised concerns about 
the need to adhere to privacy requirements and responsibility for personal 
information.  

7.38 Once again, respondents raised the issue of cost in obtaining and updating 
details, as well as the likely significant time and resources needed to implement 
this across all buildings covered by the regime.  For this reason, a few felt that it 
might be more effective for the FRS to maintain a central register themselves. 

Q 85. Should Accountable Persons be required to provide this information 
immediately to the FRS in the event that an evacuation was necessary?  

Q 86. Should this be the case for all Categories of buildings? Please support 
your views 

7.39 The majority of respondents agreed that the information would need to be 
provided immediately to the FRS in those circumstances but maintained that this 
could only contain the information for which they had obtained consent from 
residents to share in line with GDPR.  
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7.40 Some respondents suggested that information should be provided digitally, on a 
platform which is easily accessible and updated, to ensure that the most up-to-
date information is available. However, others maintained that having the 
information within a premises information box (PIB) would also be useful as a 
backup. 

7.41 There were some concerns with this requirement, namely that the information 
would have to be concise in order to enable the FRS to deal effectively with 
emergencies, and that large volumes of information could overload some FRSs’ 
ability to record and process information. Additionally, respondents highlighted 
that the Accountable Person may not be contactable at the time of the evacuation 
when the information is required. Several felt that this requirement could only 
realistically be met in buildings that were staffed 24 hours a day.  

7.42 While most agreed that Accountable Persons should provide information to the 
FRS in an evacuation of all category types, some added caveats to this response 
including that the requirement should depend on risk, rather than building 
category.  

7.43 Concerns similar to those raised for Category 1 buildings were also expressed 
around the time, effort and resource necessary to implement the proposal for all 
buildings. Some respondents felt it simply would not be feasible for Category 2 
buildings due to the level of information required, or that more work needed to be 
done to understand the logistics.  

8. Raising Concerns/Whistleblowing 

Q 87. Do you agree that Welsh Government should pursue a means to protect 
workers from raising concerns with regards to building safety? Please support 
your views. 

8.1 Most respondents agreed with this proposal unconditionally. Some gave no clear 
indication of whether they agreed or not; a few disagreed on the basis that they 
felt relevant protections already existed.  

8.2 A few respondents expressed support, indicating that the only way that the 
Building Safety Regime will work as intended is to be open and transparent and 
ensure that all concerns, however identified, are reported. There were various 
suggestions in terms of the process, including a mandatory reporting scheme with 
the associated protections. The importance that concerns are raised and 
addressed quickly was stressed, as was the need for a clear escalation 
procedure. A whistleblowing framework should be set up to ensure that concerns 
can be raised to the regulator. Concerns should be investigated by the regulator to 
ensure that they are valid. 

8.3 There were concerns that it would take time for a cultural shift to occur in an 
industry where, respondents suggested, people tend to focus on their own work. A 
few respondents felt that the regulator should be independent to avoid any 
conflicts of interest. A few questioned whether there is capacity to implement 
these proposals.   
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9. Regulating the Building Safety Regime 

9.1 This section of the consultation document was intended to cover regulation during 
the occupation phase, rather than the design and construction phase which is 
covered in Section 5. However, it is clear from the comments that some 
respondents have interpreted the questions in this section to consider regulation 
of the Building Safety Regime more widely. Where possible, themes and 
comments have been separated to show which phase respondents are 
commenting on.  

Regulators working together  

Q 88. Are there any actions that could be taken ahead of legislative reform that 
would support Local Authorities and the Fire and Rescue Authorities to manage 
multi-occupied residential buildings in a more holistic way? 

9.2 Respondents had varied ideas on how preparations could be commenced to help 
prepare for legislative reform, but only some respondents made suggestions. 
Suggestions included: 

 Greater engagement, collaboration and open dialogue between stakeholders 
(particularly Local Authorities and the FRS) would help the compilation of 
essential information and should be encouraged. This could include reviews of 
current Memorandums of Understanding. 

 Local Authorities could be given access to data currently unavailable to them, 
including police incident records, FRS records, minor repair and vandalism 
records etc., to compile an incident management database which could be 
used collectively to provide a better understanding of potential fire risks in 
buildings. Dutyholders could agree, share and map essential data for 
buildings in scope. 

 Category 1 buildings should be included in the listing under the Civil 
Contingency Act until the new regulatory framework is established. This would 
require the Local Authority, Fire and Rescue Authorities and other Category 1 
responders to work together to identify risks within their geographical area of 
responsibility. Enforcement needs to involve better joined-up working between 
local enforcement agencies. Fines collected as a result of breaches must be 
ring-fenced, with the money being invested in further enforcement.  

 A review of the resources available to Local Authorities and other regulators 
could begin to assess the resourcing and competency levels needed to 
deliver. This could be used to plan for the additional skills and training 
necessary for the new regime.  

 The Welsh Government could conduct a national awareness campaign for all 
stakeholders to promote awareness of fire safety measures, responsibilities 
and information on the building safety regime. 

 Responsible Persons should be encouraged to start working to develop safety 
cases and looking at external walls of flats now, rather than wait for 
legislation.  

 Authoritative legal advice supplied on who is deemed to be the Responsible 
Person in a block of flats. This will give clarity to those who have duties and 
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help to clarify complex relationships and levels of authority between Managing 
Agents, Landlords and Management Companies. 

 Fire risk assessments should be mandated and available for review by 
relevant parties. Market capacity would also need to be developed. 

 The Welsh Government should consider implementing a comprehensive audit 
of all high-rise (11m+) and high-risk buildings (e.g., hotels, entertainment 
venues, care homes and hospitals) to identify combustible façade insulation 
and cladding, and any internal safety defects which may put occupants at risk. 
This would inform urgent remedial works.  

Regulatory Objectives and Functions 

Q 89. Do you agree with the list of key functions for the regulator as proposed? 

Q 90. Are there are additional functions which are not listed that you believe are 
required in order to achieve our building safety aims?  

9.3 The majority of respondents agreed with the list of key functions for the regulator 
as proposed. A small minority disagreed or had mixed views. Additional 
comments included:  

 Although a ‘hands on approach’ was welcomed, there were concerns about 
how this would be delivered in practice.  

 Any joint regulators would need to agree (or be advised) who has primacy for 
each of the nine functions identified; this will require clear boundaries.  

 A few housing associations suggested that a similar approach to England 
could be taken regarding key regulatory functions. 

 Engagement and education to share good practice and raise awareness 
among the sector/general public was welcomed.  

 Accessible guidance should be provided setting out the responsibilities of the 
Accountable Person, BSM and residents. It should be regularly reviewed.  

9.4 Some suggestions for additional functions related to the design and construction 
and occupation phases were provided. These have been separated out below: 

General or occupation phase-related points 

 ‘Data’ is a key omission and should be added within the 'core' of the 
regulatory model in addition to oversight, collaboration and compliance. 
Suggestions included the involvement of data hubs such as DataMapWales, 
and a centralised database available to various regulatory bodies.  

 Appropriate dispute resolution processes should be established through an 
arbitration and determination role.  

 A property protection role to ensure that appropriate measures are in place to 
minimise property loss. 

 A detailed road map of the entire lifecycle process to clarify roles, 
accountability and sanctions would be welcomed. Further detail is required to 
establish whether the regulatory system would provide opportunities to 
address other safety concerns, including how emerging building safety issues 
would be identified and how reforms would be easily and clearly 
communicated.  
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 Design and construction phase-related points 

 The regulator should have a role in improving the competence of people 
responsible for managing and overseeing building work. 

 Under ‘Oversight’, product safety oversight should be a key regulatory 
function. 

 Monitoring and research should be undertaken to understand where the 
greatest risks are and the best way to mitigate these.  

 The regulator should hold individuals to account via a complaints process to 
their trade or professional bodies, e.g., if a Gateway submission includes 
misleading information. 

 The regulator should have scope to review the type of building contracts that 
are used, such as NEC/JCT and D&B contracts.  

 The timescales of reforms to building control should be published to ensure 
that the industry has enough time to prepare and implement the necessary 
changes.  

Q 91. Do you think that some of these functions are more essential than others? 
Please explain your answer. 

9.5 There were mixed views in response to this question, although many did not 
provide a response or were neutral. Slightly more respondents disagreed that any 
one function is more essential than another:  

 Those who did not find one function more important than the others often 
commented that all of these functions are interdependent. If one function is 
considered a lower priority or is not fully implemented, the regulatory process 
will be weakened as a result. As such, a holistic approach needs to be taken 
which will not devalue any of these elements. 

 Those who agreed that some functions are more essential than others had 
varying opinions as to the priorities for consideration. Some felt that all parties 
working in collaboration was of key importance. Others stated that compliance 
through ensuring adherence to the regime requirement is fundamental to the 
success of the new regime and the safety of residents. However, some of 
these respondents also suggested that, without oversight and collaboration, 
adherence cannot be achieved. Within compliance, some felt that the 
inspection, investigation and enforcement function was the most critical.  

 Education was also seen as an important route to reducing non-compliance 
through better knowledge and understanding of the appropriate regulations. 
The balance between education and enforcement was also considered 
important.  

 It was noted that some functions are strategic, while others are more tactical. 
Both aspects need to be fully addressed in the new regulatory model.  

A Regulatory Model for the Building Safety Regime 

Q 92. In your view, do any of the regulatory model options outlined provide a 
preferred approach to regulating the regime in occupation  

9.6 Where indicated, over half agreed with one of the models outlined. Many others 
gave a neutral response or were undecided, with only a few in disagreement. 
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Where further comments on the proposed models were given, there were almost 
equal numbers of respondents indicating a preference for a single or multiple 
regulator model. A few had mixed views and could see the benefits of both 
options.  

9.7 Responses here highlighted resources for regulation, consistency in regulatory 
requirements and reasons for preferences for multi or single regulator options: 

 Current pressures on resources were emphasised. The chosen model should 
have sufficient competent resources to deliver the requirements of the new 
regime.  

 Irrespective of the model chosen, several respondents noted that consistency 
in the application of the regime, including the interpretation of the regulatory 
requirements between all parties, would be highly important.  

 Those preferring a single regulator model noted the benefits of consistency 
and transparency. This model would provide common national standards and 
there would be less opportunity for gaps in enforcement. Regulation and 
systems could be streamlined, robust and easy to navigate for Accountable 
Persons and BSMs. A few felt that the regulator needs to be independent and 
have the same authority as in England.  

 Those with a preference for multiple regulators expressed a range of different 
views about how the model might work. Some felt that the workload generated 
by the property portfolio in Wales may not justify establishing a single 
regulator, so an increase in resources could facilitate regulation between 
existing multiple regulators.  

 Some felt that the multiple regulator model through a concurrent strengthened 
regulatory regime with existing multiple regulators may provide the most 
practical, cost-effective and efficient approach. The technical knowledge of 
each inspecting authority lends itself to this model. Better co-operation 
between the multiple regulators would be vital for the success of this option. 
This would maintain the existing model and improve identified deficiencies to 
strengthen the regulatory regime of the future. This could include developing a 
framework to clarify which aspects each Authority is responsible for to avoid 
overlap and duplication.  

 Other respondents suggested a multi-disciplinary approach with 
representation from existing regulators to provide a joint assessment and 
holistic view on how building risks are being effectively managed.  

Q 93. Are there other regulatory models that are not presented here that we should 
consider? Please set out any alternatives. 

9.8 Relatively few alternative models were suggested for consideration, but most put 
forward the Scottish model based on a permit system.  

9.9 A few respondents called for a model which mirrors England, stressing that it 
needs to be independent and have the same authority. Independence between 
the regulator, Local Authorities and Building Control was considered to be vital.  

9.10 Another respondent noted that consideration should be given to amending the 
Housing Act to transfer responsibility for fire (as a hazard under the HHSRS) to 
the FRS. This would require the FSO to be amended for the FRS to regulate 
flats/dwellings. Suitable legislative changes would be needed for clarity in 
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regulation. Alternative models based on the principles of self-regulation or on a 
privately run basis were not considered to be appropriate.  

9.11 A system which required dutyholders to be a member of a professional body such 
as RICS would provide automatic regulation through internal standards, an ethical 
code was also suggested.  

Points relating to the design and construction phase 

9.12 Two organisations shared a particularly strong view that a single regulatory 
authority is needed for building control, which would result in:  

 Simplification of the regulatory system, with one single approval and 
regulatory organisation for all BCBs.  

 An overarching licencing body, such as the Construction Industry Council AIs 
Register (CICAIR), could fulfil this role on behalf of the regulator. The CICAIR 
is already designated by Welsh Ministers and the Secretary of State to licence 
AIs, and their remit could be expanded to cover all BCBs if LABC is included 
in this. This would allow licencing/verification of all LABC departments.  

 LABC and Association of Consultant Approved Inspectors (ACAI) could 
continue in their role as member organisations. This would create a consistent 
approach to delivery for the Building Control industry. 

 Performance Standards would be enhanced, with a single code of conduct for 
BCBs introduced and the ‘Building Control Performance Standards’ reviewed, 
with mandatory reporting against each requirement for all BCBs.  

Consideration of a Regional or National Approach 

Q 94. Do you think a local, regional or national approach to regulation would be 
appropriate? Please explain your answer, highlighting any positives and 
negatives you identify. 

9.13 A national model received the strongest support from about half of those who 
gave a preference, although a third of respondents supported a regional model. 
The local approach was the least supported. Some respondents were undecided 
and many did not give a response. Further points included: 

9.14 A lack of detail was noted on how the national approach would work in practice. In 
order to determine the best approach, there would need to be more detail on how 
the regulator would be governed, structured and staffed. All approaches would 
need sufficient resources.  

 Several suggested national oversight supported by local delivery. This could 
involve a strategic body or representative group to develop policy and 
guidance, supported by regionally based operational teams.  

 A few suggested that there is a need for some flexibility within the system 
based on the housing stock type in particular areas. They suggested that 
Category 1 and large-scale, high-risk Category 2 buildings would benefit from 
a regional or national approach, due to the complexity of the buildings and 
potential need for specialist knowledge. Smaller scale, lower risk Category 2 
buildings could be subject to a local approach, due to the likely more 
standardised needs and requirements.  
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Sanctions and Enforcement 

Q 95. Do you agree that there should be a framework for escalating enforcement 
and sanctions? Please support your views. 

Q 96. Do the levels set out at Figure 13 sufficiently reflect these levels? Please 
support your views.  

9.15 There was very strong agreement that there should be a framework for escalating 
enforcement and sanctions. Almost all of those who responded to the question 
agreed with the proposal. Supporting views included: 

 Proper enforcement and a legal framework were required in order to instil 
confidence in the new building safety regime and strong sanctions are needed 
to support effective enforcement of the law.  

 Enforcement powers should be lodged at the highest independent levels and 
not left to Local Authorities who may be reluctant to enforce matters to avoid 
risks of costs of court action.  

 The regulator will need access to a range of sanctions for escalation of 
enforcement other than prosecution which is time-consuming and expensive. 
A bespoke framework for escalating breaches of formal notices (e.g., fixed 
penalty notices for failure to comply) would incentivise responsible persons to 
comply and provide a useful additional step before prosecution.  

 ‘Soft enforcement’ will still be needed as currently most problems are resolved 
through engagement, encouragement and discussion. Formal enforcement 
should be the last resort. There should be potential appeal routes within the 
framework.  

 Enforcement and sanctions should not create additional burdens in terms of 
recovering fines e.g., the process of recovering a £1,000 fine is not cost 
effective. Fines need to serve as a deterrent.  

 A stepped approach to enforcement was welcomed, with reference made to 
Figure 13 in the White Paper. This was considered to be in line with practices 
recommended by the Concordat of Good Enforcement8. 

 Clear enforcement guidance would also be important to explain how 
enforcement mechanisms and sanctions would operate including clarity on 
who is responsible for enforcement in different areas of the building. Guidance 
would need to be flexible and not too prescriptive in order to recognise the 
varying situations that officers may be confronted with. Guidance should also 
clearly set out competence standards, assessment and learning opportunities 
for dutyholders, Accountable Persons and any others involved in building 
safety.  

 The enforcement and sanction framework should consider current regulatory 
and enforcement regimes for consistency so that a two-tier system can be 
avoided. The level of enforcement and sanction needs to be balanced across 
the sector to ensure that they are proportionate to the offence but reflect the 

                                                           
8 Enforcement Concordat - The Principles of Good Enforcement: Policy and 
Procedures 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldselect/lddereg/111/11107.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldselect/lddereg/111/11107.htm


 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 69 of 92 

 

seriousness of the breach. Regulators need to be perceived to carry out their 
duties is a trusted manner while still having teeth.  

 A whole building approach needs to be taken to avoid duplication and 
exploitation of loopholes. The new regulatory framework and a strengthened 
FSO could be used as enforcement tools in occupation.  

9.16 Other comments included: consider specific powers for the new regulator in line 
with those proposed in England; the Emergency Remedial Action requires start 
and completion dates; stop notices will allow the FRS to stipulate that works halt 
and remedial action be taken before proceeding with costly and inappropriate 
works; there may be conflicts of interest with Category 1 buildings where Local 
Authorities could potentially be taking enforcement action against other Local 
Authorities; AI’s also need to be brought into any enforcement framework to 
enable robust enforcement of Category 2 buildings; enforcement should be 
directly via the regulator through a confidential reporting system. 

9.17 Most respondents agreed with the levels set out at Figure 13. A few disagreed 
and a handful were neutral. The following points were raised in additional 
comments: 

 The levels outlined would also give sufficient discretion for the regulator to 
understand the circumstances and outline an appropriate response to the 
non-compliance in question. 

 The dutyholder must be given time to resolve matters and remediation work 
required in the first instance. However, previous offences or other 
misdemeanours should not be tolerated. 

 Adequate timelines need to be given for compliance depending on the 
circumstances e.g., for long leasehold blocks of flats which may have complex 
arrangements between dutyholders and leaseholders for raising funds to 
cover works required.  

 In the Medium Risk/Action Required stage an Enforcement Notice does not 
necessarily result in a prescribed course of action. This is unclear and a 
prescribed course of action should be set out for the dutyholder in order to 
accelerate the time taken for the remediation process. 

 A complete disengagement with the legislation by the Accountable Person 
could leave the regulator with no option but to prohibit the whole premises 
which could result in owner occupiers being made homeless. 

 Consistent low-level non-compliance should be acted upon. Figure 13 would 
not allow that to happen as it is focused on dealing with a specific issue rather 
than general management and compliance over time.  

Q 97. What penalties or offences should we consider being created as part of the 
enforcement and sanctions regime associated with building safety? Please 
support your views.  

9.18 Responses were mixed with some providing general comments in support of a 
balanced but appropriate range of enforcement tools and others making specific 
suggestions. Some also noted circumstances which should be considered in 
devising the enforcement and sanctions regime.  
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9.19 Respondents commented on the need for consistent penalties across all bodies 
and legislation. This could include legal action, fines, custodial sentences, fixed 
penalty fines or special measures in line with other regulatory bodies. Sanctions 
must be similar to other measures to avoid regulators using legislation that is not 
appropriate in order to get a greater award against the transgressor.  

9.20 Various pieces of legislation were mentioned as appropriate for any new 
measures to mirror including Articles 32-36 of the FSO, Housing Act 2004, Health 
and Safety at Work Act 1974 (HASAWA).  

9.21 Several respondents noted that financial penalties should vary and be appropriate 
to reflect the risk. The levels which are set should be enough to act as a deterrent 
so that action is the last resort.  

9.22 Adequate resources for enforcement are key, particularly enough resources 
employed to undertake inspections.  

9.23 The following thoughts on specific penalties and offences were put forward: 

 Offence for not reporting issues/incidents by occupiers to Accountable 
Person/BSM.  

 Stop notices. 

 Maximum penalties of unlimited fine or imprisonment for up to 2 years or both. 

 An unlimited fine in line with the Housing Act 2004, particularly for repeated 
breaches. 

 Fixed penalty fines for lower-level breaches to limit the burden on the 
regulator and the public purse. 

 Custodial sentences should be an option for more serious breaches. 

 Revocation of licences and/or registration for repeat breaches of safety. 

 Prohibition of working in that sector for serious offences. 

 Combination of penalties depending on the severity of the non-compliance. 

 Where a company fails to complete remedial work, a third party should be 
appointed to undertake the works and recovery costs applied to the 
Accountable Person by default. Accountable Persons should also be 
responsible for rehoming costs if remedial or enforcement order works are the 
direct result of their negligence or failure to act in a timely manner.  

 Complete removal of the designers/contractors from the building works as a 
last resort e.g., principal designers who do not meet the design requirements 
for compliance or contractors who demonstrate poor workmanship. 

 Leasehold properties with a Residents Management Company often involve 
volunteer directors who are required to be leaseholders due to the company 
structure. It is already difficult to find suitable volunteers. If penalties are too 
severe, this will further discourage residents to take on this responsibility. The 
issue could be largely overcome if legislation allows Management Companies 
to appoint professional directors but this would incur additional costs which 
would need to be covered. An alternative to fines and custodial sentences 
would be enforced removal of directors by the regulator. 
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Q 98. Do you agree that access rights should also be provided to the Fire and 
Rescue Authorities, along similar lines to those available to Environment Health 
Officers in relation to their powers under the HHSRS? Please support your 
views. 

9.24 The majority agreed that access rights should be provided to Fire and Rescue 
Authorities in a similar way to EHOs. Very few disagreed and a handful were 
neutral. Additional comments highlighted the following points: 

 This would allow appropriate inspections to take place. The same rights 
should be considered for the Accountable Person so they can inspect the 
compartmentation of flats and carry out their duties.  

 Fire and Rescue Authorities, like EHOs should be given access under the 
Housing Act 2004. However, powers of entry under Part 2 relate to licensed 
HMOs and are wider than under Part 1 relating to property condition. Part 1 
requires a minimum of 24 hours’ notice to be given to the owner/agent so may 
not be the most appropriate template for Fire and Rescue Authorities access 
rights.  

 While there may be advantages for Fire and Rescue Authorities to be able to 
get a holistic view of a building via individual dwellings the administration and 
notice requirements needed for entering, if similar to the HHSRS process, 
would create an increased administrative burden. This may slow down case 
progression regarding the impact of inspection outcomes.  

 Stricter design and construction regulation should reduce the need to gain 
entry to a dwelling to deal with major contraventions.  

 If access rights are given to the Fire and Rescue Authorities, there will be a 
need to amend tenancy agreements and contracts. Co-ordination and a multi-
agency approach will be needed to tackle some situations where residents are 
unwilling to assist.  

 As this proposal affects private residences, legal opinion may be required on 
the implications of the Human Rights Act 1998.  

 Access rights should only be granted with a set notice period and for strictly 
designed purposes e.g., when there is probable cause that there is a 
significant risk. Protection for owners/occupiers should be in place similar to 
permission under Section 45 of the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004. 

 The Welsh Government should consider implementation of a single piece of 
legislation which would resolve rights of access issues.  

Q 99. What safeguards should be put in place to protect residents’ rights in 
relation providing access to their properties? Please support you views. 

9.25 Responses covered a number of themes including access rights, communication 
and rationale for inspections, prior arrangement and notice periods:  

 Accountable Persons should provide clear instruction and information to 
residents regarding access rights including the reasons (and evidence) for the 
visit, clear timescales for inspection, how the information will be used and, for 
transparency, their rights to request the information gathered in an appropriate 
format. Visits should be proportionate and relevant, and caution should be 
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observed against potential overuse of access rights and victimisation. 
Inspections and their frequency should be risk-based.  

 Appropriate notice periods could be based on the seriousness of the issue 
with shorter period in emergency situations. The Accountable Person should 
keep a log of when and why immediate access was required as well as 
notifying the relevant Fire and Rescue Authorities, Public Health Department 
or regulator.  

 Inspecting officers should have a current DBS check to protect vulnerable 
residents. If not, Accountable Persons should have sufficient documented 
controls in place to protect residents’ rights. 

 A protocol should be in place to ensure that officers do not visit a person on 
their own. There should be an option for a family member, friend or social 
worker to be present, particularly for vulnerable people. Consideration should 
be given to providing female inspecting officers for lone or vulnerable people. 

 Residents should be given the opportunity to show and explain any changes 
before a forced entry is acted upon. They should also retain the right to 
dispute interventions into their homes and be able to accompany any access 
visits. 

 Residents reporting defects must also be safeguarded against eviction. 

A Joint Inspection Team 

Q 100. Do you agree with the proposal to establish a Joint Inspection Team as 
outlined?9 

Q 101. Do you agree that the Joint Inspection Team’s scope should be limited to 
Category 1 buildings initially with potential to expand? Please support your 
views.  

9.26 Most respondents agreed with the proposal to establish a Joint Inspection Team 
(JIT). Only a few respondents disagreed or gave a neutral response. Most of 
those who agreed added little further comment but themes included: 

 The team should have appropriate skills, knowledge and experience.  

 A need to ensure coherence between JIT inspections and existing inspection 
regimes. 

 An outside team may not encourage existing enforcement agencies to 
collaborate. 

 The team can support collaboration between existing enforcement agencies. 

 No guarantee that the Local Authority would instigate enforcement procedures 
after a Joint Inspection Team visit.  

 Consideration of the impact on the Local Authority and Fire and Rescue 
Service’s existing resources.  

 Providing more resources to existing enforcement agencies.  

                                                           
9 Online respondents were able to give ‘Yes, No or Don’t know’ responses to this 
question. We have assumed that any who did not do so were missing responses. 
Offline respondents were able to provide further comment on their views. 
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 Clear communication on how the Joint Inspection Team operates will be 
needed. 

 One respondent highlighted the length of time the production of a report takes 
post inspection in England.  

9.27 Overall, most respondents agreed with the proposal to limit the JIT’s scope to 
Category 1 buildings initially, with potential to expand. However, a minority 
disagreed and several were neutral. The following points were made:  

 Prioritising as set out in the proposal (high-rise and high-risk Category 2) 
would allow the system to bed in. 

 The proposed approach would allow results to be seen and help resourcing.  

 Previous “gaming” of the system has led to buildings constructed just under 
the 18m threshold so consideration should be given to high-risk category 2 
buildings.  

 Caution on including all Category 2 buildings due to the volume. 

 Aligning definitions of buildings in scope with statutory definitions. 

 The Joint Inspection Team should determine the risk-based approach to be 
adopted. 

 Height based operation would limit the team’s activity in parts of Wales where 
there are no high-rise buildings. 

 Consideration should be given to a case by case approach and/or complex 
and unusual enforcement situations. 

 One respondent indicated that the Joint Inspection Team should immediately 
inspect all multi-occupied residential buildings; all buildings taller than 
11m/three storey such as hotels and offices and buildings with vulnerable 
occupants including hospitals, schools, sheltered housing, care home and 
entertainment venues.  

 Clear guidance was needed as to when the JIT should become involved.  

Q 102. Do you agree with the proposed composition of the Joint Inspection 
Team?  

Q 103. Are there other functions the Joint Inspection Team could perform in 
addition to those outlined (i.e. enforcement advice and evidence gathering)? 

9.28 Most respondents agreed with the proposed composition of the JIT. Only a 
minority disagreed with the majority of these suggesting FRS representation which 
was outlined in the proposal. 

9.29 Themes emerging from the responses received include: 

 Establishing systems to promote the work of the Joint Inspection Team 

alongside current enforcement agencies.  

 Consideration of cost recovery models for those “loaned” to the Joint 

Inspection Team.  
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 Resourcing the impact of a Joint Inspection Team inspection by Local 

Authorities will be a challenge (to accompany inspections and undertake 

enforcement action if required). 

 Clear standards required to ensure a consistent approach.  

 Fixed term appointments may support delivery.  

 The team should be adequately resourced and financed.  

9.30 The few respondents who disagreed with the proposed composition wanted to see 
other expertise brought into the JIT including the HSE. 

9.31 Relatively few respondents named other functions the JIT could perform in 
addition to those outlined. Other functions that were suggested included: 

Enforcement and Advice 

 Providing enforcement advice is core to the work of the Joint Inspection 

Team. 

 Broaden the scope to include legionella, asbestos, health and safety, 

accessibility and environmental compliance (one respondent).  

 One respondent indicated that the Joint Inspection Team should be the 

enforcing authority.  

Education and Training and Advisory Role  

 Role in educating Accountable Persons and Duty Holders.  

 Sharing best practice with current enforcement agencies.  

 Advising and educating stakeholders on building risks.  

 Training and networking with professional bodies.  

 Longer term - providing advice to developers, architects, local authorities with 

possible cost recovery for the service provided. 

Communication  

 Engagement with residents.  

Informing future direction 

 Using findings to inform the future building safety regulator. 

 Inspection findings could inform future expansion of the team’s remit.  

9.32 One respondent considered the following to be key requirements: 

 New construction should be subject to the three gateway principles and the 
dutyholders principles establishing the Golden Thread in Categories 1 and 2.   

 Existing buildings in both Categories 1 and 2 should be subject to ongoing JIT 
inspections at regular intervals.  

 HMOs should be inspected by JIT or a reduced team, as they are the most 
vulnerable, the inspections should be every quarter.   

 Single dwellings and smaller developments over commercial premises should 
be treated as HMOs.   
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10. General Requirements in Relation to Fire Safety 
Equipment 

Q 104. Do you agree that Welsh Government should pursue requirements 
around additional fire alarm systems as outlined above that would apply to all 
residential dwellings? Please support your views. 

10.1 Most respondents agreed with the proposal to pursue requirements around 
additional fire alarm systems for all residential dwellings. However, some were 
concerned about feasibility of implementation and roll out. 

10.2 Various approaches were suggested: 

 Mains powered alarm systems were favoured by some, in part to reduce the 
risk of spent batteries. However, others recognised that battery powered 
systems could be installed more quickly. 

 Interlinked smoke, heat detection and carbon-monoxide alarms would be of 
benefit by triggering every alarm if one is activated. Heat detection in kitchen 
areas and carbon monoxide monitors where gas installations or solid fuel 
appliances are located would enhance protection.  

 Consideration should be given to other systems for those with disabilities e.g., 
provision of vibrating alarms for those with hearing impairments. 

 Property owners or Accountable Persons should ensure that each system is 
tested and certified annually with records maintained.  

10.3 Appropriate triggers for installing a new fire alarm system were suggested 
including; at the point of sale, the beginning of a new tenancy and during any 
material renovations/alterations to a property subject to Building Regulations. 

10.4 A number of concerns and considerations were highlighted including:  

 The cost to owners of installing and maintaining equipment may be a 
significant barrier unless funding is provided. Costs could vary significantly 
depending on the building and system required and whether qualified 
contractors were required for installation. 

 Regarding enforcement, mandating of fire detection may be difficult to 
enforce, particularly in the owner-occupied sector. In addition, any new 
requirements should also take into account existing legislative duties on 
private rented sector landlords.  

 The implementation timeline would need to be considered in line with the 
scale of the works required, resources and funding. 

 The impact of the requirements on the FRS in relation to the provision of 
equipment and advice. There would also be a requirement to increase staff 
training on systems used which would require additional funding. One 
respondent referred to ABI commissioned research on the availability of 
technology that could eliminate false alarms and identified the potential for this 
to significantly reduce the number of false alarms the FRSs attend which 
would allow them to prioritise resources to deal with actual fires and reduce 
the damage that occurs. 
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11. Summary of other open-ended responses   

11.1 There were comments in the open-ended narrative responses, which either did not 
directly address consultation questions, or made broad, overarching remarks. 
These additional points are summarised here.  

Right to adequate housing   

11.2 Safety is likely to disproportionately affect the poorest and most marginalised 
people in society. People on low incomes, who are vulnerable or homeless, are 
often forced to access low quality, unsafe housing. The Welsh Government should 
ensure join-up between policy areas and alignment with existing regulations, 
including Homelessness and Housing Support and Care Inspectorate Wales 
(CIW), to avoid unintended consequences for vulnerable people and the settings 
in which they might reside.   

11.3 A chronic shortage of accessible housing signifies that some disabled people are 
forced to live in accommodation unsuitable for their needs, for example, people 
with mobility issues in high-rise buildings where the infrastructure does not 
support their escape in the event of a fire. The respondent suggested that the 
Welsh Government, Local Authorities and developers must consider methods of 
escape for disabled people, in the event of a fire, in the planning and construction 
of new homes.  

11.4 One respondent highlighted that Wales is in the midst of a housing crisis where 
demand significantly outstrips supply, many people are unable to afford homes in 
their local communities and, for some, the suitability and safety of their home is 
grossly inadequate. These problems have only been further highlighted and 
exacerbated by COVID-19, the impact of which will be felt for some time.  

Privatisation of materials testing/ commercialisation of building 
control   

11.5 One respondent said the Grenfell Inquiry has exposed weaknesses in the whole 
process of building design, material selection and construction. They felt, although 
it is outside the scope of the current proposals, there will not be any success in 
building safer buildings without addressing the issues of the privatisation of 
materials testing and the commercialisation of Building Control.  

Costs/resourcing  

11.6 A few respondents noted existing issues in relation to the remediation of buildings. 
One respondent noted that the Hackitt report failed to recognise both that the 
Local Authority owned and managed Grenfell and that the Fire and Rescue 
Authority, Building Control, Planning Departments and HSE all directly/indirectly 
work for the local authority. Their main point was that while the Local Authority 
play a major role, they are underfunded and have faced resource cuts over the 
years. 

11.7 In another response the economic threats to leaseholders who are landed with 
large bills they cannot pay because of increased service charges, building 
insurance etc. and the risk of bankruptcy were highlighted.  
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11.8 Other responses raised concerns that the proposed reforms could create 
additional financial and resourcing pressures for local authorities, fire and rescue 
services, residents and developers.  

11.9 One response included a series of actions that they feel the Welsh Government 
can take to help including: 

 Recognise escalating costs for residents and the need to prevent insurance 
companies from profiteering from this unfortunate situation. They further noted 
that these insurance companies are often linked to the build and warranty 
companies who placed leaseholders in this difficult position in the first place.  

 Ensure second homeowners have same legal protection of a property. 

 Introduce a levy on developers, insurance companies, build warranty 
companies etc, to help fund remediation of legacy and future potential defects. 

 Develop an action plan and short timeframe for the use of the devolved 
funding available for the Building Safety Fund and ascertain how any shortfall 
will be funded. 

 Place a legal duty on Local Authority planning and commercial build warranty 
organisations with regards to their legal responsibilities. 

 Make it clear to mortgage lenders who are misusing the EWS1 requirement 
that they will lose their financial services licence and appoint an ombudsman 
to deal with disputes. 

Consultation content 

11.10 A few responses provided comment on the content of the White Paper more 
generally: 

 One respondent said they felt the White Paper has been heavily influenced by 
existing key industry stakeholders, who they felt have massively failed to protect 
the public in the last 15 years and that anything seeking to formalise existing 
failed practices should be resisted. They also felt that the proposals seem as 
complex as the circumstances which have created the current situation and 
were not clear how they will make a difference.  

 Another respondent said the proposals seem weighted towards the completed 
building rather than construction phase whereas recent events showed that 
serious defects in construction and Building Control inspections caused 
problems so construction should be more of a focus.  
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12.  Appendices  

Glossary of terms  

Term  Definition  

Accountable Person  The person or organisation who has legal 
responsibility for the safety of the whole building used 
for residential purposes in the occupation phase.  

Approved Inspectors 
(AIs) 

Companies or individuals authorised under the 
Building Act 1984 to carry out building control work in 
England and Wales 

Authority Having 
Jurisdiction (AHJ) 

The organisation, office or individual responsible for 
enforcing the requirements of legislation or 
standards, or for approving equipment, materials, an 
installation, or a procedure.  

Building Control Bodies 
(BCBs) 

The body responsible for checking building work to 
ensure it complies with regulations. May be a local 
authority building control (LABC) department or an 
AIs. 

Building Safety Manager 
(BSM)  

The BSM supports the Accountable Person ensure 
the building complies with the regime’s proposed 
requirements. The BSM has closer day to day 
responsibility for management of the building.  

Compartmentation  The capacity of the structure of a building to contain a 
fire in the room or flat where it originates for long 
enough to allow it to be extinguished.  

Dutyholders  Persons or organisations who have legal 

responsibilities under the new Building Safety 

Regime. There are dutyholders in both the design 

and construction and occupation phases. 

  

Enforcement Notices  A notice issued by local authorities during design and 
construction requiring non-compliance to be rectified 
by a set date. Also, a notice issued by a Fire and 
Rescue Authority under the Fire Safety Order 
requiring the remediation of defects.  

Euroclass Standard The standard of fire safety across Europe.  

EWS(1) The external wall system (EWS) is made up of the 
outside wall of a residential building, including 
cladding, insulation, fire break systems, etc. The 
EWS process, and resulting form, is a set way for a 
building owner to confirm that an external wall system 
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Term  Definition  

on residential buildings has been assessed for safety 
by a suitable expert. 

Fire and rescue authority 
(FRA) 

In Wales, fire and rescue authorities are established 
under the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004.  They 
are also the enforcing authorities for most premises 
under the Fire Safety Order. FRAs draw their 
membership and funding from their constituent local 
authorities but are separate bodies.  

Fire and Rescue Service 
(FRS) 
 

The Fire and Rescue Service is the operational fire 
brigade, and is part of the related FRA, not a 
separate entity.  It delivers firefighting, fire safety, fire 
protection and other emergency response services, 
and is headed by a Chief Fire Officer.  

Fire Safety Order (FSO) The Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order 2005 is 
the fire safety legislation in England and Wales. It 
regulates premises and sets out responsibilities for 
individuals, including placing the duty to keep people 
safe from fire upon the Responsible Person. 

Golden Thread  A living record of information about the building, 
which supports the design, construction and ongoing 
management of the building. It is kept in digital form 
to ensure those who need it most are able to access 
the information quickly and easily.  

House in multiple 
occupation (HMO)  

There are a number of technical definitions and 
classifications of HMOs. Generally speaking, these 
are properties rented by at least 3 people who are not 
from 1 ‘household’ (for example a family) but share 
facilities like the bathroom and kitchen. It is 
sometimes called a ‘house share’.  

Local Authorities 
Coordinators of 
Regulatory Services 
(LACORS) 

The local government central body responsible for 
overseeing local authority regulatory and related 
services in the UK.  

Key Dataset  A subset of information from the Golden Thread. This 
could include unique building identifier, location, size, 
and height etc.  

Multi-occupied 
residential buildings  

Any building where there are two or more dwellings, 
regardless of whether there is a shared front door to 
the building. For example, this could mean a house 
converted into two flats or a ‘skyscraper’ apartment 
block. 

Passive fire safety Elements of a building’s construction intended to 
prevent fires igniting or to resist fires spreading. 
Examples include fire doors and fire-resistant floors 
and walls. 
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Term  Definition  

Personal emergency 
evacuation plan (PEEP)  

A bespoke ‘escape plan’ for individuals who may not 
be able to reach an ultimate place of safety unaided 
or within a satisfactory period of time in the event of 
any emergency.  

Prohibition notice A notice issued under the Fire Safety Order by the 
enforcing authority (normally the Fire and Rescue 
Authority) which prohibits use of all or part of a 
building for specified purposes.  Breach of a 
prohibition notice is a criminal offence.   

Safety Case  A structured argument, supported by a body of 
evidence that provides a compelling, comprehensible, 
evidenced and valid case as to how the Accountable 
Person is proactively managing and controlling fire 
and structural risks.  

Stop Notices  An enforcement notice issued by local authorities 
during design and construction which require all other 
works to stop until issues of serious non-compliance 
are addressed.  

Whistleblower A worker who reports certain types of wrongdoing 
that affect public interest, including raising concerns 
that are in the benefit of public safety.  

 

Table of responses to survey questions  

Question Positive Neutral/mixed  
/unsure 

Negative Total 

Setting out the Scope of the Building Safety Regime 

Q 1. Do you agree that the 
Building Safety Regime in Wales 
should apply to all multi-occupied 
residential buildings with two or 
more dwellings?  

64 3 13 80 

Q 2. Do you agree that there 
should be two ‘Risk Categories’ for 
the Building Safety Regime?  

56 5 18 80 

Q 3. Do you agree with the 
proposed scope of Category 1 
buildings? Please support your 
view. 

50 6 24 80 

Q 4. Do you agree with the 
proposed scope of Category 2 
buildings? Please support your 
view. 

42 6 32 80 
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Q 5. Do you agree that licensed 
HMOs should be included within 
the scope of the Building Safety 
Regime? 

63 5 9 77 

Q 6. Do you agree with the 
exemptions as set out at Figure 6? 
Are there any other categories of 
building that should be included 
within the scope of the regime 
during occupation? 

25 11 39 75 

Q 7. Do you think that any extra 
measures should be taken as 
regards single flats above high-risk 
premises like restaurants and 
takeaways? 

51 7 17 75 

The Building Safety Regime (Design and Construction Phase) 

Q 9. Do you agree that a 
consistent approach with England 
to the information set out in the 
Golden Thread and Key dataset is 
appropriate? 

66 8 4 78 

Q 10. Do you agree that it is 
appropriate for all buildings within 
scope of the Building Safety 
Regime to provide information in 
relation to the key dataset? 

69 4 6 79 

Q 11. Do you agree that the broad 
duties set out are appropriate? 

61 6 6 73 

Q 12. Are there any additional 
duties we should include? 

Not applicable 71 

Q 13. Do you agree that there 
should be a named individual 
identified where the dutyholder is a 
legal entity? 

56 4 14 74 

Q 14. How effective are the 
existing arrangements for Local 
Authorities and Fire and  
Rescue Authorities to consider 
issues of availability of water 
during the preparation  
of Local Development Plans? 

Not applicable 65 

Q 15. Should Fire and Rescue 
Authorities become “specific 
consultation bodies” as defined by 
the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Development Plan) (Wales) 
Regulations 2005? 

59 8 3 70 



 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 82 of 92 

 

Q 16. To what extent do you agree 
with the proposed content of a Fire 
Statement? 

Not applicable 67 

Q 17. Do you agree responsibility 
for the content of a fire statement 
should rest with the dutyholder? 

55 7 8 70 

Q 18. Do you agree that Gateway 
Two should be a ‘hard’ stop point 
where construction cannot begin 
without permission to proceed?  

64 5 4 73 

Q 19. Should the Local Authority 
Building Control Body have 
discretion to allow a staged 
approval approach? 

49 6 11 66 

Q 20. What is an appropriate 
timescale for the Local Authority 
Building Control to respond to 
Gateway Two applications? 

Not applicable 66 

Q 21. Should the Local Authority 
Building Control be allowed to 
extend these time scales?  

41 12 9 62 

Q 22. Do you agree that the 
Principal Contractor should be 
required to consult the Client and 
Principal Designer on changes to 
plans? 

67 4 1 72 

Q 23. Do you agree the Principal 
Contractor should be required to 
notify the Local Authority Building 
Control of any proposed major 
changes before carrying out 
works? 

65 3 4 72 

Q 24. Do you agree that where 
major changes are made to the 
approved plans there should be a 
‘hard’ stop and work should not 
proceed until the revised plans 
have been approved by the local 
authority? 

64 4 4 72 

Q 25. What is an appropriate 
timescale for the Local Authority 
Building Control to respond  
to proposed major changes? 

Not applicable 68 

Q 26. Do you agree that for new 
Category 1 buildings an 
Accountable Person must be 
registered before occupation of the 
building can begin? 

69 3 1 73 



 
Safer Buildings in Wales: A Consultation. Summary Report 

   Welsh Government 

December 2021 
Page 83 of 92 

 

Q 27. Do you agree that a final 
declaration should be produced by 
the Principal Contractor, with the 
Principal Designer to confirm that 
the building complies with building 
regulations? 

63 5 6 74 

Q 28. Should Local Authority 
Building Control be required to 
respond to gateway three  
submissions within a particular 
timescale? 

Not applicable 70 

Q29. Are there any circumstances 
where we might need to prescribe 
local authority  
Building Control’s ability to extend 
these timescales? If so, please 
support your view with examples. 

Not applicable 62 

Q 30. Do you agree that the Client 
during Gateway Two (if not 
continuing in the role as 
Accountable Person) must hand 
over building safety information 
about the final, as built building to 
the Accountable Person before 
occupation is permitted? 

70 3 0 73 

Q 31. Do you agree it is 
appropriate to allow staged 
occupation (where previously 
agreed during Gateway Two) e.g. 
a mixed-use development? 

58 8 6 72 

Q 32. Do you agree that Category 
1 buildings undergoing major 
refurbishment should also be 
subject to the Gateway approach? 

68 2 2 72 

Q 33. Are there any other types of 
residential building or 
characteristics of a residential 
building that should require it to go 
through the Gateway process? 

Not applicable 61 

The Building Safety Regime (Occupation Phase) 

Q 35. Do you agree that there 
should be a single and clearly 
identified Accountable Person for 
all premises covered by the 
Building Safety Regime? 

68 3 3 74 

Q 36. Do you agree with the 
proposed approach in identifying 
the Accountable Person? 

58 5 8 71 
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Q 37. Are there specific examples 
of building ownership and 
management arrangements  
where it might be difficult to apply 
the concept of an Accountable 
Person? If yes, please provide 
examples of such arrangements 
and how these difficulties could be 
overcome. 

 70 

Q 38. Do you agree that the 
default position should be that the 
Accountable Person is the 
freeholder? 

52 6 11 69 

Q 39. For mixed-use buildings 
there will be a ‘Responsible 
Person’ under the FSO for the  
business premises, and an 
‘Accountable Person’ under the 
Building Safety Regime for 
residential parts. Are there any 
requirements we should consider 
about how these responsible 
parties should work together to 
support and ensure fire safety of  
the whole building? 

Not applicable 67 

Q 40. Do you agree with the 
proposed duties of the building 
safety manager for Category 1 
buildings? 

56 5 6 67 

Q 41. Do you agree with the 
proposed division of roles and 
responsibilities between the 
Accountable Person and Building 
Safety Manager? 

50 10 5 65 

Q 42. Is the relationship between 
the Accountable Person and 
Building Safety Manager 
sufficiently clear? 

41 7 17 65 

Q 43. Do you agree that the 
proposed duties and functions set 
out in Figure 8 for Accountable 
Persons for Category 1 buildings 
are appropriate? 

46 15 6 67 

Q 44. Do you agree that the 
proposed duties and functions set 
out in Figure 8 for Accountable 
Persons for Category 2 buildings 
are appropriate? 

45 13 10 68 
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Q 45. Do you think that the 
different roles and responsibilities 
for Category 1 and Category 2 
Accountable Persons are 
sufficiently clear and 
proportionate? 

39 12 14 65 

Q 46. Are there any additional 
duties that should be placed on 
dutyholders? 

Not applicable 65 

Q 47. Do you agree with our 
proposed fire safety outcomes? 

49 13 7 69 

Q 48. Do you agree with our 
proposed overall purpose of a fire 
risk assessment? 

56 11 4 71 

Q 49. Do you agree with our 
proposed risk areas? 

49 15 5 69 

Q 50. Do you agree that a fire risk 
assessment must be reviewed 
annually, and whenever premises 
are subject to major works or 
alterations for all buildings within 
scope? 

57 7 8 72 

Q 51. Do you agree that only a 
suitable qualified and experienced 
fire risk assessors should 
undertake fire risk assessments for 
buildings within scope? 

62 12 1 75 

Q 52. Do you agree that fire risk 
assessments must be permanently 
recorded? 

66 2 3 71 

Q 53. Do you have any views 
about whether Accountable 
Persons or their employees  
should be precluded from 
conducting fire risk assessments 
themselves? 

Not applicable 69 

Q 54. Do you have any views on 
enforcement or sanctions for non-
compliance with  
regards to the Accountable 
Person? 

Not applicable 64 

Q 55. Do you have any views on 
enforcement or sanctions for a 
person undertaking a fire  
risk assessment without suitable 
qualifications or experience? 

Not applicable 68 

Q 56. Do you agree with our 
proposal to create duties with 

56 12 4 72 
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regards to compartmentation on 
Accountable Persons? 

Q 57. Do you agree with our 
proposal to create duties with 
regards to compartmentation on 
residents? 

56 10 5 71 

Q 58. Do you agree the concept of 
a Safety Case for Category 1 
buildings is an appropriate way to 
assess and manage the risk of 
building safety issues? 

60 7 2 69 

Q 59. What do you believe would 
be a reasonable timescale for 
existing Category 1  
buildings to create a Safety Case? 

Not applicable 62 

Q 60. Do you agree there should 
be a mandatory reporting duty on 
dutyholders in the occupation 
phase? 

54 10 1 65 

Q 61. Which incidents/issues do 
you think should trigger such a 
duty and why? 

Not applicable 61 

Q 62. Should there be a 
requirement for the Accountable 
Person to register under the 
building safety regime during the 
occupation phase? 

64 3 1 68 

Q 63. Are the registration process 
requirements sufficient? Are there 
any others that should be 
included? 

30 22 7 59 

Q 64. Should there be a 
requirement for dutyholders (both 
the Accountable Person and the 
Building Safety Manager) to obtain 
a building safety licence in the 
occupation phase? 

40 22 2 64 

Q 65. Are there any other 
requirements that should form part 
of the licensing process for 
Accountable Persons in addition to 
completion of basic training about 
the building safety regime and the 
fit and proper persons test 
(Category 1 buildings only)? 

Not applicable 59 

Q 66. Should there be a 
competence requirement and/or 
minimum qualifications for those 
managing Category 2 buildings? If 

18 5 2 25 
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so, what criteria should those 
engaging in such services meet? 

Q 67. Do you agree that there 
should there be regulation of all 
residential property management? 

48 11 5 64 

Q 68. What standards should 
those carrying out residential 
management functions meet?  
Should there be a differentiation 
between the standards required for 
those managing Category 2 
buildings, and those managing 
unadopted spaces? 

Not applicable 57 

Q 69. How could the issues of 
probity and responsibility be 
evidenced in such a system? 

Not applicable 54 

Residents: Roles and Responsibilities 

Q 70. Do you agree that all 
Accountable Persons should be 
required to promote building safety 
(as set out at para 8.2.4)? 

64 4 0 68 

Q 71. Do you agree that this 
information should be provided in a 
way that is accessible and 
understandable, and should where 
relevant, reflect the specific needs 
of residents? 

65 3 0 68 

Q 72. Do you agree that a 
nominated person who is a non-
resident would be able to request 
information on behalf of a resident 
who lives there? 

60 4 2 66 

Q 73. Is there any other 
information that an Accountable 
Person should be required to  
provide on request? Please 
provide information on the two 
different categories of building if 
relevant. 

Not applicable 58 

Q 74. Do you agree that for 
Category 1 buildings the 
Accountable Person must provide 
the information as set out at para 
8.2.10? 

56 5 2 63 

Q 75. Is there any other 
information that you think it would 
be useful to provide? 

Not applicable 51 
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Q 76. In what ways could an 
Accountable Person demonstrate 
that they have established  
effective two way communication? 

Not applicable 61 

Q 77. Do you agree that there 
should be a new requirement on all 
residents of buildings within scope 
to co-operate with the Accountable 
Person (and their appointed 
representative) to allow them to 
fulfil their duties under the Building 
Safety Regime? 

63 4 2 69 

Q 78. Do you think there should be 
any specific requirements to 
facilitate this?  

Not applicable 66 

Q 79. What safeguards should be 
put in place to protect residents’ 
rights in relation to this  
requirement? 

Not applicable 54 

Q 80. Do you agree that there 
should be a new requirement on all 
residents of buildings within scope 
not to knowingly breach 
compartmentation? 

63 5 3 71 

Q 81. Do you agree that there 
should be a single process for 
escalating concerns to the 
regulator in relation to the Building 
Safety Regime, regardless of the 
category of building or where it is 
in the building lifecycle? 

65 4 0 69 

Q 82. Should a similar model be 
established to allow leaseholders 
to apply for a change/ removal of a 
Building Safety Managers? What 
would be an appropriate 
mechanism to do this? 

45 12 3 60 

Q 83. What roles and 
responsibilities are appropriate for 
Accountable Persons with  
regards to people who cannot 
safely self-evacuate? 

Not applicable 62 

Q 84. Should Accountable Persons 
be required to collate details of all 
those who would require 
assistance? 

52 8 3 63 

Q 85. Should Accountable Persons 
be required to provide this 
information immediately to the 

52 8 3 63 
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FRS in the event that an 
evacuation was necessary? 

Q 86. Should this be the case for 
all Categories of buildings?  

43 4 14 61 

Raising Concerns/Whistleblowing 

Q 87. Do you agree that Welsh 
Government should pursue a 
means to protect workers from 
raising concerns with regards to 
building safety? 

62 5 2 69 

Regulating the Building Safety Regime 

Q 88. Are there any actions that 
could be taken ahead of legislative 
reform that would support Local 
Authorities and the Fire and 
Rescue Authorities to manage 
multi-occupied residential buildings 
in a more holistic way? 

Not applicable 63 

Q 89. Do you agree with the list of 
key functions for the regulator as 
proposed? 

59 4 4 67 

Q 90. Are there are additional 
functions which are not listed that 
you believe are required in order to 
achieve our building safety aims? 

Not applicable 50 

Q 91. Do you think that some of 
these functions are more essential 
than others? 

20 13 21 54 

Q 92. In your view, do any of the 
regulatory model options outlined 
provide a preferred approach to 
regulating the regime in 
occupation? 

Not applicable 65 

Q 93. Are there other regulatory 
models that are not presented here 
that we should consider? Please 
set out any alternatives. 

Not applicable 59 

Q 94. Do you think a local, regional 
or national approach to regulation 
would be appropriate? Please 
explain your answer, highlighting 
any positives and negatives  
you identify. 

Not applicable 69 

Q 95. Do you agree that there 
should be a framework for 
escalating enforcement and 
sanctions? 

63 4 1 68 
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Q 96. Do the levels set out at 
Figure 13 sufficiently reflect these 
levels? 

54 6 4 64 

Q 97. What penalties or offences 
should we consider being created 
as part of the enforcement and 
sanctions regime associated with 
building safety? 

Not applicable 57 

Q 98. Do you agree that access 
rights should also be provided to 
the Fire and Rescue Authorities, 
along similar lines to those 
available to Environment Health 
Officers in relation to their powers 
under the HHSRS? 

54 7 3 64 

Q 99. What safeguards should be 
put in place to protect residents’ 
rights in relation providing access 
to their properties? 

Not applicable 57 

Q 100. Do you agree with the 
proposal to establish a Joint 
Inspection Team as outlined? 

60 4 4 68 

Q 101. Do you agree that the Joint 
Inspection Team’s scope should 
be limited to Category 1 buildings 
initially with potential to expand? 

43 6 16 65 

Q 102. Do you agree with the 
proposed composition of the Joint 
Inspection Team? 

51 9 5 65 

Q 103. Are there other functions 
the Joint Inspection Team could 
perform in addition to those 
outlined (i.e. enforcement advice 
and evidence gathering)? 

Not applicable 56 

General Requirements in Relation to Fire Safety Equipment 

Q 104. Do you agree that Welsh 
Government should pursue 
requirements around additional fire 
alarm systems as outlined above 
that would apply to all residential 
dwellings? 

59 3 6 68 
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List of respondents to the consultation  

Professional/Industry Body 
ARMA 
Construction Products Association 
Home Builders Federation 
Institute of Workplace and Facilities Management  
Institution of Fire Engineers  
Insulation Manufacturers Association   
Kingspan Insulation Ltd 
National Residential Landlords Association 
NHBC 
Propertymark 
RICS 
UK Finance 
 
Members of the public  
Andrew Thomas 
John Charles  
 
Building Control/Planning 
Blaenau Gwent County Borough Council 
Ceredigion County Council 
Cardiff Council  
Conwy County Borough Council  
Denbighshire County Council  
Pembrokeshire County Council  
Powys County Council  
Swansea Council  
Torfaen County Borough Council  
Wrexham County Borough Council  
 
Local authority 
Caerphilly County Borough Council  
Cardiff Council  
Flintshire County Council  
Neath Port Talbot Council  
Newport City Council  
RCT County Borough Council  
Swansea Council  
 
Social Landlord (local authorities and housing associations) 
Cardiff Community Housing Association 
CHC POBL 
ClwydAlyn  
Trivallis  
 
Industry 
ROCKWOOL Ltd 
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Third sector organisations 
National Trust Cymru  
Tai Pawb 
TPAS Cymru 
 
Residential property Managing Agent 
CRM Residential  
 
Other 
Manchester Sustainable Communities 
National Trading Standards Estate & Letting Agency Team 
 
Fire Sector 
South Wales Fire and Rescue Service  
North Wales Fire and Rescue Service  
Mid and West Wales Fire and Rescue Service 
National Fire Chiefs Council  
 
Other public sector 
Equality, Local Government and Communities Committee 
Welsh Local Government Association  
 
Anonymous  
45 respondents 
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