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Follow-up response  
 
I would like to add a comment in respect of the discussion on competency. Professor 
Torero views this very much as the solution, and through the use of better people all 
constraints on material use and methods may be removed. Our experience of the 
current environment is that much of the UK’s expertise is actually deployed in the 
value-engineering of buildings and, with a requirement to only ensure ‘evacuation-
before-collapse’, are employed to work to remove cost of materials and active and 
passive fire protection systems To ensure that the expertise Professor Torero  
speaks of is deployed to good ends, demands the setting of objectives that are 
higher than the very low and grey bar that we have of evacuation-before-collapse. 
Whilst the ban on combustible materials is indeed a crude tool, it is universally 
beneficial to curtail some of the value engineering practices. Better would be to set 
goals for some form of property resilience particularly where the building provides a 
primary service such as education or healthcare where interruption caused by the 
loss of the building can have great social impact. Property protection resilience does 
not currently form part of our regulations requirement but could be specified easily in 
a manner that allows the fire engineering fraternity to meet them in innovative ways. 
There are many ways of doing this but a resilience requirement for a school could 
specify the limitation of spread to a given area or number of rooms, the maximum 
number of days a given number of pupils could be displaced for, and the overall 
number of weeks before full capability is restored. This type of approach is 
documented in current fire engineer standards (BS 7974). Experience suggest that 
without controls on materials, or the specification of a higher design requirement, 
experts are deployed and paid for the removal of costs from building projects. 
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