
HAMPSTEAD POLICE STATION. 


Abacus Belsize -Planning Application -2019/2375/P


REPORT ON FIRE SAFETY AND MEANS OF ESCAPE on behalf of HCRD


In the design of a Primary School safe means of escape is a fundamental requirement to be fully 
assessed during the design process, with full evaluation and sign off. Reference should be made 
to the Building Regulations part B1. It  has not been demonstrated the basic functional 
requirements of B1 have been met. The guidance is the minimum requirement, which should be 
enhanced where children are present.  Similarly it has not been demonstrated that the 
requirements of DfSA publication BB100 have been met. 


Submitted documents do not appear to include a detailed Means of Escape Analysis by a 
qualified Fire Safety Engineer. Sole reference to vital safety matters is made in the applicants 
single page diagrammatic Fire Exit Strategy, contained within the Design and Access Statement. 
Listed building status can preclude an appropriate design and a simple design and access 
statement is not considered as adequate to cover such a building. The design appears to 
demonstrate a lack of understanding of the risks involved with escaping children, and in turn 
demonstrate that fire has not been a full consideration, more of an afterthought. 

Best practice requires a comprehensive strategy to demonstrate the building’s fitness for purpose, 
in this vital regard. Listed building and other constraints may preclude resolution of these matters 
and cannot be left for attention until after the planning process.


APPLICANTS FIRE EXIT STRATEGY


In the absence of any supporting documentation, other than the diagrammatic fire exit strategy, 
the proposal appears to be fundamentally flawed.


1.    The main stair is not a protected escape stair as it has multiple rooms accessed on to it, at 
lower levels, and it therefore cannot be relied upon as a primary escape stair.


 2.   There is no safe primary stair or directly accessible secondary escape stair from the        
second floor. The latter can only be accessed via two intervening rooms, a configuration which 
cannot be certified as safe for use. Occupants could mistakenly make their way into a smoke 
filled staircase. The design demonstrates that the human behaviour element has not been 
considered. There is no certainty that the secondary escape route would be kept free at all times, 
and be useable by a wheelchair user. It cannot be guaranteed, in practice, that the alternative 
escape route will be maintained and schools are known to struggle to manage escape routes 
appropriately. A fire in the specialist practical room could render both escape routes unusable. 
BB100’s principle is that a pupils can turn his/her back to the fire and escape in the opposite 
direction -this is not possible here.


3.   No adequate wheelchair user refuges are provided/shown for use in the event of fire, outside 
of the path of escape. The stair landings shown appear inadequate for this purpose and lobby use 
is unsuitable by virtue of limited space with the potential for impeding other escapers. This is a 
fundamental requirement of BB100. 


4.    The external escape stair to the main hall may be un-usable in event of a fire as it is situated 
immediately adjacent to a window which could be fire and smoke affected.  Furthermore there is 
no disabled refuge to this stair. 




5.    Reliance is placed on single means of escape from various rooms instead of incorporating 
dual escape even where practical,  against the underlying philosophy of BB100. 


6.    No full wheelchair user escape strategy is apparent in regard to various rooms. 


7.    There are shared escape routes with business use. 


8.    No reference is made to a sprinkler system, strongly advised in March 2007 DCSF Policy, 
which is best practice, and asked for under BB100. This is not a low risk building. 


9.    No reference is made to the lift being to evacuation standards to enable it to be employed for 
wheelchair user escape. 


10.    No references are made to access and facilities for fire and rescue services.  The provisions 
of B5 is a material consideration at planning, especially where the fire service may be committed 
to the building for S&R operations. 


CONCLUSIONS


The above failings go to the heart of the fitness for purpose of the proposal and the inadequate 
attempts, within the listed building constraints, to fully address primary safety issues.  

A full fire strategy report including the means of escape strategy should have been carried out by 
a professional and submitted with the application. 

Whilst the Grenfell tragedy relates to a high rise residential building, broader lessons have been 
learnt from that disaster. 

Any planning committee, presented with a scheme, should be satisfied that the fire strategy for 
the proposal represents best practice, and is not the subject of arbitrary compromises, whether as 
a result of use of an unsuitable building, or through absence of full consideration. This could not 
be of more importance than in connection with a school building for the use of young children. 


Prepared on behalf of HCRD.  June 2019


 


                    


